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The existing studies assume or treat an authoritarian party organization as a 

static and uniform structure, in which national party leaders dominate the party on the 

ground. Moreover, the extant explanations of authoritarianism focus on the effect of 

macro-level factors (e.g. the changes in the nature of democratic competition, political 

culture and institutional structure) over the internal strategies of the party leadership. 

Thus, little attention is paid to the role that local party actors play in authoritarian party 

structures. This study attempts to enhance our understanding of dynamics and factors 

behind party authoritarianism by raising the following questions: What does constitute 

party authoritarianism? Is it really a uniform or a static phenomenon as assumed? If 

not, how can we explain the variance in party authoritarianism? What might be the 
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theoretical and policy implications of such an analysis for democratic development and 

party governance?  

 By conducting a comparative case study of four political parties (AKP, CHP, 

MHP, DTP) in four geographically and politically distinct urban districts (Karşıyaka, 

Ümraniye, DiyarbakırMerkez and Tarsus) within Turkish political system, this study 

identifies four types of authoritarian party structures: benign, clandestine, challenged 

and coercive. In order to explain this variance, this study utilizes principal-agent 

approach, which is modified in two ways. First, as opposed to internally democratic 

parties, it is the national party leaders (principals) that delegate authority to local party 

actors (agents) in authoritarian parties. Second, the interest configurations between the 

principals and agents are based on not only material but also social interests. Material 

interests are those associated with power-seeking aims such as a desire for a position in 

public office. Social interests refer to the shared ideas and values such as ideological 

attachment, policy interests or loyalty to the leader. It is argued that interest 

configurations, which constitute the power structures between the national party leaders 

(principals) and local party actors (agents), vary across space and time. Second, the 

endogenous and exogenous triggers such as the outcomes of candidate selection 

processes or electoral defeats have the potential to cause a change in the power 

equilibrium between principals and agents, which might generate a new type of party 

authoritarianism or an exit to democratic party governance. 

Empirical analyses indicate that the agents motivated primarily by material 

interests are subordinate to party authoritarianism due to the material benefits received 

from the principals (benign authoritarianism). The agents motivated by social or 

ideational interests accept the subordination because of their loyalty to the party leader 

or the party ideology (clandestine authoritarianism). That been said, the agents whose 
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interests conflict with the principals as a result of exogenous or endogenous triggers 

might attempt to shirk from the authority of the principals and object the authoritarian 

party structure (challenged authoritarianism). The authoritarian-leaning principals, in 

response, may exert coercion over the challenging agents (coercive authoritarianism). 

The success of the challenging agents over the principals depends on their power 

resources, such as information, social and economic status, legitimacy and networking 

with other agents. 

This work, thus, shows that party authoritarianism should be understood as a 

dynamic and heterogeneous phenomenon, which shows significant degree of variance 

across space and time. To have a better sense of this dynamic phenomenon, we need to 

focus on the role of micro-level factors (i.e. interest configuration and power 

relationships among principals and agents). With respect to broader implications, the 

principal-agent (PA) relationship must be understood in a different way in authoritarian 

party organizations where the major responsibility of the local party actors is to fulfill 

the tasks set by the national party leaders. Therefore, in studying the power structure of 

authoritarian party organizations, contrary to the conventional understanding, it is 

useful to assign the role of the principal to the national party leaders and the role of the 

agent to the local party actors. 

Another implication of this study is that exit from party authoritarianism is 

always a possibility not only because the national party leaders choose to do so, but 

also because the local party actors have the potential to cultivate new power resources 

and create power networks against authoritarian party structures. Yet, this possibility 

arises only when there is a conflict of interests between the agents and principals. 

Therefore, what causes the rise of such intra-party conflicts (e.g. electoral defeats, 

outcomes of candidate selection processes) and what prevents them from arising (e.g. 
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material benefits, or social interests such as leadership loyalty, ideological attachment) 

must be given further recognition in studying internal dynamics of party 

authoritarianism. 

Keywords: Political parties, party authoritarianism, internal party democracy, party 

governance, principal-agent theory, interest configurations, power relationship, Turkish 

party organizations………………………………………………………………………..
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 Varolan çalışmalar, otoriter parti örgütlerini parti liderlerinin yerel parti 

aktörlerine egemen olduğu değişmez ve tek tip yapılar olarak kabul etmektedir. 

Ayrıca, otoriter parti örgütleri ile ilgili çalışmalar, daha çok makro düzeydeki 

etkenlere (örn. demokratik sistemlerin geçirdiği evrim, siyasi kültür ve kurumsal 

yapılanma) ve bu etkenlerin parti liderlerinin stratejilerine nasıl etki ettiğini 

incelemektedir. Yerel parti aktörlerinin bu süreçlerdeki rolü ise çok fazla 

irdelenmemektedir. Bu çalışma, otoriter parti yapılarının mikro düzeydeki 

etkenlerini ve dinamizmini anlamaya yönelik bir girişim olup, şu sorulara dikkat 

çekmektedir: Otoriter parti yapılarını ne oluşturur? Otoriter parti örgütleri 

varsayıldığı gibi değişmez ve tek tip yapılardan mı meydana gelir? Eğer farklı 
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yapılar söz konusuysa, bu değişime sebep olan etkenler nelerdir? Böyle bir analiz, 

parti içi demokrasinin gelişimi ve parti içi yönetişim mekanizmaları ile ilgili ne tür 

teorik ve siyasi çıkarımlar ortaya koyar? 

 Bu çalışma, Türkiye’nin siyasal sisteminde etkili dört parti yapısını (Adalet 

ve Kalkınma Partisi – AKP, Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi – CHP, Milliyetçi Hareket 

Partisi ve Demokratik Toplum Partisi – DTP), birbirinden coğrafi ve siyasi anlamda 

farklılık gösteren dört ilçede (Karşıyaka, Ümraniye, Diyarbakır-Merkez ve Tarsus) 

inceleyerek, otoriter parti yapılarının dört ayrı tipten meydana geldiğini 

vurgulamaktadır: Kollamacı (benign), gizli (clandestine), sorgulanan (challenged) ve 

baskıcı (coercive) otoriter parti yapıları. Bu farklılığı açıklamak üzere, bu çalışmada 

asil-vekil (principal-agent) teorisinden yararlanılmakta ve bu teorinin kullanımına 

iki farklı yenilik kazandırılmaktadır: Birincisi, parti içi demokrasisi gelişmiş 

partilerin aksine, otoriter parti yapılarında, asil roldeki aktörün yerel parti çalışanları 

değil, parti liderleri olduğu gösterilmektedir. Yerel parti çalışanları ise vekil 

konumunda bulunmaktadır. İkincisi, asiller ve vekiller arasındaki çıkar yapılarının 

(interest configurations) sadece güç elde etmeye yönelik faydacı çıkarlara değil; 

ideolojik bağ, politika oluşturma, veya lider sadakati gibi sosyal çıkarlara da 

dayandığı vurgulanmaktadır. Çıkar türlerindenki bu farklılıktan dolayı (faydacı ve 

sosyal türler), parti içi çıkar yapılarının, değişik biçimler alabilebileceği ileri 

sürülmektedir. Parti liderleri ile yerel parti çalışanları arasındaki güç ilişkisinin 

temelini oluşturan bu çıkar yapıları farklılık gösterdiğinden, otoriter parti yapılarının 

da yere ve zamana göre değişebileceği savunulmaktadır. Ayrıca, ‘seçim yenilgileri’ 

ve ‘aday belirleme süreçlerinin beklenmeyen sonuçları’ gibi birtakım dışsal ve içsel 

tetikleyicilerin (exogenous and endogenous triggers) parti içi çıkar yapılarını 

değiştirebilecek potansiyelleri de göz önüne alınmakta, bu tetikleyicilerin yeni bir 
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otoriter parti yapısına yol açabileceği veya demokratik parti yönetişimine geçişi 

mümkün kılabileceği savunulmaktadır. 

 Ampirik veriler göstermektedir ki, faydacı çıkarlara sahip olan vekiller - 

yerel aktörler - bireysel kazançlar karşılığında otoriter parti yapısına boyun 

eğmektedir (kollamacı otoriterlik). Sosyal çıkarlara sahip olan vekiller ise, parti 

liderine veya parti ideolojisine bağlılıklarından ötürü otoriter parti yapısına boyun 

eğmektedir (gizli otoriterlik). Bunun yanında, asilleri ile – dışsal veya içsel 

tetikleyiciler sonucunda – bir çıkar çatışması içine giren vekiller, asillerin 

otoritesinden sapmaya başlayıp, otoriter parti yapılarına karşı gelirler (sorgulanan 

otoriterlik). Otoriterilerini sürdürmek isteyen asiller ise kendilerine meydan okuyan 

vekillere baskı uygulama yöntemini seçerler (baskıcı otoriterlik). Vekillerin asillere 

karşı olan mücadelesinin başarıya ulaşması, bir başka deyişle otoriter yapının sona 

ermesi, vekillerin sahip olduğu güç kaynaklarının niteliğine ve büyüklüğüne bağlıdır 

(örn. bilgi, sosyal ve ekonomik statü, meşruiyet, diğer vekillerle iletişim ve güç ağı 

oluşturma). 

 Bu çalışma, böylelikle göstermektedir ki, otoriter parti yapılarının zamana ve 

yere göre değişim gösteren, dinamik ve çok türlü yapılar olduğunu göstermektedir. 

Bu yapıları daha iyi anlamak için mikro düzeydeki etkenlere daha fazla dikkat etmek 

gerekmektedir (örn. asiller ve vekiller arasındaki çıkar yapıları ve güç ilişkileri). Bu 

çalışmanın temel teorik çıkarımı, otoriter parti örgütlerinde asil-vekil ilişkisinin 

farklı bir şekilde kurgulanması gerektiğidir: Alışılagelmiş anlayışın aksine, otoriter 

parti örgütlerindeki güç yapılarını anlayabilmek için, asil rolünü parti liderlerine, 

vekil rolünü ise yerel parti çalışanlarına atfetmek daha yararlıdır. 

 Bu çalışmanın bir diğer çıkarımı, otoriter parti yapılarından demokratik parti 

yapılarına geçiş olasılığının her zaman var olduğudur. Bu olasılığın gerçekleşmesi 
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sadece parti liderlerinin seçimine değil, yerel parti aktörlerinin güç kaynaklarına ve 

kendi aralarında oluşturdukları güç ağlarına bağlıdır. Ancak, bu olasılık sadece 

asiller ve vekiller arasında bir çıkar çatışması doğduğunda ortaya çıkmaktadır. Bu 

durumda, otoriter parti yapılarının dinamiklerini anlamak açısından, parti içi çıkar 

çatışmalarını doğuran etkenleri (örn. seçim yenilgileri, aday belirleme süreçlerinin 

sürpriz sonuçları) ve engelleyen etkenleri (örn. bireysel kazançlar, liderlik sadakati 

ve ideolojik bağlar) daha fazla irdelemek gerekmektedir.  

Anahtar Kelimeler: Siyasi partiler, otoriter parti yapıları, parti içi demokrasi, parti 

yönetişimi, asil-vekil teorisi, çıkar yapıları, güç ilişkileri, Türkiye’de siyasi parti 

örgütleri 
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CHAPTER I 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

This study provides an explanation for what constitutes an authoritarian party 

structure, which is a highly undertheorized phenomenon in party politics. An 

authoritarian party structure can be understood as the symmetrical opposition of intra-

party democracy, a concept that has an important history in political science, grounded 

in the original work of Michels (1911/1962). Yet, because of the complex relationship 

between the ‘party in public office’, ‘party in central office’ and ‘party on the ground’ 

as well as the multifaceted dimensions of internal decision-making systems such as 

policy determination, candidate selection and leadership selection processes, what 

exactly defines an internally democratic party has not reached any consensus so far. 

Some important measures for intra-party democracy have been the degree of 

inclusiveness of the decision-making processes (Rahat and Hazan, 2001; Pennings and 

Hazan, 2001:273); decentralization (Pateman 1970; Havel 1988) and 

institutionalization of party structures (Scarrow, 2005:6). Even though each of these 

three measures has its own weakness regarding to what degree it can identify intra-

party democracy; the bottom line in each is that in internally democratic parties, the 

party on the ground (comprised of party members and activists) has certain power over 
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the internal decision-making processes. Authoritarian party structures, then, can be 

understood as structures in which the members and activists lack any means of such 

power and are subordinate to the decisions of the party leaders.  

 The question on ‘who holds the power in party organizations’ has brought 

divergent hypotheses, starting from Michels (1911/62), who argued that no matter how 

democratic the party structure is at the beginning, oligarchy is the inevitable outcome in 

party organizations. He explains that the effective functioning of an organization 

requires the concentration of power in a small group of party elite because most 

decisions cannot be made efficiently by large numbers of people. The party elite in 

return, uses all means necessary to preserve and further increase its power. Later on, 

Duverger (1951) also accepted that party organizations hold such oligarchical features, 

underlining the institutional factors behind it, such as the characteristics of electoral 

systems, party systems and the impact of political regimes. 

 These essential works by Michels and Duverger raised the attention of many 

scholars in the study of power in party organizations, particularly in the analyses of 

changing party types in liberal democracies. The major aim of these studies has been to 

understand the impact of parties’ growing dependency on state resources and 

weakening ties with the society on their power structures (i.e. Katz and Mair, 1995; 

Koole, 1996; Katz and Mair, 2002; Mair and Biezen, 2001; Schmitter, 2001; Scarrow, 

2000). These studies have argued that the party leaders have begun to gain more 

autonomy in the party organization vis-à-vis the party members and activists. They 

have also emphasized that internal party democracy has become a strategic tool used by 

the party elite and ironically strengthened the elite’s position rather than providing 

influence to the party activists. Through adopting internal party democracy and 

including more members in decision-making processes, the party elite aims to 
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manipulate the less active ‘ordinary’ members in order to swamp the middle-level party 

activists who are thought to pose the greatest challenge to their dominance in the party 

(Mair, 1994). In this respect even though the decision-making process is very inclusive 

(including all members), the real agents of change – middle-level activists – in the party 

organization are prevented from influencing the party decisions. Thus, this emerging 

power structure within parties is closer to party authoritarianism rather than internal 

party democracy. 

 Therefore, in liberal democracies, internally democratic parties are changing 

and gaining more authoritarian features in time as a result of the macro-developments – 

i.e. economic growth, mass communications, individualization – which made the 

parties more dependent on the state (Mair, 1989; Schmitt and Holmberg, 1995). Yet, 

this hypothesis has produced its counter-argument underlining that rather than being 

divorced from the members and activists, the party elite has actually become more 

sensitive to the demands coming from the bottom (Kitschelt, 2000; Scarrow, 1999, 

2000; Seyd, 1999). This is because the party leaders must also pay attention to their 

legitimacy in external democratic competition, and such legitimacy can be acquired by 

internal party democracy. 

 However, this debate on the power structures of parties, unfortunately, focuses 

only on one side of the coin. That is, while the question of whether parties are 

becoming less democratic / more authoritarian raises divergent hypotheses, the question 

of whether parties with authoritarian power structures can or cannot become democratic 

does not receive much attention. In many developing democracies, yet, parties with 

authoritarian structures outnumber the internally democratic parties. The major reason 

for this is that the macro-level factors such as the political culture and the institutional 

structures play a fundamental role in shaping the major pattern within the power 
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structures of parties at their formation. For instance, it is a common perception that 

parties in many post-communist states have leader-dependent party organizations 

because of their weak grounding in civil society (Enyedi, 2006; Toka, 1997; Kopecky, 

1995; Lewis, 2000; Szcerbiak, 2001; Biezen, 2003). In Latin America ‘organizationally 

thin’ parties with low degrees of party membership is known as the contingent effect of 

an illiterate, rural and ‘politically unmobilized’ segment of the society (Ware, 

1996:139; Gunther and Diamond, 2003:173). In the Middle East, no indigenous 

tradition of representation existed among political parties, and they dealt less with 

seizing power than redefining state boundaries and establishing new regimes; which led 

them to possess leader-dependent structures (Rustow, 1966).  

 Thus, the studies in liberal democracies mainly focus on how the macro-level 

developments transform internally democratic parties into authoritarian structures in 

time whereas the studies in developing democracies focus on how the political cultures 

and pre-democratic legacies lead to the emergence of party authoritarianism in their 

political systems. These explanations, yet, remain insufficient in understanding what 

constitutes party authoritarianism at the micro level and whether authoritarian party 

structures can become democratic in time. Moreover, authoritarian party organizations 

are treated as uniform and static structures, in which the party leaders dominate the 

party on the ground. Thus, little attention is paid to the role that local party actors play 

in authoritarian party structures and why they subordinate to leadership domination. 

1.1. Purpose of the Study 

This study is an attempt to understand the internal mechanisms of authoritarian 

party structures and question the existing assumptions, which treat party 

authoritarianism as a static and uniform phenomenon. It asks the following set of 

questions: Why can or cannot authoritarian parties become democratic? What 
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constitutes an authoritarian party structure (or party authoritarianism)? Are 

authoritarian party structures static or do they change in time? Are they uniform 

structures or do they show different patterns across space? If so, what are the possible 

patterns across and within authoritarian party structures? What causes the variance in 

party authoritarianism across space and time? This set of questions will help us to 

understand the micro-level factors of authoritarian party structures, which have not 

received as much attention as the macro-level factors such as political culture and 

institutional framework. Moreover, providing explanations to these questions will also 

explain the micro-level causes of intra-party democracy as they will shed light onto 

what causes or prevents the development of intra-party democracy at the micro-level.  

1.2. Relevance of the Study 

 Political parties are at the heart of democratic competition. Being able to put 

candidates in legislative or governmental positions by winning elections, parties are 

marked by a certain dual standing between the state and civil society (Teorell, 

1999:373). To put it more concretely, political parties link the society to the state based 

on a chain of connections that runs from the voters through the candidates and the 

electoral process to the officials of the government (Lawson, 1988:16). 

 Studying the power structures of parties is necessary in order to see what impact 

they bring on this strategic function that they have in democratic competition. In fact, 

how party authoritarianism and internal party democracy affect the democratic regimes 

has received a significant degree of attention in the literature. The debate between the 

opponents and advocates of intra-party democracy is rooted in the distinction between 

the populist and liberal understandings of democracy. The liberals emphasize the 

virtues of participation and deliberation within parties (APSA Report, 1950; 

MacPherson, 1977; Teorell; 1999). Ware (1979) further underlines that intra-party 
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democracy provides a voice mechanism for voters and party members whose exit 

option is already available. Against the liberal side, the populists stress the need for a 

united front and more authoritarianism within parties, which are conducive to 

structured competition at the systemic level (Schattschenider, 1942; Duverger, 1954; 

Downs, 1957). As Scarrow rightly notes (2005: 3-5), the reason for the tension in the 

debate is because the two schools have different concerns. The liberal approach is 

concerned about the process and sees intra-party democracy as an end in itself, while 

the populist approach is concerned about the outcome and sees intra-party democracy 

as an instrument to help parties offer clear and distinct electoral choices to the 

electorate. In this respect, according to liberals, intra-party democracy is a goal of the 

political party, which plays a linkage role between the state and society, whereas 

according to the populists, existence of intra-party democracy is crucial for a 

democratic regime to the degree that it effectively serves to the functions of political 

parties. 

 Besides, the degree of democracy within a party organization shapes the 

organizational aspects of political parties. For instance, the full inclusiveness of the 

electorate in decision-making mechanisms leads to a loosening and weak party 

structure like the parties in the United States. Adoption of the direct primary method in 

the US was a means to give the power of selection to large number of voters and 

prevent the rise of oligarchy or authoritarianism (Epstein, 1982). However, as Key 

(1964) argues, direct primary opened the road to disruptive forces that gradually 

fractionalized parties, facilitating the growth of personal attachments rather than party 

loyalty. Therefore, there is a tension between high level of intra-party democracy and 

party cohesion, which needs to be balanced in line with the needs of the political 

system. When party leaders are faced with loss of control in the party, they might want 
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to reassert party discipline by undemocratizing candidate selection as was the case in 

Australian Labor and Liberal parties from the 1950s to the 1970s, Belgian parties in the 

1980s and the 1990s, most Dutch parties and Austrian ÖVP and SPÖ after the 1994 

elections (Rahat and Hazan, 2001:317). 

 As a result, internal party democracy or party authoritarianism has an 

overwhelming significance as an independent variable in democratic politics. This 

means that providing new perspectives to the study of party authoritarianism as a 

dependent variable is a very relevant subject to study in political science. 

1.3. Findings and Arguments 

 This study shows that an authoritarian party organization has a dynamic and 

heterogeneous structure based on the interactive power relationship between the party 

leaders and the local party actors. It reveals that authoritarian party structures show 

variance across space and time in a given political system. The empirical findings of 

this study indicate four possible types of party authoritarianism: benign, clandestine, 

challenged and coercive. In benign authoritarianism, both the local party actors and 

national party leaders have mutual material gains from the authoritarian party structure. 

In clandestine authoritarianism, the local party actors are not aware of or indifferent to 

the domination of the national party leaders. In challenged authoritarianism, the local 

party actors object to the authoritarian party structures. In coercive authoritarianism, 

the party leaders exert explicit coercion or threat over the local party actors who 

challenge their authority in the party. 

In order to shed light on the variance in authoritarian party structures, this study, 

first of all, underlines the need to treat party authoritarianism as a relational 

phenomenon; in other words, power does not belong to a certain actor within the party 

but it is rather ‘relational’ taking place between the national party leaders and local 
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party actors (Emerson, 1962; Blau, 1964; Baldwin, 1979). The authoritarian party 

leader at the national level must take into account the skills, perceptions and interests of 

the local party actors because the potential effectiveness of the party leader’s power 

depends on these actors’ interests, perceptions and skills.  

In the second step, the study utilizes the principal-agent (PA) model in party 

structures where interest configurations constitute the power relationships between the 

party leaders and the local party actors. The study modifies the conventional 

understanding of the PA model in party politics in two ways: First, as opposed to 

internally democratic parties, it shows that it is the national party leaders (principals) 

that delegate authority to the local party actors (agents) in authoritarian parties. Second, 

it shows that the interest configurations between the principals and agents are based on 

not only material but also social interests. Material interests are those associated with 

power-seeking aims such as a desire for a position in public office. On the other hand, 

social interests (shared ideas and values) refer to the interests shaped in social contexts 

such as ideological attachment, policy interests or loyalty to the leader. Due to the 

different patterns in interest configurations between the principals and agents; this 

study argues that it is also possible to see a variance in party authoritarianism across 

space and time. For instance, the agents with material interests are subordinate to party 

authoritarianism due to the material benefits received from the principals (benign 

authoritarianism). The agents with social interests are subordinate to party 

authoritarianism because of their loyalty to the party leader or the party ideology 

(clandestine authoritarianism).  

The endogenous and exogenous triggers such as the outcomes of candidate 

selection processes or electoral defeats also have the potential to cause a change within 

the power equilibrium in authoritarian parties, generating a new type of party 
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authoritarianism or even a transition to democratic party governance. The agents whose 

interests conflict with the principals as a result of exogenous or endogenous triggers 

might attempt to shirk from the authority of the principals and object the authoritarian 

party structure (challenged authoritarianism). The authoritarian-leaning principals, in 

response, may exert coercion over the challenging agents (coercive authoritarianism). 

The study further argues that the success of the challenging agents over the principals 

and thus the transition to intra-party democracy depends on how effective their power 

resources are, such as information, social and economic status, legitimacy and 

networking with other agents.  

In sum, the study shows the constitutive effect of interest configurations and the 

causal effect of exogenous and endogenous triggers over the variance in party 

authoritarianism through employing a modified PA approach to party politics.  

1.4. Methodology 

 This study is directed by a theory-building research objective and adopts a 

‘variable-oriented’ approach. A ‘variable-oriented’ approach is concerned with 

establishing the causal power of a particular variable on a certain outcome (Ragin, 

1987), and is usually adopted in studies that employ a ‘comparable-cases’ method. This 

method requires that comparison be controlled if two or more instances of a well-

specified phenomenon resemble each other in every aspect but one (Lijphart, 1975). 

Yet, ‘comparable-cases’ method has been subject to several criticisms since it is 

extremely difficult to find cases that resemble each other in every aspect but one 

(Collier, 1991; George and Bennett, 2005: 151-2). Researchers often recognize this 

limitation, but they nevertheless admittedly proceed with imperfect controlled 

comparison believing there is no other way of compensating for its limitation (George 

and Bennett, 2005:153).  
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 As George and Bennett argue (2005), this limitation can be overcome by 

conducting a ‘within-case analysis’, which focuses not on the analysis of variables 

across cases, but on the causal path in a single case. According to this alternative 

approach, the results of individual case studies, each of which employs within-case 

analysis, can be compared by drawing them together within a common theoretical 

framework without having to find two or more cases that are similar in every respect 

but one (George and Bennett, 2005:179).  

 The methodology of this study, in a way, combines the features of both the 

‘comparable-cases’ method and ‘within-case analysis’ method. In order to show the 

effect of two independent variables (IV) on the dependent variable (DV = possible 

variance in party authoritarianism), the study not only compares the power structures 

across four authoritarian parties in one political context but also analyzes the power 

structure within each selected party. The two independent variables are the types of 

interest configurations and the exogenous and endogenous triggers in the political 

system. The interest configurations are shaped by two different interests: material 

interests (i.e. desire for power) and social interests (i.e. ideological attachment, sense of 

community obligation). The difference in the interests of the major party actors 

(national leaders and local activists) brings varying interest configurations within party 

structures. Exogenous triggers are electoral defeats or victories, the emergence of new 

parties or disappearance of old ones in the system; whereas some examples for 

endogenous triggers are the outcomes of candidate selection processes, the resignation 

of party leaders or other key party actors.  

 As a ‘comparable-cases’ study, this study compares four party organizations by 

controlling the macro-level cultural and structural variables through focusing on one 

single political system, Turkey. As required by the ‘comparable-cases’ method, the 
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selected cases – four parties – resemble one another in several aspects because the 

organizational characteristics of parties are overwhelmingly subject to the provisions 

stated in the Law on Political Parties Law in Turkey (No: 2820). Therefore, it is easier 

to measure the effect of the independent variables on these organizationally similar 

party structures. However, the selected parties do not entirely meet the condition of 

‘resembling each other in every aspect but one’ because they differ from one another in 

some aspects such as ideology, the styles of the party leaders and the organization age. 

That is why, as George and Bennett (2005) would suggest, in addition to the 

comparable-cases method, the study also employs the ‘within-case analysis’ and studies 

the actors’ interests not only across but also within the selected four party organizations 

individually as well.  

 Case studies can be of different kinds. The specific kind that this study employs 

as a research method is the plausibility probe. A plausibility probe is a method used to 

examine whether an untested hypothesis will be strong enough to be tested with even 

broader, more in-depth inquiries (Eckstein 1975). For the purpose of this study, the 

untested hypotheses are; (1) Different interest configurations within party structures 

and the rise of certain endogenous and exogenous triggers lead to a variance in party 

authoritarianism not only across parties but also within one single party structure; (2) it 

is possible to see a transition from party authoritarianism to intra-party democracy if the 

party members and activists cultivate effective power resources against the party 

leaders.  

 The case studies in plausibility probes are rooted in data and reasoning. To put 

it differently, the purpose is to establish the validity of the central propositions for 

further inquiry. As emphasized by Eckstein (1975:110), plausibility probes involving 

attempts to estimate the potential validity of a hypothesis “are especially important 
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where non-empirical probes yield very uncertain results, and there is also reason to use 

them, as additions to others, as cheap means of hedging against expensive wild-goose 

chases, when the costs of testing are likely to be very great.” In this respect, the causal 

value of the two independent variables in this study - interest configurations and the 

exogenous/endogenous triggers - has been analyzed by observing sixteen relationships 

between the party actors within the selected party organizations, based on 91 in-depth 

interviews. Based on its validity, the hypothesis of this study needs to be tested in 

broader frameworks in future studies 

 Country Selection: Party authoritarianism is a highly undertheorized political 

phenomenon, in many of the developing democracies. Yet, why to study party 

authoritarianism in Turkey?  

 The formation of the first political parties in Turkey followed a top-down, elite-

driven transition to democracy, paving the way for the leaders’ dominance as the major 

characteristics of power structures within parties. The authoritarian characteristics of 

the first parties were adopted by their successors later on. These characteristics even 

became institutionalized through the adoption of Law on Political Parties. As Özbudun 

asserts (2006:550): 

 
The Turkish political parties law, adopted in 1983 by the military regime, 
is probably the most detailed of its kind in Europe. It contains not only 
party prohibitions, but also extremely detailed regulations on party 
organization, registration, membership, nominations, discipline, and party 
finance. Consequently, all Turkish parties have very similar organizational 
structures imposed upon them by the law. 

 

 Furthermore, the literature on party organizations in Turkey well recognizes 

their authoritarian characteristics, yet the questions of ‘whether it is the same across 

time and space (i.e. across different parties) needs to be studied with micro-level 
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analyses. Such analyses have been neglected in Turkey as Sayari (1976:199) once 

pointed out: 

 
…the organizational dimension of political competition in Turkey has 
received surprisingly little attention despite its obvious relevance for 
understanding party behavior. Undoubtedly, much more systematic 
research is needed before we can begin to answer questions concerning the 
degree of organizational centralization, the nature of authority 
relationships between leaders and sub-leaders, the level of involvement in 
party activities, or the functional relevance of organizational work for the 
success in the elections. 
 

Some monographic studies on the organizational characteristics of political parties in 

Turkey do exist (examples include Eroğul 1970; Kili, 1976; Ayata, 1992, 1993; 

Albayrak 2004), but there are very few studies that compare the authoritarian 

characteristics of party organizations in detail (such as Kabasakal, 1991; Bektaş, 1993). 

Yet, these studies do not focus on the dynamism and heterogeneity of party 

authoritarianism, either. 

 Therefore a contemporary, comparative study of party organizations with an 

emphasis on party authoritarianism in Turkey is needed. Turkey can provide a good 

laboratory to theorize authoritarian party structures because it is an ideal, representative 

case where party authoritarianism is embedded in the political culture and the 

institutional framework (i.e. the Law on Political Parties). 

 Selection of Parties: The selected parties in this study, the Justice and 

Development Party (AKP – Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi), the Republican People’s Party 

(CHP – Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi), the Nationalist Action Party (MHP – Milliyetçi 

Hareket Partisi) and the Democratic Society Party (DTP – Demokratik Toplum Partisi) 

are the four influential parties in the Turkish political system, representing four major 

ideological trends, currently present in the parliamentary office. Having certain 
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influence over the party sytem creates identical goals for parties as organizational units, 

each of them having the similar concern, which is to be able to compete in the electoral 

arena. For the sake of the research objectives, the parties which have been away from 

public office for a certain period of time (such as the ANAP, DYP and DSP) are 

eliminated from this study because since the major electoral defeat of these parties in 

2002 elections, their influence over the political sytem has diminished and thus their 

organizational structures have become very unstable, leading to constant resignations 

by the party leaders and attempts for unification among parties.1 In this respect, these 

cases would not provide healthy analytical results for studying the power structures of 

party organizations in Turkey. 

1.5. Roadmap 

 This study is structured in the following order: Chapter II reviews the existing 

explanations for intra-party democracy and party authoritarianism and aims to provide a 

definition of both concepts. It shows the weaknesses of the present explanations in 

studying authoritarian party structures: In the studies on liberal democracies, the focus 

is mainly directed to the macro-level explanations for why and how internally 

democratic parties gain authoritarian features in time but not vice-versa. In developing 

democracies, the main focus is on the effect of two macro-level factors –mode of 

transitions to democracy and the legacies of the pre-democratic regimes – on the power 

structures of parties. Thus, none of the two bodies of literature provides an adequate 

explanation for what constitutes party authoritarianism at the micro level. On the other 

                                                
1 For instance, the top leadership of the Motherland Party (Anavatan Partisi – ANAP) has experienced 
six resignations between 2002-2009; it has also attempted to unite with the True Path Party (Doğru Yol 
Partisi – DYP) before the 2007 general elections but the attempt failed. The Democratic Left Party 
(Demokratik Sol Parti – DSP), on the other hand, was led by one leader since the party founder’s 
resignation in 2004 and its MP candidates achieved to enter the parliament in 2007 only through being 
represented under the CHP. As the party was not successful in the local elections 2009, the party leader 
resigned in April 2009. 
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hand, this chapter also elaborates the weaknesses of the micro-level factors such as 

party ideology or leadership styles as they fail to explain the possible variance in party 

authoritarianism across space and time.    

 Chapter III provides the literature review on authoritarian party structures in 

Turkey, also with the aim to show the weaknesses of the existing explanations of party 

authoritarianism in Turkish politics. The explanations in Turkish politics mainly focus 

on the role of political culture and institutional framework regarding why the parties 

show authoritarian features yet these explanations treat party authoritarianism as a very 

static and uniform phenomenon. Furthermore, the chapter analyzes the role of party 

ideologies and leadership styles on power structures and concludes that these 

explanations are not sufficient to understand the variance within authoritarian party 

structures. 

 In order to explain what constitutes party authoritarianism and the possible 

variance in it, Chapter IV discusses the advantages of utilizing the principal-agent 

theory in party politics (i.e. it provides an explanation for dynamism and change in 

hierarchical structures). However, the chapter also outlines the need to modify the 

theory in order to shed light on party authoritarianism: First, contrary to the 

conventional understanding, it argues that the role of the principal should be assigned to 

the national party leaders and the role of the agent to the local party actors. Second, it 

argues that the materialistic bias of the theory needs to be restored through integrating 

the role that ideas and values in shaping interest configurations between the principals 

and agents. In this respect the interests of the party actors can be either material (i.e. 

desire for power) or social (i.e. loyalty to the leader and ideology). 

 Chapter V, through the modified PA model, explains the possible variance that 

authoritarian party structures show across time and space, such as clandestine, benign, 
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challenged and coercive authoritarianism. It argues that whether the principals and 

agents have social or material interests molds different types of interest configurations 

within authoritarian party structures (i.e. strategic, non-strategic and hybrid interest 

configurations) and that since the interest configurations constitute the power structure 

of party organizations, the different types of interest configurations lead to a variance in 

party authoritarianism: The agents motivated primarily by material interests are 

subordinate to party authoritarianism due to the material benefits received from the 

principals (benign authoritarianism). The agents motivated by social interests accept 

the subordination because of their loyalty to the principal or the party ideology 

(clandestine authoritarianism). On the other hand, this chapter also shows that the 

exogenous and endogenous triggers such as electoral defeats or the outcome of 

candidate selection processes have a causal impact on the variance in authoritarian 

party structures: The agents whose interests conflict with those of principals as a result 

of these triggers initiate a challenge against party authoritarianism (challenged 

authoritarianism) and the principals in return exert coercion over them (coercive 

authoritarianism). Finally, the chapter discusses the possibility of exit from party 

authoritarianism, which depend on how effectively the power resources (information, 

economic status, legitimacy, networking) were used by the agents against the 

principals. 

 Chapter VI and Chapter VII provide the empirical validity of the arguments 

given in Chapter IV and V in the case of Turkey. Based on 91 in-depth interviews, 

conducted right after the 2007 national elections with the local party actors from four 

major parties and four geographically and politically distinct urban districts, Chapter VI 

reveals the observation of four patterns of authoritarianism (clandestine, benign, 

coercive, challenged) across and within parties in Turkey. The responses of the local 
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party actors on the open-ended questions like ‘whether they think the last candidate 

selection process was inclusive in their party’, ‘whether they took any opposing action 

against their leaders’, ‘what an ideal candidate selection process should be like’ and 

‘whether they think their party structure is democratic’ help to identify these patterns 

across and within authoritarian party structures in Turkey.  

 Chapter VII, in order to explain this existing variance in party authoritarianism 

in Turkey, first shows how the PA relationship is constructed in Turkish party 

structures, which is contrary to the conventional PA approach to party organizations. 

Second, it explains the observed variance across and within parties through analyzing 

the interest types of the local party actors and the conflicts that have arisen between 

principals and agents as a result of the outcomes in candidate selection processes 

(examples are MHP-Diyarbakır, MHP-Ümraniye, MHP-Tarsus, AKP-Karşıyaka, CHP-

Diyarbakır) as well as the electoral defeats (examples are CHP-Karşıyaka, CHP-

Ümraniye). It further explains that through taking part in a power network against party 

authoritarianism, the CHP local actors in Karşıyaka and Ümraniye came closest to exit 

from party authoritarianism, yet failed to do so due to the lack of effective power 

resources (i.e. lack of grassroots support and personal attributes of the faction leader). 

 Finally, Chapter VIII outlines the general conclusions and implications of this 

study both at the theoretical and policy level and ends with suggestions on how future 

studies can elaborate the hypotheses of this study in different political contexts.  
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CHAPTER II 

 

 

 

EXISTING EXPLANATIONS ON INTRA-PARTY DEMOCRACY 

AND PARTY AUTHORITARIANISM  

 

 

 

The power structure within party organizations can be democratic, authoritarian 

or in a evolution process between the two. This chapter aims to provide a review of 

how intra-party democracy and party authoritarianism are explained so far. It first 

provides the definition, and second reviews the macro and micro level causes of these 

power structures. Finally, the chapter evaluates the limitations of the literature in 

understanding party authoritarianism.  

2.1. What is Intra-Party Democracy and Party Authoritarianism? 

The power structure of a party is usually characterized by the relations between 

the three faces of the party organization: Party in public office, party in central office 

and party on the ground (Katz and Mair, 1993). The ‘party in public office’ is 

comprised of the elected members of the party in parliament and/or government. The 

‘party in central office’ and ‘party on the ground’ together constitute the extra-

parliamentary branch. The party in central office is understood as the national 

leadership of the party organization, which in theory, is organizationally distinct from 
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the party in public office (Katz and Mair, 1993:594). Yet, this theory is mainly derived 

from the evidence acquired from party organizations in liberal democracies. The 

experience in newly developing democracies shows that the party in public office and 

central office has more overlapping features, in other words, the same group of party 

elite may control power both in central and public office (Biezen, 2000). On the other 

hand, the party on the ground represents the rank-and-file of the party comprising of 

ordinary party members as well as the party activists who play more extensive role than 

the members at the grassroots level (Katz, 2001; Mair, 1994) (See Figure 1). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1: Three Faces of a Party Organization 

 

In the literature, extending greater influence to the party on the ground in decision-

making processes is generally understood as promoting internal party democracy 

(Michels, 1911/62; Duverger, 1951; Ostrogorski, 1902; Pareto, 1901; Weber, 1921). On 

the other hand, if the party leaders (either in public or in central party office) gain the 

influence over the party organization, it is authoritarianism that rises. Yet, before 

outlining what describes such influence, there is a need to outline the key decision-

making processes within parties. 
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2.1.1. Decision-Making in the Party Organization 

The decision-making processes within party organizations can be categorized 

into three main headings: Candidate selection, selecting party leaders, and defining 

policy positions (Scarrow, 2005).  

Candidate selection is a crucial decision-making process during elections, 

usually known as the central defining function of a political party in a democracy 

(Schattscheneider 1942, Kirchheimer 1966, Jupp 1968). As Katz (2001:277) 

emphasizes: 

 

[Candidate selection] is the primary screening device in the process through 
which the party in public office is reproduced. As such, it raises central 
questions about the ideological and sociological identities of the party as a 
whole. Moreover, because different modes of selection are likely to 
privilege different elements of the party and different types of candidates, 
they may raise questions about the nature of the party as an organization as 
well. 
 

 The process of candidate selection gives important clues about the democratic 

or authoritarian features of party organizations. Are primaries held? Is it all members of 

the party organization or only members from administrative boards that can join the 

primaries? Who determines the eligibility for being a candidate? Must party leaders 

approve the primary results? Are choices limited by party rules (are there any quotas)? 

Similar to candidate selection, the choice of alternative methods for the 

selection of party leaders sometimes reflects another dimension of intra-party 

democracy (Cross, 2008; LeDuc, 2001:323). The questions like ‘who may participate 

as a selector’, ‘are there limits on who may stand as a candidate for leadership in the 

internal election’, and ‘who oversees the fairness of the process?’ are important 

measures of whether the party behaves in a democratic manner or not. Because the 

selection of the leader is important for the party’s image, there may be conflicts about 
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how to set the rules. When parties do not have their own mechanisms to resolve such 

conflicts, some disappointed contestants might appeal to courts if the laws in the 

political setting allow so (Scarrow, 2005:10).  

Another decision-making process in the party organization is related to who 

determines the policy platforms of the parties. There may be party policy committees 

that aim to aggregate different viewpoints from the party for instance by introducing 

consultations or collecting comments. Or, the policy determination process simply may 

not take into consideration the majority of party members’ opinions. Whether a party 

has a democratic nature can be demonstrated by understanding if the policies have been 

developed in cooperation with all party members who are supposed to represent the 

party in whole. For instance, the UK’s Labor Party in 1997 went through a significant 

internal democratization process through including members, unions and local party 

organizations into the policy-making processes (Russell, 2005). Similarly, Australian 

Labor Party has strong commitment to have the policy-making processes as inclusive 

and participatory as possible (Gauja, 2005). 

Internal party democracy or authoritarianism is usually understood by analyzing 

these three processes of decision-making within party structures. The greater the 

influence of the party on the ground has over these processes, the more democratic the 

party is considered.  The lesser the influence, the more authoritarian the party is. 

2.1.2. Inclusiveness, Decentralization and Institutionalization 

What identifies the influence of the ‘party on the ground’ over the processes of 

candidate selection, selection of party leaders and policy determination? The literature 

usually outlines the terms inclusiveness, decentralization and institutionalization in 

referring to such influence in internally democratic parties. Therefore, according to this 
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literature, it would be right to assume that the lack of these phenomena alternatively 

results in the lack of such influence and thus party authoritarianism. 

Rahat and Hazan (2001) elaborate the importance of inclusiveness in candidate 

selection. In candidate selection, the ‘inclusiveness’ feature takes into account two 

dimensions: candidacy and the selectorate. In terms of candidacy, the questions such as 

‘can anybody present him/herself as a candidate in the candidate selection process?’ 

and ‘what are the requirements for being a candidate?’ show to what extent the criteria 

for candidacy are inclusive of party members. The selectorate, on the other hand, is the 

group that selects the candidates and the more this group is inclusive, the more 

democratic the organization is.  

Figure 2 shows the exclusive and inclusive poles of the continuum in candidate 

selection. At one extreme, the selectorate and the requirements for candidacy are the 

most inclusive; on the other extreme, they are the most exclusive; which makes the 

party authoritarian rather than democratic.  

 

           CANDIDACY 
 

All citizens            Party Members    Party Members +  
               Additional Requirements 

 
Inclusiveness               Exclusiveness  

 
 

 
   THE SELECTORATE 
 

Electorate        Party Members  Selected    Non-selected          Party Leader 
    Party Agency Party Agency          Selected  Non-Selected 
 
 

Inclusiveness                        Exclusiveness 
 

Figure 2. Inclusiveness and Exclusiveness in Candidate Selection  
 (Based on Rahat and Hazan, 2001:301, Figure 1 and Figure 2) 
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Between the two dimensions of the inclusiveness-exclusiveness continuum, the 

composition of the selectorate is argued to be the most vital and defining criteria for 

internal party democracy (Pennings and Hazan, 2001:273). As long as the more 

important and powerful selectorate continues to be a restricted and small party elite, 

one cannot speak of a substantial degree of democracy inside the party. It is because, no 

matter how inclusive the candidacy requirements are, the limited selectorate will still 

have the full control over the final results. 

  Yet, some scholars argue that inclusiveness does not always enhance, but even 

sometimes impedes internal party democracy (Katz, 2001:190; Mair, 1994). This 

impediment is mainly due to the heterogeneous structure of the party on the ground, 

that is the distinction between the ordinary party members and the middle-level party 

activists who are more eager to take part in the decision-making processes. The party 

elite chooses ‘internal party democratization’ as a strategy to strengthen its position, 

relying on the fact that the less active party members can be manipulated to suppress 

the middle-level party activists who are thought to pose the greatest challenge to their 

dominance of the party. Having party decisions made by direct postal vote of the full 

membership, rather than allowing them by the party congress is an important example 

for how this strategy works (Katz, 2001: 290). When parties open up and allow more 

influence of ordinary members on party decisions, it would strengthen the power of the 

party leaders since the ‘ordinary’ members are more prepared to follow the party 

leadership than the middle-level activists (Mair, 1994). Thus, the role of party activists 

who represent the actual initiators of change within the party on the ground is 

marginalized in decision-making processes. In this respect, ironically, a high degree of 

inclusiveness may strengthen the influence of the national party elites over the party 

organization. 
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Along with inclusiveness, decentralization is another term related to the access 

to control over decision-making mechanisms within a party (Pateman, 1970; Havel, 

1988). Decentralization can be either territorial – when local selectorates nominate 

party candidates – or functional – when it ensures the representation of social groups 

such as trade unions, women, minorities, etc (Rahat and Hazan, 2001:304). Thus it is 

the territorial decentralization that corresponds to the party on the ground. In 

decentralized parties, the national party elite probably meets much less often and tends 

to be focused more on coordination and communication than on providing definitive 

guidance to the party (Scarrow, 2005:6). 

However, the role that decentralization plays in the internal democratization of 

parties is not always positive, either. If the selectorate consists only of a small group of 

people, then decentralization could only mean that the control of decision-making 

mechanism has passed to the local oligarchy from the national oligarchy (Eldersveld, 

1964). In contrast, some centralized parties may ironically have very democratic 

features: The party leaders may choose internal party democratization through 

membership-wide ballots in a way to weaken the power of local party activists who 

might manipulate membership rolls to their own advantage (Scarrow, 2005).  

Finally, institutionalization is another term used in describing the influence of 

the party on the ground over the decision-making processes. Parties with high degrees 

of intra-party democracy are generally highly institutionalized because they need rules 

that define who is eligible to participate and what constitutes victory in internal contests 

(Scarrow, 2005:6). Randall and Svasand (2002) refine the concept of party 

institutionalization and emphasize that the internal institutionalization of a party takes 

place when there is certain systemness and value infusion inside the party. They argue 

that systemness, a concept first used by Panebianco (1988), in fact, overlaps with 
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Huntington’s concept ‘coherence’, which asserts that, in an ideally institutionalized 

party, there is a consensus on its functional boundaries and on procedures for resolving 

disputes that arise within these boundaries (Randall and Svasand, 2002:10). Thus, in 

institutionalized parties, the decision-making is entrenched in the rules and regulations 

rather than being dependent on the arbitrary choice of party leaders. 

However, just like inclusiveness and decentralization; party institutionalization 

may not always go hand in hand with internal party democracy, either. The rules and 

practices of a party organization may alternatively favor the power of the national party 

elite over the key decision-making processes. As Scarrow (2005:6) convincingly points 

out:  

… institutionalization does not equal internal democratization, and highly 
institutionalized structures are not necessarily internally democratic ones. 
In fact, institutionalized parties that are not internally democratic may be 
more difficult to reform than are those with less well-entrenched rules and 
practices. 
 

In sum, even though inclusiveness, decentralization and institutionalization all 

seem to identify some evident characteristics of internally democratic parties, the 

literature also points to the dangers of using these terms in referring to intra-party 

democracy. It is because, under certain conditions, each one of them has the potential to 

impede the influence of the party on the ground over the decision-making mechanisms 

and on the contrary strengthen the role of the national party elite. Yet, among the three, 

inclusiveness of the selectorate is the most determinate factor in democratizing party 

structures as long as the selectorate also possesses the necessary checks and balances in 

the party. As Mair (1994:16) argues, including more party members in formal decision-

making procedures may end up in the strengthening of the party leadership unless these 

powers are given to individual members together with the tools to organize internal 

opposition. Thus, inclusiveness dimension must be accompanied by access to internal 
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checks and balances; otherwise it may result in a decreasing role and influence of the 

party on the ground.   

Rather than focusing on the more complex and vague position of 

decentralization and institutionalization in internal party democracy, this study simply 

acknowledges that it is inclusiveness accompanied by checks and balances that internal 

party democracy accounts for. As Rahat and Hazan (2001:309) argue, only if 

decentralization encompasses a more inclusive selectorate can it be considered a 

democratizing process. The same argument can be made for the institutionalization of 

parties: Parties with high levels of institutionalization can be considered to have a 

democratic character only if the decision-making covers an inclusive selectorate with 

the necessary internal tools of opposition. Therefore, this study acknowledges that in 

internally democratic parties, the party on the ground (both members and activists) is 

included in the decision-making processes and able to oppose or remove the party 

leaders in central and public office when necessary. On the other hand, in authoritarian 

parties, the party on the ground is excluded from the decision-making processes and is 

subordinate to the power of the party leaders in central and public office. 

2.2. Causes of Internal Party Democracy and Party Authoritarianism  

Any student of party politics studying the power structure within political 

parties can easily see that the literature exceedingly focuses on the effect of structural 

and cultural factors over the internal power balance of party organizations. One side of 

the literature is mainly devoted to understanding the evolutionary change of the power 

structures of parties in liberal democracies on the questions of whether, why and how 

the party on the ground is losing their influence over the internal decision-making 

processes (e.g. Katz and Mair, 1995; Koole, 1996; Kitschelt, 2000; Katz, 2001; Blyth 
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and Katz, 2005; Bille, 2001). There are two opposing hypotheses in this regard: One 

hypothesis, which is grounded in the original work of Michels (1962), is that the party 

on the ground within party organizations is losing its control as the party in public 

office seeks more autonomy in making the central party decisions (e.g. Katz and Mair, 

1995; Katz, 2001; Blyth and Katz, 2005). The second hypothesis is that, rather than 

being divorced from the party on the ground, party leaders have become even more 

sensitive to the demands of their members, strengthening their role in the party (see for 

instance Kitschelt, 2000; Scarrow, 1999, 2000; Seyd, 1999), in other words, parties are 

becoming even more democratic. 

The other side of the literature elaborates the power structures of parties in 

developing democracies, with an aim to understand the reasons for the emergence of 

party structures where the influence of the party on the ground is very weak (e.g., 

Biezen 2003; Dalton and Wattenberg 2000; Gunther and Diamond 2003; Gunther et al. 

2002; Kosteleck 2002; Szczerbiak 2001). This literature criticizes the existing 

typologies on party organizations as they are derived mainly from the experience of 

West European parties.  

The common ground of both bodies of literature is the effort to understand the 

reasons for the rise of authoritarian features within party structures. (Yet, as mentioned, 

some scholars do question the validity of the hypothesis that parties are actually losing 

their democratic features in liberal democracies). The following two sections analyze 

these existing explanations; concluding that they are not helpful in understanding what 

constitutes party authoritarianism and what might be the possible variance in it.  

2.2.1. Explanations in Liberal Democracies 

The power structure of political parties in liberal democracies is mainly 

analyzed through the studies on the evolution of party organizations. In other words, 
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the evolving types of parties have shaped the power structure of parties in liberal 

democracies.  

 As Katz and Mair (1997:93) argue, in liberal democracies, organizational 

evolution of parties has been reflective of a dialectical process in which each party type 

generates a reaction, stimulating further development, leading to another party type and 

thus to another set of reactions. It is widely recognized that each of the four party types; 

which are ‘cadre’, ‘mass’, ‘catch-all’ and ‘cartel’ or ‘modern cadre’ parties (Duverger, 

1954; Kirchheimer, 1966; Panebianco, 1988; Katz and Mair, 1995; Koole, 1996) is the 

evolved type of its predecessor, transformed as a reaction to a macro-level change in 

the political environment. The types of parties are distinguished based on the question 

of who holds the internal power over the organizational stucture. 

The 19th century is known as the era of cadre (elite) parties, the ‘first political 

parties emerged in proto-democratic systems with suffrage limited to a small privileged 

class of the more propertied male population’ (Krouwel, 2006:253). They are 

characterized as the network of local notables who elected themselves for public office, 

in other words, they are an ‘agglomeration of local parties rather than a single national 

organization’ (Katz and Mair, 2002:115). The central authority and control is weak as 

the parliamentary caucus easily dominates the party on the ground that is constituted of 

the notables’ local supporters. Neumann (1956) identifies these parties also as parties of 

individual representation, whose function is the selection of representatives during 

election times. Because the elite party at the national level is the alliance of local parties 

on the ground, the crucial decisions in cadre parties are usually made at the local level. 

Therefore, the decision-making process in cadre parties is of a decentralized feature. 

Yet they are highly exclusive of broad segments of the society (Ostrogorski, 1902); and 

thus intra-party democracy is almost non-existent in cadre type of parties. 
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 Mass party, as Katz and Mair (2002) argue, emerges as a reaction to the cadre 

party with its ability to mobilize greater resources collecting membership dues and 

therefore greater votes. Mass parties are the parties of social integration (Neumann, 

1956), aimed to integrate the socially excluded groups such as the working class to the 

political arena (Irwin, 1980:170; De Grand, 1996:28). In other words, the individual 

representation in cadre parties is replaced with the representation of the social masses in 

mass parties. The internal balance of power then shifts to the masses, composed of a 

wide spectrum of committed members, i.e. the party on the ground, while the central 

party office acts on behalf of the party members’ interests. It is the sectoral 

representation in mass parties that accompanies the idea of internal party democracy, 

justifying the submission of those elected to the public office to the decisions made in 

the democratic extra-parliamentary organs of the party (Katz, 2001:284). Since the 

party on the ground, in theory, controls the party in central office and in public office, 

mass parties are known to be democratic organizations.  

In practice, though, mass parties may also have authoritarian characteristics. 

Kirchheimer (1966) underlines, for instance, the denominational mass party, which 

includes a religious variant, aiming to mobilize the masses on religious bases. Mass 

parties can also be found in nationalist and fundamentalist variants, which are more 

proto-hegemonic in their ideology (Gunther and Diamond, 2003:180). Such ideological 

rigidity, the internal training of the members and recruiting the elite may make party 

competition unlikely (Krouwell, 2006:255). According to Michels (1911/62), 

bureaucracy, by design, is hierarchically organized to achieve efficiency—many 

decisions cannot be efficiently made by large numbers of people. The effective 

functioning of an organization therefore requires the concentration of much power in 

the hands of a few. Those few, in turn, will use all means necessary to preserve and 
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further increase their power, undermine the democratic character of the organization 

and lead to oligarchy (Leach, 2005:26). Hence, concerning the mass parties, Carty and 

Cross (2006:94) emphasize that, ‘in theory the relationship between the party in central 

office and on the ground was “symbiotic”; in practice, Michels taught us that power 

was heavily vested in the party’s central office’.  

Following the evolutionary path of party organizations, the number of mass 

parties declined in time. In the last few decades, a growing literature has proclaimed 

that parties are no more functioning as community-based agents of political 

socialization and mobilization (Scarrow, 2000:81). The 1980s witnessed a sharp decline 

in the parties’ membership/ electorate ratio (M/E) for most of the European 

democracies whereas in 1990s, the overwhelming decline in the number of party 

members were markedly expressed in both absolute numbers and as a percentage of the 

electorate (see the data in Katz, Mair et.al. 1992; Mair and Biezen, 2001). This 

evidence of change over time was probably more meaningful in the cases of the long-

established western democracies, and, to a lesser extent, in the southern cases such as 

Greece, Portugal and Spain (Mair and Biezen, 2001:11). The membership figures 

derived from the post-communist democracies, on the other hand, were of doubtful 

value due to the general distortion of the membership data (Biezen, 2000).  

There are a number of structural factors, which caused the decline in party 

membership. Increase in the use of leisure time, the development of welfare states and 

mass communications, and a transformation of attitudes towards political parties – all 

of which have an impact on the falling number of people willing to get involved in a 

political party. The rising influence of the newly developed communication devices has 

become the most important bridge between candidates and voters (Ware, 1987; Katz, 

1990; Gunther and Mughan, 2000). Katz and Biezen (2001:14) further explain that 
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political parties, together with other traditional and hierarchical organizations, appear to 

be suffering from the impact of the individualization of social and political preferences, 

as well as from a more general unwillingness to rely on existing institutional structures 

to represent and articulate what appear to be increasingly particularized demands.  

As a result of the changing structural factors, candidate-centered campaigns 

have rapidly started dominating the organizational structures. As the parties grew to be 

less dependent on the grassroots support of the party members and more on 

personalized politics, the party on the ground became a burden for the party elite (Linek 

and Pechacek, 2007:260).  Named as the electoralist catch-all party (Kirchheimer, 

1966), the third type of party emerged following such changes in its predecessor, the 

mass party. In catch-all parties, the party in public office conceives democratic politics 

as a competition between a team of leaders and internally seeks for control of the party 

on the ground. That is why, at the heart of the catch-all party, there is a fragility 

reflecting the unsettled relationship between the party in public office and party on the 

ground (Carty and Cross, 2006:94). As Katz (2001:285) notes, so long as the party on 

the ground is satisfied with the prospect of electoral victory – either because party 

loyalty is strong or there are great differences in the policies that the alternative 

governments would propose – there may not be a significant tension between the party 

on the ground and the party in public office. It is when one of these conditions erodes; 

the tension rises between the two in a heightened form. 

As a result of the unsettled tension between the party on the ground and the 

party in public office, Katz and Mair hypothesize (1995) that a cartel is tacitly formed 

among the ruling parties, which brings together the fourth and the last type of party 

emerging in western democracies. In this model, the tension between the party on the 

ground and the party in public office gets settled in favor of the latter, which moves 
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toward a cartel in order to liberate itself from the party on the ground. The liberation 

takes place when the politicians who dominate the party in public office professionalize 

in their skills and find more consistent resources (e.g. state subventions) for party 

campaigning. Though Koole (1996:508) has pointed out that the cartel hypothesis 

shows more of the characteristics of a party system, rather than a party type itself, the 

system-level cartel has consequences for the internal governing mechanisms of parties, 

which is sufficiently strong to define a new party type (Katz, 2001: 286).  

The party leaders in cartel parties, who take politics as a profession, deal with 

the problems of government with technical and professional expertise. This brings 

together a desire for autonomy by party leaders from those who are ‘more inclined to 

see the problems of government in ideological rather than in managerial terms’ (Katz, 

2001:288). When the desire for autonomy by the party leadership is challenged by the 

democratic organizational impulse within the party, it may lead to two possible 

outcomes (Katz and Mair, 2002:128-129). First, the party in public office can 

strengthen its position by choosing internal party democratization as a strategy, through 

extending the level of inclusiveness in decision-making processes such as policy 

determination or candidate selection. Through this strategy, the cartel party leader 

abstains from disempowering the party on the ground, because even if the relative value 

of party membership has declined, a roster of party members is still desired by the party 

elite (Hopkin, 2001:345). After all, members provide concrete types of aid, such as 

donating money or time to campaign efforts; and act as the essential reservoirs out of 

which the party leaders draw candidates for local and perhaps even national offices 

(Scarrow, 2000). Furthermore, some of them act as the local opinion leaders within the 

society (Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee, 1954; Herrera, 1999). But most importantly, 

party membership is a ‘legitimizing myth’, which contribute to the parties’ public 
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images as representative organizations (Katz and Mair, 1995; Scarrow, 1996). 

Moreover, this strategy wards off the challenge by the middle-level party activists, 

because the party members are more ready to follow the leaders’ decisions than these 

activists (Mair, 1994:16).  

Second, the party can adopt a stratarchical form. Stratarchical organizations are 

based on the principle of a division of labor in which different and mutually 

autonomous levels coexist with one another, and in which there is a minimum of 

authoritative control, whether from the bottom-up or from the top-down (Katz and 

Mair, 2002:129). In this respect, according to Mair (1994), the simple hierarchical 

paradigms no longer represent the reality of party structures in the western world. He 

underlines that ‘it may also be the case that mutual autonomy will develop to a degree 

in which the local party will become essentially unconcerned about any real input into 

the national party (and vice versa), and will devote itself primarily to politics at the 

local level’ (1994:17). Stratarchical solution to the internal tension inside the cartel 

parties, thus, causes an alienation of the party branches from one another.  

 The Katz and Mair paradigm, thus, assumes that the political parties in their 

final stage of evolution are no longer democratic institutions since the internal rules of 

the last party type, cartel party, are designed to foster either the ‘manipulation’ or the 

‘isolation’ of their members; leading to a democratic dead end. However, some recent 

examples from Canada, Ireland, New Zealand and Australia have shown that 

stratarchically organized parties can be internally democratic (Carty, 2004, Carty and 

Cross, 2006). For instance, in Canadian parties, which have long been stratarchical 

organizations, party members are neither alienated nor manipulated by the party 

leadership. On the contrary, the center and the periphery find themselves deeply 

entwined in a set of dynamic interactions in which both seek to maximize their 
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authority and influence. The party leaders have the ultimate power in shaping the 

policies of the party while the party members have the power to change the party 

leadership. This gives the party members an indirect voice in the policy-making process 

because of their power to change party leaders who make policies contrary to their 

interests (Carty and Cross, 2006). In this case, it is clear to see neither the manipulation 

nor the isolation of the party members exists in making crucial decisions.  

In sum, an important part of the literature regarding the party organizations in 

liberal democracies, though with exceptions (Kitschelt, 2000; Koole, 1996), 

hypothesizes that the macro-level developments such as technology, globalization and 

individualization of societies have made the parties more dependent on the state than 

society and thus turned the internally democratic mass parties into catch-all and cartel 

parties. Yet, it is acknowledged that cartel parties are not entirely based on authoritarian 

structures. In other words, cartelization of a party, as the Katz-Mair hypothesis goes, 

does not point to the erosion of internal party democracy. Democratic practice within 

cartel parties still continues, however it is the function of internal party democracy that 

has changed to a certain degree. It is argued that internal party democracy, ironically, 

has become a manipulative tool to strengthen the autonomy of the party elite (Katz, 

2001; Blyth and Katz, 2005). Therefore, in many liberal democracies, it is also 

observed that party on the ground has experienced a certain loss of control over the 

party organizations.  

There are two major limitations of the party change literature in understanding 

the power structure of political parties: First, the effort is focused on understanding the 

change within the party power structures mainly through explaining the interests and 

behaviors of the national party elite (particularly in public office), almost without 

emphasizing the role of the interests and behaviors of the party activists and members 
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within this development. In line with the leadership-centered approach, it is argued that 

‘internal party democratization’ is henceforth possible only through the ‘choice’ of the 

national party leaders who aim to legitimize their power or receive certain electoral 

benefits through giving voice to their memners. Yet, assuming a party organization as 

democratized because the party leaders have chosen to do so is already problematic. 

The same party leaders can alternatively choose to exclude the party members from the 

decision-making structures in the future. The reason for this problem is that there is 

limited explanation on the role that the behaviors and interests of the party members 

and activists play in the power structures of parties. In fact, that is why this study 

acknowledges the definition of internal party democracy in which the party members 

and activists have the necessary tools to challenge the national party leaders. Therefore, 

the observed decline in the power of the party on the ground over the party 

organizations can be treated as a transition from internal party democracy toward more 

authoritarianism in party structures.   

Second, this literature mainly elaborates the questions of whether, why and how 

the party leaders (in public office) are gaining more influence over the decision-making 

mechanisms vis-à-vis the party on the ground. Therefore what is questioned is the 

evolution of internally democratic parties toward more authoritarian structures, but not 

really vice versa. In this respect, the question of whether the existing authoritarian party 

structures can exit to intra-party democracy has not truly received the attention of 

scholars. Thus, once a party develops into an authoritarian structure, whether it can 

regain its democratic practices (e.g. competitive leadership elections, inclusive policy-

making and candidate selection processes) still remains to be a puzzle. In this respect, 

this study is an effort to understand this often neglected opposite direction of change 

within the power structures of party organizations. 
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2.2.2. Explanations in Developing Democracies 

 The literature on the power structure of party organizations in developing 

democracies underlines the different experience of party authoritarianism compared to 

liberal democracies: Contrary to the parties in the West, in developing democracies, 

party authoritarianism emerged at the time of party formation rather than party change. 

As Biezen (2005:149) asserts:  

 
Although the contemporary literature on political parties has made 
significant progress with regard to elaboration of models of party adaptation 
and change, it has failed to confront the challenge of developing theories of 
party formation that can also be applied to cases other than the Western 
European parties of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 

  
 

The organization of the first internally democratic parties, mass parties, was 

initiated by the existing social groups to represent the interests of a particular segment 

of the society in liberal democracies. However, many of the parties in recently 

established democracies had an institutional, rather than societal, origin (Lipset and 

Rokkan, 1967). Different transitional paths to democracy had different effects on the 

varying types of parties. A prominent study in this field belongs to Biezen (2003) who 

shows that while the Western European democracies have followed a path from 

competitive oligarchy to democracy, the new democracies in Southern and Eastern 

Europe have followed divergent trajectories including both ‘inclusive domination’ and 

‘closed domination’ in Dahl’s terms.2 

 The pre-democratic regimes in Southern Europe were classified as being 

authoritarian, and in Eastern Europe, they were classified as totalitarian regimes. In this 

respect, the political power in pre-democratic regimes in Southern European countries 

                                                
2 According to Dahl (1971), there are two dimensions of democratization: Inclusiveness and public 
contestation: When both dimensions are low in degree, then the political system is considered to be a 
‘closed domination’; vice versa is considered as ‘polyarchy’. When inclusiveness is high and public 
contestation is low, the system is an ‘inclusive domination’ and vice versa is ‘competitive oligarchy’. 
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approximated more to a closed domination whereas Eastern European countries 

approximated more to an inclusive domination (Biezen, 2003: 24-26). Since the free 

political organization was prohibited both under the authoritarian and totalitarian 

regimes, party formation in these newly established democracies was not accomplished 

until the first elections that parties had the opportunity to organize (Biezen, 2003: 30). 

Therefore, in Eastern and South European democracies, political parties emerged as 

weakly institutionalized entities, comprising of weak links with the society and low 

level of organizational loyalty among politicians. In Eastern European case, parties had 

a low level of popularity and small party membership as a result of the lack of social 

cleavages, weak grounding of parties in civil society (Enyedi, 2006; Toka, 1997). The 

elite-driven nature of democratic transitions particularly led to the formation of top-

down, centralized party organizations. Therefore, it is a common perception that parties 

in many post-communist states have weak, leader-dependent organizations (Kopecky, 

1995; Szcerbiak, 2001; Biezen, 2003). 

Gunther and Diamond (2003:168) stress that nearly all of the existing 

typologies of parties are derived from the studies of West European parties over the 

past century and a half. Therefore, they create a new typology of parties inclusive of the 

cases drawn from third-wave democracies. The main distinction within this typology is 

based on the ‘organizationally thick’ and ‘organizationally thin’ parties. They argue 

that the origin of the ‘organizationally thin’ parties which show a great deal of 

authoritarian features and low degree of party membership was the contingent effect of 

an illiterate, rural and ‘politically unmobilized’ segment of the society. This type of 

party evolution was observed in the twentieth century of Latin America (Ware, 

1996:139; Gunther and Diamond, 2003:173).  
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 Rustow, comparing the Middle Eastern parties with the European cases, stresses 

a common ground on what was experienced in all sub-regions of Europe: All in all, it 

was a struggle between the representative assemblies and the royal power, and the 

former was what was missing in the Middle East region’s path to democracy: 

 
… representation came to be considered a general civic right rather than a 
corporate class privilege [in Europe], and the partisan contest spilled over 
from the chambers of the legislature to the public at large. Throughout the 
European cultural realm, party organization thus has become a universal 
and durable instrument of modern politics under democratic and even under 
totalitarian regimes… In the Middle East, there is no indigenous tradition of 
representation. Medieval political theory in Islam was preoccupied with the 
personal qualifications of the ruler and with the precepts of sacred law 
derived from scripture and precedent” (Rustow, 1966: 108).  
 

Furthermore, in the Middle East, parties had their origins in protest against 

occupying powers and absolutism rather than in voting alignments within assemblies. 

They dealt less with seizing power than redefining state boundaries and establishing 

new regimes and usually this effort takes place under the leadership of elite cadres. Due 

to the weakness of social groups, parties in the Middle East are also considered to have 

had organizationally thin, leader-dependent structures at birth. 

In contexts where social groups do not constitute the basis of parties, political 

patronage and clientelistic ties between the leaders and the followers play a functional 

role in creating political participation, as observed in Latin America and Eastern 

Europe. Even though the neoclassical theory of political patronage sees patronage as a 

product which political parties supply to satisfy the demands of their voters, there is 

also the evidence that the demands of the voters are largely determined by the kind of 

incentives that were offered to them when they were first mobilized (Shefter, 1994:26-

27). In this respect, whether interests are aggregated along class, territorial, functional, 

or individual lines depends on how politicians decide to allocate rents (Verdier, 1995). 
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Then, politics begins to look like the interaction of supply and demand side of 

clientelism in time. Even though both sides may be subject to change as a result of 

independent structural developments in the political system (Piattoni, 2001), the 

clientelistic genesis of political parties gives a clear advantage to the central party 

office, which is, in most of the newer democracies, already born as the most dominant 

party element. The predominance of the central office is observable in the personalized 

networks around party leaders and they can be classified as ‘president-oriented 

oligarchies’ (Machos, 1999, cited in Biezen, 2005). As Biezen (2005:165) indicates: 

 
Even in parties where the selection process is formally carried out according 
to a bottom-up procedure, the national executive often enjoys – in practice 
and by party statute – the ultimate authority to veto candidates or to decide 
on their rank order on the party lists. Moreover, the influence of the national 
executive on the selection of candidates also frequently extends to the 
selection of public officeholders on the local and regional levels. 

 

The main reason for the dominance of the central party office is derived from 

the different structural development that the developing democracies followed, 

compared to the liberal democracies. While the introduction of public funding in 

Western Europe contributed significantly to parties’ shifting orientation from society 

towards the state, in the newer democracies the linkage with the state came 

immediately in the wake of democratization, leaving parties embedded in the state from 

the very beginning. The extensive availability of and dependence on public funds has 

not only created strong party–state linkages, but also further centralized the locus of 

power within the party (Biezen, 2005:164; Panebianco 1988).  

Due to a lack of party institutionalization, the central party office has the desire 

to reduce the potentially destabilizing consequences of emerging intra-party conflicts 

that are an inevitable by-product of the context of weakly developed party loyalties (see 

Biezen, 2000). Therefore, an extensive level of party discipline is preferred against 
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intra-party democracy by the central party office whose predomination illustrates that it 

is party authoritarianism rather than intra-party democracy that characterizes most 

party structures in third-wave democracies. Thus the bottom line of the literature in the 

party politics of developing democracies is that party authoritarianism is embedded in 

the political culture and institutional framework of the newly built democracies. Table 

2.1. illustrates the difference between the liberal and developing democracies on the 

hypotheses regarding the emergence of parties with authoritarian structures. 

 
 Liberal democracies Developing democracies 

 
Major Causes for the 
Rise of Parties with 

Authoritarian 
Structures 

 
Economic globalization, 

individualization, 
development of 

communication devices 

 
The legacy of the pre-

democratic regimes, elite-
driven transitions to 

democracy 
 

The process when 
party 

authoritarianism is 
first shaped 

 
Party Adaptation: 

Structural changes detach 
the party from society 

 
Party Formation: 

Top-down establishment of 
parties, already detached 

from society 
 

The degree of 
experience in intra-

party democracy  
 

 
High experience in intra-

party democracy 

 
Low experience in intra-

party democracy 
 

 
Table 1. Macro Causes of Authoritarianism within Party Structures 

Compared between Liberal and Developing Democracies 
 

The major limitation of the literature on the party politics of developing 

democracies is that it does not go further than explaining the macro-level causes of 

party authoritarianism. The parties may be formed with authoritarian characteristics as 

a result of the historical legacies or the nature of democratic transitions, however, why 

do they preserve their authoritarian character? Is it not possible to expect the 

development of internal party democracy within these organizations in the future? In 

other words, this literature does not explain the possibility of change.  

Furthermore, party authoritarianism in this literature is considered as a 

phenomenon in which party leaders in central or public office own the power resources 
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and control the whole party structure; and to a lesser extent deal with the demands and 

reactions of the party on the ground. To some degree, the existing clientelistic ties may 

seem to explain how the party activists keep being satisfied, but even in the most 

clientelistic parties, material resources of the party leaders are not always sufficient to 

win the submission of the party members and activists; particularly when they are in 

opposition (Bolleyer, 2009). Thus, the reasons for the subordination of party members 

to the power of the national party elite are not entirely elaborated at the micro level.  

Yet, some scholars do underline the importance of micro-level factors such as 

party ideology or leadership styles on the power structure of parties (either democratic 

or authoritarian). The following sections analyze these factors. 

2.2.3. The Role of Party Ideology 

 There are three main reasons for the correlation between ideology and 

organization among political parties (Enyedi and Linek, 2008:457-458): Firstly, 

ideology might have direct cause on the organizational structure: Belief in the leader’s 

dominance and belief in democracy are two contrasting ideological positions, that can 

explain why a party organization has an authoritarian or a democratic structure. 

Secondly, the ideological platform of the party may appeal to specific social groups in 

the system, whether a well-organized working class or a wealthy, elite segment of the 

society. The social group, characterizing the ideology of the party may be effective on 

the organizational structure as well. Thirdly, the relationship between ideology and 

organization may be the result of historical path dependency. Members of the same 

ideological family may resemble each other organizationally because of the structural 

conditions that affect their formation.  

 The most prominent example for the relationship between ideology and 

organizational structure is found in Duverger’s (1963) famous ‘contagion from the left’ 
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thesis. He links leftist ideology to the conditions of origin, stressing that parties which 

have come into being outside parliament generally represent the leftist ideology and 

tend to be more centralized than parties arising within the electoral and parliamentary 

cycles (1963: xxxiv-xxxvi). The leftist parties, furthermore, due to their membership 

requirements are focused on controlling dues-paying party members and thus are more 

centralized than their right-wing equivalents. Duverger argues that Labor parties are 

less centralized than Communist parties, parties created by capitalist groups are less 

centralized than Labor Parties and so on (1963: xxxiv). The causal relationship that 

Duverger constitutes between ideology and the party power structure is shown in 

Figure 3.  

 

         Centralized Power Structure 

 

  Leftism     Membership Requirements 

               
Figure 3 Duverger’s Thesis on the Relationship between Ideology and Party Power 

Structure 
 

Janda and King (1985) empirically validates Duverger’s thesis outlining that 

party ideology is an important determinant for party organizational characteristics. 

They find out that leftist ideology correlates with national centralization and 

membership requirements. Along the same lines, some also argue that green and left-

libertarian parties are most likely to emphasise democratic themes because such parties 

often want to transform the political order, and show how alternative models of 

political organization might work (Kitschelt and McGann 1997; Kitschelt 1989). 

Parties on the center-right, contrary to leftist parties, relies more on donations from 

business groups rather than membership dues, expect little activity from members, 
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depend more on charismatic leaders (Wilson, 1998:251). Dominated by public-office 

holders, these parties prefer to concentrate their resources on campaigning rather than 

on organization building. 

However, party ideology, as an explanation for internal party democracy or 

authoritarianism, treats the power structure of parties as something static and uniform, 

assuming that once the specific power structure is constructed upon the organizational 

goals, it remains still and homogeneous. In this sense, it does not consider the 

possibility that there might be different interests among the party members and 

activists. 

2.2.4. The Role of Leadership Styles 

 Two individuals with access to the same resources may exercise different 

degrees of power because of different motivations: One of them may use his resources 

to increase his power; the other may not.3 Party elites with different motivations may 

bring different styles of leadership to the parties.  

 There are different approaches to leadership styles in organizations, which can 

be helpful in understanding the internal workings of political parties, identifying what 

the goals and motivations of the party leaders may be. One approach is based on the 

distinction between ‘task-oriented style’ and ‘interpersonally oriented style’ introduced 

by Bales (1950) and developed further by other leadership researchers such as 

Hemphill and Coons (1957) as well as Likert (1961). According to this approach, ‘task-

oriented style’ is defined as a concern with accomplishing assigned tasks by organizing 

task-relevant activities (i.e. electoral mobilization). The task-oriented leader clearly 

provides targets, timelines, technical support and advice but little focus on team 

                                                
3 See, for instance, Rogow and Laswell (1963) and Simonton (1990) for the analysis of the role of 
motivations and personality on power relations. 
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members as individuals requiring support. On the contrary, ‘interpersonally oriented 

style’ is based on maintaining interpersonal relationships by tending to the followers’ 

morale and welfare.  This style of leadership results in strong engagement of the 

followers, feeling valued and important; yet it may result in lowered output if focus is 

too much on providing support for non-work related personal issues.  

 Another distinction is between transactional and transformational leadership. 

Transactional leadership was described by Burns (1978) as motivating followers 

primarily through contingent reward or punishment based exchanges. Typically, the 

main focus of transactional leaders is on setting goals, clarifying the link between 

performance and rewards, and providing constructive feedback to keep followers on 

task (Bass, 1985). In contrast, transformational leadership involves developing a closer 

relationship with the members, based more on trust and commitment than on 

contractual agreements. Transformational leaders help followers to see the importance 

of transcending their own self-interest for the sake of the mission and vision of their 

group and/or organization. By building followers' self-confidence, self-efficacy, and 

self-esteem, such leaders are expected to have a strong, positive influence on followers' 

levels of identification, motivation, and goal achievement (Howell and Avolio, 1993; 

Shamir, House, and Arthur, 1993). 

 Based on these arguments, one can come to the inference that the task-oriented 

style and the transactional style of leadership contain authoritarian features: They can 

lead to increased absenteeism due to the lack of appeal to the subordinates’ 

expectations while at the same time using reward or punishment to ensure compliance 

to leader’s directions and expectations. On the other hand, ‘interpersonally oriented 

style’ and ‘transformational style’ of leadership, tend to provide more democratic 
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organization, as the leaders tend to communicate more with their members and use 

participation to engage them in organizational issues. 

 Apart from these leadership styles, smaller number of studies did actually 

distinguish between leaders who behave democratically and behave autocratically. This 

dimension of leadership, ordinarily termed democratic versus autocratic leadership or 

participative versus directive leadership, followed from earlier experimental studies of 

leadership style (i.e., Lewin and Lippitt, 1938) and has since been developed by a 

number of researchers (i.e., Vroom and Yetton, 1973). Democratic style of leadership 

brings a high-quality relationship between organization leaders and members. In high-

quality relationships, leader and member exchange resources, information, physical and 

mental effort, and emotional support. In low-quality relationships, exchanges are 

limited to the formal rules of the organizational contract (Sparrowe and Liden, 1997). It 

has been found out that in high-quality relationships, members’ satisfaction with the 

leader and organizational commitment are high (Gerstner and Day, 1997; Vecchio and 

Gobdel, 1984 and Nystrom, 1990). 

 The major limitation of leadership styles as an explanation for the power 

structures within parties is that, just like observed in party ideology, it treats the 

‘subordinate group’ as one homogenous entity. It assumes that all followers or 

members are likely to respond to the leadership styles in the similar way and falls short 

in understanding that they actually might have different type of interests. Therefore, 

focusing on leadership styles in understanding party authoritarianism might provide 

limited comprehension of why the party members and activists subordinate to the 

national party leaders. 
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2.2.5. Exogenous Political Conditions and Events 

 Some studies have shown that whether a party is represented in the government 

or in the opposition has an impact on the general pattern of its power structure (i.e. 

Bolleyer, 2006, 2009). One of the most important resources of the party elite in cartel 

parties is the control over party wealth, sustained from the state subventions. The 

regular subventions that the parties receive from the state provide the party elite the 

ability to purchase the submission of the party members. Therefore, as long as parties 

can access government resources, the party elite can use appointments, patronage and 

rewards in a much easier way to control the behavior of local party activists and 

maintain party unity. In this sense, the core source of control for parties in government 

is the access to state subventions. 

 Yet, in times of opposition, the party elite may more easily be challenged 

because the access to financial resources is restricted. The lack of resources needs to be 

compensated with the valuation of effectiveness, control of productivity, structured 

demands and the patterning of legitimation in the party.4 In this respect, the party 

infrastructure becomes the party elite’s core source of control either by reform or active 

implementation of the party rules on the ground (Bolleyer, 2009). 

 The relationship between the party elite and the party on the ground is less 

conflictual when the party is in government than when it is in opposition, due to the 

availability of party’s external material resources. That is why when cartel parties are in 

government, they possess very anti-democratic features: Satisfying the demands of the 

local party activists through a patronage system, the party elite aims at keeping the real 

issues off the political agenda and operates with an exclusive class of inside participants 

and a set of rules structured to disadvantage, if not completely shut out, challengers to 
                                                
4 This situation is an example for what Parsons calls ‘the combinatorial decision-making process’ in 
which the structure of restricted resources matches the structure of the system of interest-demands 
(1986:101). 
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that class of participants (Katz, 2001:287). In this respect, cartel parties show similar 

patterns with cadre parties and sometimes defined as ‘modern cadre parties’ (Koole, 

1996). Intra-party democracy is more like to take place when the party is in opposition; 

as cartel parties need to suppress the tension inside the party through making 

organizational changes due to the scarcity of resources, thus opening the base to the 

voice of the party members. Internal democratization is particularly easier in 

stratarchical parties because the authority is more dispersed between the party on the 

ground and the party elite whereas in hierarchical parties, the party elite may take 

advantage of the asymmetrical power structure and behave in a more authoritarian 

manner.  

 In addition to the effect of being in government or in opposition on party 

structures, electoral defeats or victories are also considered as some effective 

exogenous events, which can affect the power structure in parties. An electoral defeat 

or a victory can simply erode or promote the ‘legitimacy’ of the party elite’s authority 

due to having failed or succeeded to realize the common goals of the organization. In 

fact electoral defeats have a major impact on democratizing party structures. Examples 

are various: Affected by the loss of presidency to Richard Nixon and following a 

disastrous 1968 party convention, the Democratic Party in the US adopted a Mandate 

for Reform to clean up its act as well as broaden its appeal; the new rules were intended 

to give the grassroots party member a direct voice in the presidential nominating 

process, and to reduce the influence of the party elites (Hopkin, 2001:327; Polsby, 

1983). Similarly, the defeat of the Labor Government by Thatcher’s Conservatives in 

1979 in Britain led to a new arrangement for electing the party leader, weighting toward 

the party’s affiliated trade unions (Hopkin, 2001:330). Furthermore, most parties in 

Canada experimented several reforms such as adopting quotas for women and youth in 
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party leadership conventions, as a result of societal pressures to make conventions more 

representative and reduce the perceived democratic deficit (Hopkin, 2001:334). 

 This study acknowledges the role that these exogenous factors play over the 

power structures. Yet, it emphasizes that how these factors change the power structures 

at the micro level needs further clarification. For instance, does internal 

democratization of an electorally defeated party come as a choice of the party leaders 

who believe that they need to strengthen their legitimacy? Or is it the outcome of a 

challenge coming from the bottom, i.e. local party activists and members? Therefore, as 

distinct from what has been said so far, this study approaches the role of exogenous 

factors on power structures through asking such questions. Furthermore, in addition to 

exogenous factors, this study also stresses the significance of endogenous triggers, most 

specifically, the ‘outcomes of candidate selection processes’ that are likely to cause 

intra-party conflicts between party leaders and local party actors in authoritarian party 

structures. 

2.3. Evaluation 

Intra-party democracy and party authoritarianism are two opposite power 

structures within political parties. In the former, it is the influence of the party on the 

ground –activists and members – that control the power structure. In the latter, the party 

on the ground is subject to the dominance of the party leaders that are either in public or 

central office. This study acknowledges that the influence of the party on the ground 

over the decision-making processes is determined by the degree of inclusiveness of the 

selectorate in key decision-making mechanisms (Rahat and Hazan, 2001) and the 

availability of the checks and balances through which party activists can oppose or 

remove the top party leadership when necessary (Mair, 1994). Even though 

decentralization and institutionalization are also associated with internally democratic 



  

49 
 

parties, they remain insignificant without the existence of these two conditions 

(Scarrow, 2005; Rahat and Hazan, 2001:309); therefore it is better to elaborate internal 

party democracy with checks and balances and the inclusiveness dimension. On the 

opposite end, this study identifies party authoritarianism with the exclusiveness of the 

selectorate and the lack of tools for the party members and activists to oppose or 

remove the leaders. 

However, what constitutes or causes party authoritarianism remains to be a 

vague issue in the literature due to the less attention given to the micro-level dynamics 

of party structures. The analysis of macro-factors such as the changing nature of 

democratic competition in liberal democracies mainly focuses on the internal strategies 

of the national party leaders to dominate the party activists and members who have 

become a burden for their autonomy in the party structure. In the literature of 

developing democracies, on the other hand, it is only the macro-level factors such as 

the historical legacy of pre-democratic regimes, political culture or institutional 

framework, that are analyzed for the causes of party authoritarianism. In a way, neither 

side of the literature questions whether authoritarian party structures can become 

democratic in time.  

 Yet, is it right to treat party authoritarianism as a static phenomenon? The 

activists and members are the weak party actors in hierarchical party organizations; but 

cannot the weak actors cultivate power resources to challenge the authoritarian 

behavior of the leaders?  

Furthermore, all factors analyzed in the study of power structure of parties 

(including the micro-level factors such as party ideology or leadeship styles), assume 

authoritarian party organizations as uniform structures. The distinction between the 

middle-level activists and the ordinary party members within the composition of the 
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party on the ground is well highlighted (Katz, 2001; Mair, 1994); but it is assumed to 

be the only existing variance. The difference between the interests of the activists and 

the ordinary members are certainly an important one affecting the power structure but 

these interests - either the interests of the party activists or the members - may also vary 

across space and time within a political system. Therefore, the strategies of the party 

leaders may also diverge in response to this variance. In this respect, one of the aims of 

this study is to understand whether such heterogeneity exists within authoritarian party 

structures. 

This study highlights that in order to understand what constitutes the 

authoritarian power structure within party organizations, there is a need to study 

internal party governance. In a way, this study acknowledges what Panebianco once 

said:  

[Power] manifests itself in an “unbalanced negotiation” in a relation of 
unequal exchange in which one actor receives more than the other… One 
can exercise power over others only by satisfying their needs and 
expectations; one thereby paradoxically submits oneself to their power. In 
other words, the power relation between a leader and his followers must 
be conceived as a relation of unequal exchange in which the leader gets 
more than the followers, but must nonetheless give something in return 
(1988:22). 

 

Despite this analysis made by Panebianco, it is surprising to see that power is treated as 

something owned by the party elite in authoritarian party structures.  

  Thus, this study inspired by the view of Panebianco, underlines the need to treat 

power as a relational phenomenon in authoritarian party structures and challenges the 

assumption that party authoritarianism is a static phenomenon.  In sum, in a way to fill 

this gap in the literature, this study aims to provide an explanation for what constitutes 

party authoritarianism and whether it shows variance at the micro level. It emphasizes 
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the need to pay attention to the internal governance processes between the party leaders 

and the local activists. 
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CHAPTER III 

 

 

 

PARTY AUTHORITARIANISM IN TURKEY 

 

 

 
 The comparative studies have shown that the skills, strategies and choices of 

political leaders are critically important in explaining the transition to and consolidation 

of democracies as well as democratic breakdowns (O’Donnell and Schmitter, 1986; 

Higley and Gunther, 1992; Linz, 1978). Turkey is one of the countries where political 

leaders have played a paramount influence in shaping the societal, political and 

economic evolution of a country in its path to democracy. As the founding father of the 

Republic and the first political party – CHP (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi – Republican 

People’s Party), Mustafa Kemal Atatürk initiated a cultural revolution, aimed at 

modernizing Turkey through a radical program of secularization and social change in 

1920s and 1930s. His successor, İsmet İnönü, played the most important role in 

personally shaping the transition from an authoritarian one-party regime to multi-party 

politics and thus to electoral competition in the second half of 1940s. The personalities 

of these two prominent leaders in Turkish political history, thus, have been the focus of 

systematic analyses (i.e. Kinross, 1965; Mango, 1999; Macfie, 1994; Heper, 1998).  

 Apart from these two prominent names in the democratic development of 

Turkey, several studies on Turkish party politics emphasize that the party leaders 
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coming after Atatürk and İnönü, have been responsible both for the achievements and 

the shortcomings of Turkey’s experience with democratic politics (Özbudun, 2000; 

Heper and Sayarı, 2002; Rubin and Heper, 2002; Sayarı, 2007). The reason for the 

important position of leaders’ decisions and choices in Turkish politics is noted by 

Sayarı (2002:3) as follows:  

 
The importance of leaders in shaping political outcomes in Turkey stems 
largely, though not exclusively, from the near absolute control that they 
exercise over party organizations. By controlling the nomination of candidates 
in the elections, serving as the principal gatekeepers in the distribution of 
political patronage, and enjoying extensive authority (such as legal means to 
abolish local party units that oppose the central executive leadership and expel 
dissident party members from the organization), party leaders have managed 
to amass a great deal of personal power at the expense of organizational 
autonomy.  

 

Thus, authoritarian structure of party organizations – subordination of the party 

members to the decisions of the party leaders - is a long-lasting and well-known 

phenomenon in Turkey. It is further elaborated under the labels of ‘oligarchical 

tendencies’ of parties, ‘ineffective operation of intra-party democracy’, ‘highly 

disciplined leadership’ and ‘overly centralized structures’ (Sayarı, 1976; Turan, 

1988:65; Özbudun, 2000:83, 2001:246).  

 The high degree of personalism in Turkish political parties has made the party 

leaders the dominant decision-makers in the parties (Rubin and Heper, 2002; Özbudun, 

2000; Sayarı, 2002, 2007). Besides, the party leader is the leader of both the central 

executive office and the parliamentary group in almost all Turkish parties. Based on 

this feature, Özbudun gives an example on the nature of the relationship between the 

central party office and party in public office as follows (2006:550): 

  
Under article 27 of the law [on political parties], parliamentary groups may 
take binding group decisions. Article 28 stipulates that the decisions 
concerning a vote of confidence or no confidence in a minister or the council 
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of ministers can be taken only by the party’s parliamentary group. … 
although legally speaking the parties’ central executive committees do not 
have the power to take binding decisions on matters of vote of confidence, in 
practice both organs work together closely and both are dominated to a large 
extent by the party leader. 

 

However, leaders’ dominance in party structures is treated as a given fact, directing the 

studies on party politics to be mainly focused on the politics of party leaders in Turkey.  

It is widely accepted that local party organizations do not exercise any influence in the 

nomination and the adoption of party programs. Nomination process is run under the 

monopoly of the party central executive committee with oligarchic tendencies. For 

instance, Rubin (2002:3) states that: 

In general, the parties have no significant internal democracy. Leaders who 
make bad mistakes in government or elections survive. Corruption does not 
lead to a political fall.5 Ideas are not generated within parties where debate is 
discouraged. Obedience rather than competition governs the parties’ political 
culture. 
 
 

Due to the accepted nature of the dominance of party leaders, little attention has been 

paid to the analyses of power structures of parties in Turkey; i.e. whether there is a way 

out from authoritarian party structures or whether authoritarianism ever shows variance 

across and within parties based on the relations among the party on the ground, party in 

public office and central party office.6 Such an analysis, however, would be useful to 

understand the chances of the development of intra-party democracy in a context where 

macro factors such as political culture and institutions produce the dominant leader 

tradition.  
                                                
5 Yet, some exceptional changes do occur within the power structures of parties in the time of corruption 
scandals. One example is the removal of the AKP vice-chair Dengir Mir Mehmet Fırat in 2008; after he 
was accused of fictitious export and drug trafficking by the opposition party during the campaigns for 
local elections. 
6 There are a few exceptions in this regard.  Dorronsoro and Massicard (2005), in their study, analyze the 
MPs’ relationship with the central party office, local party organizations as well as the bureaucratic state 
elite in Turkey. Kabasakal (1991) and Bektaş (1993) study the party bylaws and decision-making 
processes in parties (e.g. party leader and candidate selection), showing the dominance of leaders in the 
power structure of parties in two consecutive periods 1908-1960 and 1961-1980 respectively. 
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 This chapter covers the roots of ‘party authoritarianism’ in Turkey both with its 

macro and micro-level explanations, further stating that the micro-level explanations in 

the literature focus, to a large extent, on leadership styles, giving limited space to the 

reactions of the party on the ground against the party leadership. In other words, the 

reasons for ‘why party members and activists choose to subordinate to the decisions of 

the party leaders’ have neither empirically nor theoretically been well elaborated in 

Turkey. 

 The first section of this chapter, discussing the constraints on leadership 

opposition or removal within party structures, shows that party authoritarianism is a 

real phenomenon embedded in the political system of Turkey. The second section 

reviews the macro-level causes of authoritarianism within parties - Turkish political 

culture and the Law of Political Parties (LPP). These reviews show that the macro 

factors are important causes for the rise of party authoritarianism in Turkey, but not 

sufficient to explain the possibilities of change within authoritarian structures. The third 

section reviews the micro-level causes of party authoritarianism - i.e. leadership styles, 

party ideology and local political culture - yet shows that these factors are not helpful 

to theorize authoritarian party structures, either.  Finally, the chapter concludes by 

emphasizing that there is a need to pay more attention to the interactive relationship 

between the party on the ground (members and activists) and the party leaders in 

understanding party authoritarianism.   

3.1. Constraints on Leadership Removal and Internal Opposition in Turkey 

Party leader election, as discussed in the previous chapter, is one of the 

significant decision-making processes in party organizations. Analysis of how party 

leaders are internally elected indicates the degree of democracy or authoritarianism 

within party structures (Leduc, 2001; Marsh, 1993a; Harmel and Janda, 1994). The 
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possibility of leadership removal through intra-party elections points to the existence of 

internal party democracy to a certain extent. The scarcity of the number of leadership 

removals within party structures in the lifespan of the Republic of Turkey (1923-2009), 

thus, can be regarded as an adequate proof for the embeddedness of party 

authoritarianism in its political system. 

 The party leader is elected by secret ballot by a majority of delegates attending 

the national party convention in most parties in Turkey. However, since the loyalty and 

the votes of a sufficient number of delegates are already secured through their pre-

selection at district and provincial conventions, the re-election of the party leader is 

generally assured (Turan, 2006: 570-571). Opponents of the party executive who 

nevertheless succeed in being elected as delegates are often in the minority. Hence, it is 

extremely difficult to launch a successful challenge against the incumbent leadership 

(Sayarı, 1976:190).  

 Table 2 shows the tenure of major political parties and their leaders before the 

1980 military coup in Turkey, which reveals that leadership change through intra-party 

elections is not observed within parties with only one exception, the 1972 intra-party 

elections within the CHP. The constraints on leadership removal is due to the 

incumbent central party organizations’ control over the general procedures and the 

outcome of the party leader elections since the provincial party conventions, where the 

delegates to the national party convention are chosen, are usually under the control of a 

clientelistic network which aligns itself with the dominant faction within the central 

party organization (Sayarı, 1976: 190). 
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Party Name Party 
Tenure Party Leader(s) Have intra-party elections ever led to a 

leadership change? 

Republican 
People’s Party 
(Cumhuriyet 
Halk Partisi 

CHP) 

 
 

1923-
1981 

 
 
 

Atatürk (1923-1938) 
İnönü (1938-1972) 

B. Ecevit (1972-1981) 
 

Yes. Ecevit’s election – After Atatürk’s 
death, Inönü led the CHP. In 1972, Ecevit 
won the party leadership against Inönü in 
intra-party elections. Ecevit and the CHP 
were banned from politics following the 

1980 military intervention. 

Democratic Party 
(Demokrat Parti - 

DP) 

1946-
1960 Menderes (1946-1960) 

No. The DP was closed down by the 1960 
military intervention and Menderes was 

executed. 

Justice Party 
(Adalet Partisi - 

AP) 

1961-
1981 

Gümüşpala (1961-1964) 
Demirel (1964-1981) 

 

No. The AP was established as the 
successor of the DP. Demirel became the 

leader following Gümüşpala’s death. 
Demirel and the AP were banned from 

politics following the 1980 military 
intervention. 

Nationalist 
Action Party 
(Milliyetçi 

Hareket Partisi 
MHP) 

1969-
1981 

 

Türkeş (1969-1981) 
 

No. Türkeş and the MHP were banned from 
politics following the 1980 military 

intervention. 

National 
Salvation Party 
(Milli Selamet 
Partisi MSP) 

1972-
1981 Erbakan (1972-1981) 

No. Erbakan and the MSP were banned 
from politics following the 1980 military 

intervention. 

Note: The party leaders whose names are written in bold had the highest influence on Turkey’s 
experience with democracy, compared to others. 

 
 

Table 2. Leadership change in the major parties of Turkey in the pre-1980 era 
 

Yet, the leadership change within the CHP in 1972 can be considered as one of 

the rare instances of intra-party democracy in Turkey. İnönü, who served as the CHP 

party leader for 34 years, was removed from his position through internal party 

elections in 1972. There were two major reasons for this change: An important 

exogenous shock on the Turkish political system - the military memorandum in 1971 – 

as well as the nature of the allocation of power sources within the party organization. 

With regards to the allocation of power sources, the secretary general position within 

the CHP was a strong institution, paving the way for the rise of strong secondary 

leaders, who could challenge the party leadership (Bektaş, 1993:94).  Therefore, a 

number of challengers against Inönü’s policy positions arose from time to time 

(Tachau, 2002:114). Yet they were easily eliminated from the party; due to the 

authoritarian leadership style of İnönü. When Ecevit was the secretary general, though, 
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the 1971 military memorandum caused a major divide in the party on a specific policy 

position, which was ‘to be’ or ‘not to be’ on the side of the newly established 

government supported by the military (Kili, 1976:268-269; Bektaş, 1993:83; Bila, 

1999:247). The faction supporting the secretary general Ecevit’s position against the 

newly established government, soon gained power against Inönü’s faction and led to 

this leadership change. Yet, under Ecevit’s leadership, the party bylaws were changed 

in a way to eradicate the significance of the secretary general position in the party 

(Bektaş, 1993:93); the party, thus, continued with an authoritarian pattern.  

 The military coup in 1980 closed down all political parties, banning their 

leaders from politics. In 1987, the ban on the leaders and in 1992 the ban on the parties 

were removed. Table 3 shows the return of all major party leaders from the pre-1980 

era - Demirel, Ecevit, Erbakan and Türkeş - back to politics in 1987.  

 

 
Party Name Party 

Tenure Party Leader(s) Have intra-party elections ever led to a 
leadership change? 

Motherland 
Party (ANAP) 

1983 - 
… 

Özal (1983-1989) 
Akbulut (1989-1991) 
Yılmaz (1991-2002) 

 

Yes. Yılmaz’s election – In 1989, Özal became 
the president of Turkey, which led to a change 
in the ANAP leadership. Yılmaz’s leadership 
was not supported by Özal. yet, the intra-party 

dynamics led to Yılmaz’s election.  

True Path Party 
(DYP) 1987-… 

Tuna (1983) 
Avcı (1983-1985) 

Cindoruk (1985-1987) 
Demirel (1987-1993) 

Çiller (1993-2002) 

No. The DYP was established to appeal to the 
support base of the AP. After the removal of the 
ban on ex-party leaders, Demirel was brought 

back to the party. Being elected as the president 
of Turkey in 1987, he left his place to Çiller. 

Social 
Democratic 

People’s Party 
(SHP) 

1985-
1995 

Gürkan (1985-1986) 
E. İnönü (1986-1993) 

Karayalçın (1993-1995) 

No. The party was established by an agreement 
between Gürkan and E. İnönü. İnönü ended his 

political career in 1993 and Karayalçın was 
elected as the new leader. The party was closed 

after joining the CHP in 1993. 

Democratic 
Left Party 

(DSP) 
1985-… 

R. Ecevit (1985-1987) 
B. Ecevit (1987-1988) 
Karababa (1988-1989) 
B. Ecevit (1989-2004) 

No. Following the 1981 closure of the CHP and 
the political ban on Ecevit, Ecevit’s wife 

founded the DSP in 1985. After the removal of 
the ban, Ecevit became the leader of the party. 

Losing 1988 elections, he left the party but 
shortly after, came back in 1989. 
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Welfare Party 
(RP) 

followed by the 
Virtue Party 
(FP), Felicity 

Party (SP) 

1983-
2001 

Türkmen (1983-1984) 
Tekdal (1984-1987) 

Erbakan (1987-1998) 
Kutan-FP(1998-2001) 
Kutan-SP (2001-…) 

 

No. The RP was established as a successor of 
the MSP. After the removal of the political ban 

on Erbakan, he became the RP leader. The 
party was closed and Erbakan was re-banned 
from politics by a court decision in 1998. The 

RP was followed by the FP but it was also 
closed in 2001. The traditionalist faction in the 

FP founded the SP under the leadership of 
Kutan, Erbakan’s loyal friend. 

 
HEP (1990-

1991) 
DEP (1991-

1994) 
HADEP (1994-

2003) 
DEHAP (2003-

2005) 
 DTP (2005-

…)* 
 

1990- … 
 

Işıklar (HEP) 
Zana (DEP) 

Bozlak (HADEP) 
Bakırhan (DEHAP) 

 
Türk, Tuğluk - Ayna, 

Demirtaş (DTP) 
 

Yes. The ban on the leaders of these pro-
Kurdish parties made the democratic intra-party 

leadership changes hardly possible. Yet, in 
2007, the division between the radical and 

moderate factions (between Türk-Tuğluk and 
Ayna-Demirtaş) within the DTP did cause a 

change in the party leadership. 

Republican 
People’s Party 

(CHP) 

1992 - 
… Baykal (1992-…) 

No. Baykal had formed a faction within the 
SHP against İnönü. After the removal of the 
ban on previously banned parties in 1992, 

Baykal became the leader of the newly 
established CHP. 

 
Nationalist 

Action Party 
(Nationalist 
Work Party 
until 1993) 

(MHP) 

1983 - 
… 

Türkeş (1987-1997) 
Bahçeli (1997-…) 

No. Right after the political ban on Türkeş was 
removed, he was re-elected as the leader of the 

MHP in 1987. Following his death in 1997, 
Bahçeli became the leader of the MHP. 

Justice and 
Development 
Party (AKP) 

 

2001 - 
… Erdoğan (2001-…) 

No. Founded in 2001, the AKP leader Erdoğan 
had previously acted as the leader of the 

modernist faction within the FP. Winning the 
2002 and 2007 general elections with a very 
high margin, the AKP has become the single 

government party. 
 

*These are the ethnic-based pro-Kurdish parties, subject to closures by court decisions which outline 
that the parties cause a divisive threat to the Republic. Yet, the final one, the DTP, is currently 
represented in the parliament. 
Note: The party leaders whose names are written in bold had the highest influence on Turkey’s 
experience with democracy, compared to others. 

 
Table 3. Leadership change in the major parties of Turkey in the post-1980 era 

 
 
 

With two exceptions of intra-party elections – the Motherland Party (ANAP 

Anavatan Partisi) in 1991 and the Democratic Society Party (DTP – Demokratik 

Toplum Partisi) in 2007 – no democratic leadership change was observed in the post-

1980 period, either. Even though the case with ANAP is based on a leadership crisis, it 

can be considered as an instance for intra-party democracy because there was a certain 
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challenge against the authoritarian trend in the party, which ended successfully. ANAP, 

established as a new party in the post-1980 era, was dominated by Özal to such an 

extent that when he left the party leadership in 1989 to become the president of Turkey, 

a smooth transition to a new leadership was hardly expected. His personal influence on 

the party was still paramount even after he left (Çınar and Özbudun, 2002:183). Yet, 

Özal’s departure from the party did change the power balance in the party. Although 

the candidate he supported after he left had the highest chance to acquire the party 

leadership; in intra-party elections, Yılmaz, who served as a minister in Özal’s 

government, successfully challenged Akbulut, who previously had the secondary role 

in the party as he was one of Özal’s loyalists. It was indeed in 1992 leadership elections 

that Yılmaz even won a bigger victory within the party. As ANAP was defeated in 

October 1991 general elections, Özal had taken an active campaign against Yılmaz’s 

leadership. Yılmaz did his best to get over Özal’s pressure on the party and create his 

own authority (Heper, 1994:196), and re-won the party leadership in 1992 intra-party 

elections against Özal’s candidate. 

 The intra-party democracy case for the DTP in 2007 intra-party elections was 

also a consequence of external shocks in the system. Many pro-Kurdish parties, 

represented by the DTP and its predecessors have been considered as anti-system 

parties by the bureaucratic center of Turkey (Somer, 2004; Watts, 1999; Güney, 2002; 

Demir, 2005). These parties have been subject to the highest number of closures in 

Turkish political history, because of the claim that they have organic ties with the 

Kurdish terrorist and separatist organization – the PKK. The party is claimed to consist 

both of a moderate wing, close to being a system party and solving the Kurdish issue on 

a democratic basis and of a radical wing, which is on the side of more separatist values. 

Even though this distinction between the two sides is not a clear-cut one, the 2007 
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intra-party elections within the DTP caused a great public attention when Tuğluk and 

Türk, known as the moderate party leaders of the party were removed from the 

leadership. According to the DTP bylaws, the party leadership is represented by two 

party leaders based on gender equality; one male, one female.7 In the 2007 leadership 

elections, Tuğluk and Türk on the moderate side, who were blamed to pursue ‘passive’ 

and ‘consensual’ politics in the parliament, were replaced by Demirtaş and Ayna on the 

radical side (Milliyet, 10 November 2007). The triggering effect on this leadership 

change was the 2007 election results. The results were considered as a failure because 

most of the votes in the DTP’s strongest support base, the Southeastern Anatolia 

populated with Kurdish citizens, moved to the AKP. Furthermore, as a pro-Kurdish 

party, the DTP, for the first time, was able to form a party group in the parliament on its 

own.8 The party’s hold of the public office as well as a certain degree of loss in the 

votes from the Southeast altered the balance of power in the party. Unsatisfied with the 

moderates’ passive performance in the parliament, the radicals offered more concrete 

policies to its grassroots in line with the party’s ideology, which helped the radicals to 

come to power.9 However, Demirtaş had to resign due to his arrest soon after he was 

elected, leaving his position back to Türk on the moderate wing. 

 Apart from the leadership changes within the CHP, ANAP and DTP, the parties 

in Turkish political system did not experience democratic intra-party elections. These 

three instances can be considered as exceptions of internal party democracy since the 

dominant party leaders in the party organizations were replaced through internal party 

                                                
7 DTP Bylaw, Provision No: 3/m 
8 According to the Turkish election law, only parties gaining more than 10 percent of the national vote 
are allowed to gain parliamentary seats. Until 2007, the pro-Kurdish parties were not represented in the 
parliament since they could not overcome this electoral threshold. Therefore, in 2007, the DTP did not 
enter the elections as a party, but rather ran “independent” candidates. The aim of this tactic was to 
bypass the 10 percent national election threshold. That is how the party managed to gain 20 seats in the 
parliament. 
9 These issues were elaborated in the 2007 national convention such as demand for ‘autonomy’ and 
‘separate flag’ in the region (Radikal, 31 October 2007). 
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dynamics in party conventions represented by the party delegates. However, such 

changes neither indicate nor cause intra-party democracy in the long-term. It is because 

the most important “inclusiveness” dimension of internal party democracy particularly 

during the candidate selection and policy-making processes, remains to be concentrated 

in the hands of the party leaders. Second, the intra-party competition in the three 

examples took place as a result of exceptional exogenous triggers (i.e. military 

memorandum) and endogenous developments (i.e. leadership crisis) in the political 

system, rather than arising during the routine state of affairs. That is why, party 

organizations in Turkey, in essence, have leader-dependent, authoritarian structures. 

3.2. Macro-level Causes of Party Authoritarianism in Turkey  

 The literature in Turkish politics provides two major macro-level explanations 

for the embeddedness of party authoritarianism in the political system of Turkey: The 

impact of political culture and the institutional framework. 

3.2.1. The Impact of Political Culture on Party Structures 

 The context in which a party is born is critical for the type of party structure and 

that party leaderships cannot be seen independent from the institutional and structural 

elements (Panebianco, 1988; Biezen, 2003). That is why there is a need to understand 

the political and social context in which parties were born. Rather than following a 

break from the society with a move toward the state as in old democracies, the parties 

in Turkey were already born close to the state and detached from the society. This gap 

between the state and the society is known as the center-periphery rift in Turkey 

(Mardin, 1973; Heper, 1985; Sunar and Sayarı, 1986), which indicates the long-lasting 

conflict between a ‘nationalist, centralist, laicist, cohesive state elite’ and a ‘culturally 

heterogenous, complex, and even hostile periphery with religious and anti-statist 
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overtones’ (Kalaycıoğlu, 1994:403). In Turkey, it was largely the political parties that 

represented the periphery.  

 The party formation in Turkey was similar to the path that the authoritarian 

regimes followed in transition to democracies. It is the combination of both contextual 

and genetic factors that have led to the dominant type of party organization, in which 

leaders’ domination plays a central role. As Rustow (1966: 111) notes, since the decline 

of the Ottoman Empire, “politically active Turks have displayed an instinct for 

discipline, a readiness to provide followership” which then set the basis of the nature of 

party development in Turkey.  

 The genesis of party organizations in Turkey dates back to the Tanzimat Period 

(1839 - 1876) where ‘defensive modernization’, an attempt to remedy the Empire’s 

weakness against the rising powers of Europe, was taking place under the supervision 

of the rulers of the Ottoman Empire. The New Ottoman Movement (Yeni Osmanlılar) 

was derived from the administrative establishment of the ruling elite and led by a small 

circle of enlightened men, who believed in reform to decrease the despotic powers of 

the Sultan and his reforming ministers. The Movement achieved to adopt the first 

representative and the written parliamentary constitution, challenging the power of the 

Sultan in 1876. However, after one year, the autocratic system, established by the 

constitution itself brought the New Ottoman Movement to an end. It was not until the 

emergence of the Young Turk Movement (Jön Türkler) in 1889 that the efforts to 

restore the constitution would begin. The Committee of Union and Progress (CUP – 

İttihat ve Terakki Cemiyeti) was born as a faction out of the Young Turk Movement, 

representing the centralist wing of the movement vis-à-vis the federalist wing. With the 

1908 revolution, conducted by the CUP, Abdulhamid had to comply with their 

demands and issued a decree aimed at restoring the constitution and free elections. 
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From the CUP, there emerged a political group, for all practical purposes a political 

party, known as the Unionists. Their program was similar to the CUP and their main 

rival was the Ottoman Liberal Party, which had primarily constituted the federalist 

wing of the Young Turk Movement (Geyikdağı, 1984:23). The coup d’état of January 

1913 gave the Unionists full control of the government, through systematic use of 

patronage and economic regulation they built up, it was a strong network of party 

organization linking all major provincial towns (Rustow, 1966: 114-117). However, the 

defeat of the Ottoman Empire in the World War I resulted in the eclipse of the Young 

Turk Movement.  

 The structure of the CUP provides important clues for the origins of party 

authoritarianism in Turkey. It was led by a closed elite group at the top, consisted of the 

students of the medical military school with an aim to remedy the weakness of the 

Empire against rising European powers. During the War of Independence, the same 

leadership circle came to coordinate the Anatolian movement called Society for the 

Defense of Rights (Müdafaa-i Hukuk Cemiyeti), established to stand against the foreign 

occupation that the Ottoman Empire faced in 1919. The leading coordinator of the 

Anatolian movement was General Mustafa Kemal, who was also an ex-member of the 

CUP. Yet, as distinct from the CUP, the Anatolian movement had a significantly local 

character. Even though the movement was led by military leaders, it consisted of local 

landowners, merchants, lawyers, school teachers and religious leaders on the ground. In 

fact, as Rustow (1966:120) explains: 

 
The military character of the nationalist leadership and the movement’s 
connection with the discredited Union and Progress party [CUP] were 
played down; instead, the local roots of the movement in Anatolia and its 
support among civil servants and religious leaders were prominently 
displayed.  
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This group, in 1923, was going to set the basis of the Republican People’s Party 

(Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi - CHP), the first political party of the Republic of Turkey, 

founded by Mustafa Kemal Ataturk. The CHP was comprised of a coalition between 

the selected local notables and the military bureaucratic officials who needed their 

support during the War of Independence in order to mobilize human and material 

resources (Özbudun, 1981).  

Yet, there are still doubts whether the CHP was a reorganized version of this 

group or a new organization established solely on the decision of Mustafa Kemal 

Atatürk (Karpat, 1991). Part of this ambiguity stems from the fact that Atatürk grouped 

and regrouped his followers as the rapidly changing circumstances produced new goals 

and new plans to be conducted. These goals were ‘military defense of independence 

(1919-1922); establishment of a new state (1923-1928); legal and cultural reforms 

(1926-1933), state sponsored industrialization (1930off)’ (Rustow, 1966:120). These 

goals were to be initiated by the state elite, who was also the party elite within the CHP, 

formed around Atatürk’s leadership. 

The establishment of the new state required the Turkish nation to break up its 

bonds with its traditional past and achieve its independent unity based on its own will. 

The state elite deemed this break-up as the first pre-requisite for rebuilding the state and 

society along Western lines. In the single party era between 1923-1946, the CHP, first 

led by Atatürk and afterwards by İnönü, became the political instrument of the party 

leader, who was also the leader of the Republic. Through the channels of the CHP 

structure, the state elite initiated the necessary reforms to foster modernization in social 

and political life.  
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The organizational structure of the CHP in the single-party era of the Republic 

reflects the authoritarian characteristics of the new regime (Webster, 1939).10 The 

relationship between the party center and the party’s local organizations was highly 

restricted. While the instructions of the central party could easily reach the local 

organizations, the demands and reactions of the local organizations were hardly 

conveyed to the party center (Bektaş, 1993:24). The party congress, composed of 

provincial party leaders, was convening only for the sake of expressing the party 

strength and praising the work of the central party organization (Toker, 1969:117). 

 Even though the single-party era witnessed the formation of two other parties, 

the CHP was unquestionably the only dominant organization in governing the new 

Turkish state. The Progressive Republican Party (Terakkiperver Cumhuriyet Fırkası), 

established in 1924, was a party born on the basis of personalistic conflicts inside the 

CHP, i.e. conflicts dating back to the days of the war of independence (Kili, 1976:77). 

The party was closed down in 1925 since it has become the focus of all sorts of 

opposition against the revolutionary spirit of the new Republic. In 1930, the Free 

Republican Party (Serbest Cumhuriyet Fırkası) was established, based on a more 

distinctive reason than the Progressive Republican Party. The party was the experiment 

of Atatürk who himself encouraged its formation: He believed that a second party in the 

National Assembly could provide a monitoring mechanism vis-à-vis the government. In 

this respect, Ataturk paid special attention to the organization of this opposition party, 

asking Fethi Bey to establish and lead the party. Moreover, Atatürk himself chose some 

of the party’s public office members (Kabasakal, 1990:119-120). However, the party 

received reactionaries more than expected. The local organizations of the party became 

                                                
10 Even though both Atatürk and Inönü as the most important political leaders in the early Republican era 
acted in an authoritarian manner, they did so only to protect the national unity and territorial integrity of 
the country. The authoritarianism did not reflect an arbitrary fashion, promoting personal interests 
(Mango, 2002:19; Heper, 2002:31). 
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rallying points for a mixed collection of extremists (Kinross, 1965:515). The result was 

that the party was disbanded six months after its establishment. 

 Both the Progressive Republican Party and the Free Republican Party were 

organizations founded to legitimize their leaders’ opposition against the CHP’s and 

Atatürk’s authority in the political system. It was the party leaders that organized the 

party bases in a top-down manner. Yet, both parties were eliminated from the political 

arena on the grounds that they challenged the CHP’s and therefore the Republic’s 

objectives toward reaching the western ideal. According to Dodd (1991), it was 

because, Atatürk, in principle, accepted party competition, but not if it went too far, in 

other words, not if it led to group interest at the expense of the society’s general 

interest. The general interest meant, according to the state elite, finding the best policy 

for the transformation of the Turkish society from a medieval structure toward modern 

Western civilization.   

 The dominant position of the central governmental elite (military officers and 

civil servants) within the CHP became consolidated (Rustow, 1966:127), which 

allowed the party to play a key role in the establishment of a responsible, though not a 

responsive political system in Turkey (Karpat, 1991). It represented the bureaucratic 

center of the regime and resembled the cadre-type party, with members comprising of 

high-level bureaucrats and local notables. Moreover, the key positions in the party 

belonged to the members of the military and state bureaucracy. It was rather difficult to 

make any changes in the composition of the party membership as the elite structure of 

the party was vastly closed to any external links with the agrarian society (Karpat, 

1964:51-54; Frey, 1965). In the single-party era, thus, the party organization was a tool 

through which the state elite initiated their political reforms. It was after the transition 

to multi-party era that political parties mainly functioned to win elections, recruitment 
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of candidates for office (Rustow, 1966), serving more to the institutional functions of 

political parties.  

 The two fundamental reasons; first, non-autonomy of political parties vis-à-vis 

the bureaucratic state elite – particularly the military – and second, clientelism played 

the most important role in consolidating the authoritarian party structures in the multi-

party era. Both of these reasons were grounded in the long-lasting center-periphery rift 

in Turkish political culture (Mardin, 1973). With regards to non-autonomy, the political 

parties, representing the periphery, were dependent on the center, which was mainly 

constituted of the military and the bureaucratic elite. In other words, the role of the 

parties was to function in democratic politics in line with the principles of the new 

Republic.11 It was when they failed to do so that the military intervened in party politics 

in 1960, 1971 and 1980. The military, in this respect, inherited Atatürk’s approach to 

political parties: Party competition was necessary for democracy, but not if it led to 

group interest at the expense of general interest. The organizational development of 

political parties was, therefore, interrupted when they were closed down by the military 

interventions, which aimed to reorganize the society in line with the principles of 

Atatürk.  

 On the other hand, as no influential social groups existed following the 

transition to multi-party politics, it was clientelism that played a functional role in the 

development of political participation in Turkey (Ayata, 1990:160). The center-right 

parties, the Democratic Party (Demokrat Parti - DP) in 1950s and its follower the 

Justice Party (Adalet Partisi - AP) in 1960s developed a wide network of particularistic 

                                                
11 The maim principles of the Republic were republicanism, meaning the removal of personal rule; 
nationalism, meaning a nation to generate its goals and means to realize them; populism, meaning that 
the general interest of the society should not be given short shrift; secularism, meaning that the goals and 
norms of the new State should not be derived from religious precepts; reformism, meaning that the state 
norms should be modified according to changing conditions and etatism, meaning an interventionist 
economic program (Heper, 1985:64). 



  

69 
 

interests in this sense. During the 1950 elections, as Özbudun (2001:245) puts forward, 

the DP successfully appealed to the peripheral grievances against the CHP’s centralist, 

bureaucratic single-party rule. The general practice that the DP leadership employed 

was to mobilize provincial local notables who had influence over local religious groups 

as a strategy to influence the constituencies who were suffocated by the CHP’s elitism. 

The party soon became popular particularly among the craftsmen and peasantry, 

offering promises in rural development as well as leaning toward the religious segments 

of the society (Eroğul, 1970; Karpat, 1959:419). The DP leader, Adnan Menderes 

employed political patronage as an important means in his exercise of the party and 

government, especially when rewarding his supporters and punishing his critics. The 

rewards at the local level meant appointing or securing the election of his supporters to 

the chairmanship of the local party organizations as well as offering career 

opportunities or financial help to the followers. Conversely, he denied the similar 

rewards and marginalized the role of those who opposed his leadership (Sayarı, 

2002:76). In other words, Menderes exercised power within the DP in an increasingly 

personalized manner. 

 The success of the DP in 1954 and 1957 elections had made the party elite 

overwhelmingly confident and ambitious about their own authority (Eroğul, 1970:111). 

Toward the end of 1950s, the DP pursued a highly intolerant behavior against any 

criticism or opposition to the DP authority in government, adopting laws and 

regulations restricting press freedom and demonstration rights (Bektaş, 1993:33). When 

the party was closed down following the military coup in 1960, over four million party 

members were left idle. The Justice Party (AP) was established as the heir of the DP 

and it appealed to the former-DP members. 
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 The DP’s heir, the AP between 1960s and 70s had a strong party organization. 

As Arat (2002:93-94) explains, the AP leader Demirel was particularly skilled in 

building patronage networks. He distributed patronage to his allies whether they were 

relatives or friends, rich or poor. However, those who were not Demirel’s supporters 

were discriminated against, both within and outside of the party organization. 

 In addition to the relationship that the local organizations of the AP established 

with small-holder peasants and land-owning villagers in several parts of the country 

(Sherwood, 1967:57), the party also had a connection with various Islamic 

communities and leaders. This involved a process of exchanging votes and political 

support for access to public resources and protection against threats from the state and 

secular forces (Ayata, 1996:44). 

 The clientelistic politics was adopted by many party leaders later on, following 

the tradition in the DP and the AP. The religiously oriented parties, National Order 

Party (Milli Nizam Partisi – MNP), National Salvation Party (Milli Selamet Partisi – 

MSP) and Welfare Party (Refah Partisi – RP) led by Erbakan starting from the 1960s to 

late 1990s have developed an extensive grassroots clientelistic network, not only by 

offering its members material benefits such as fuel, food, various commodities but also 

creating a personal atmosphere of closeness, affection, companionship (Ayata, 

1996:52). In the post-1980 era, the True Path Party (Doğru Yol Partisi – DYP), the 

Motherland Party (Anavatan Partisi – ANAP) and even center-left parties originating 

from the CHP have been dominated by the leaders’ patronage network, the party 

apparatus becoming ineffective and weakened like almost all other parties in Turkey, 

with rising clientelism, widespread corruption. Thus, clientelism in Turkey is a long-

lasting phenomenon, leading the majority of party members see their membership as a 
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means to obtain personal, sometimes quite small, sometimes very substantial, benefits 

from their parties, particularly when they happen to be in government.   

 In sum, it can be noted that the organizational development of political parties 

in Turkey did not take place as a result of a politically influential civil society, which 

was the case in Western democracies. Rather than representing a dual standing between 

the state and society, political parties were established largely autonomous from social 

groups in Turkey (Heper, 1985:100). The first political party in the Republic, the CHP, 

represented the state elite’s interest, which was at the same time considered as the 

general interest of the society. The parties coming after the CHP were expected to 

function in the similar way, however they were rooted in the periphery, a 

heterogeneous, weakly organized society. Even though the state elite’s belief in 

democratic norms facilitated Turkey’s transition to democracy at the systemic level,12 

authoritarian party structures dominated the multi-party era due to the lack of political 

activism and party leaders’ investment in clientelistic ties. 

3.2.2. Institutional Framework 

The Law on Political Parties (Siyasi Partiler Kanunu No: 2820) regulates the 

establishment and organization of political parties in Turkey. The activities of political 

parties were regulated by the Law of Associations until the midst 1960s. In 1965, the 

first law on political parties was adopted within the framework of the 1961 constitution. 

The current law is the outcome of the 1982 constitution, which was enacted after the 

1980 military intervention. Several studies criticize the law and show it as a reason why 

parties cannot experience a healthy organizational development in Turkey, underlining 

that the law strengthens the hierarchical party model and leaves little room for intra-
                                                
12 The state elite perceived democracy as an end for Turkey rather than a means (Heper, 1987). For Ismet 
Inönü, the second leader of the CHP, it was necessary that the nation learn how to govern themselves 
before he died. Therefore, when the CHP was first defeated against the DP in 1950 national elections, he 
stated that ‘My defeat is my greatest victory’ (Heper, 1998). 
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party democracy (Gençkaya, 1998; Çarkoğlu et. al., 2000; Hakyemez and Akgün, 

2002). Yet, the law’s effect on party authoritarianism must be understood together with 

the features of the Turkish political culture. When the legal enforcements on parties 

merge with the main characteristics of the party system that is based on particularistic 

networks rather than social group representation, it becomes even harder to talk about 

democracy within parties. 

The law has three main effects on the rise of authoritarian party structures. 

Firstly, it makes the parties dependent on state revenues and creates a cartelization 

effect.13 As the parties in government have the power to distribute and use the state 

resources, the assumption that the parties in power have the greatest access to the state 

financial resources and donations from groups becomes stronger. Cartelization in this 

sense firms up the stateness of the parties (Gençkaya, 2002). Even though there are 

examples of cartelized parties in which internal party democracy still plays an 

important role in Western democracies (such as the ability of party members to oppose 

or remove the party leaders); the cartelization of parties in a developing democracy like 

Turkey has a concrete impact on party authoritarianism. Established already isolated 

from the party on the ground, cartelization strengthens the anti-democratic nature of 

party organizations since the party leaders tend to care less for their accountability 

towards the party members than for trading on the state resources. 

The law’s second negative effect is that it promotes the exclusiveness of the 

process of candidate selection in political parties. Candidate selection is one of the 

central defining functions of a political party in a democracy and how it is managed is 

an important indicator of a party’s degree of democracy. The current practice in almost 

                                                
13 The additional Article No:1 of the Law on Political Parties regulates the state subventions allocated to 
parties. This allocation is paid to political parties in proportion to valid votes they received in the last 
general elections. Political parties which fail to pass the countrywide 10 per cent threshold but received 
more than 7 per cent of the valid votes cast are also eligible to receive state aid. 
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all parties in Turkey is to have candidates selected by the central executive committee, 

where the weight of the party leader is paramount. According to the law, it is up to the 

central party committee to decide whether to organize primaries at the local level or to 

use the method of central voting in determining the candidate lists for the parliament.14 

Many parties, in this respect, choose to determine candidates based on the central party 

organization’s decision, which restricts the rights of the local party members to 

participate in the organization’s decision-making process. Thus, the law leaves the most 

significant function of political parties, candidate selection, to the hands of the party 

leader. 

Thirdly, the law regulates all the organizational characteristics of the parties, 

limiting the alternative models of organization and encouraging a single type 

hierarchical party model, which all political parties must be subject to.15 Parties consist 

of party conventions and elected executive committees at the national, provincial and 

district level. The smallest unit of the party organization, whose convention methods 

are codified by the law, is the district party organization (ilçe teşkilatı). The 1960 

military intervention in politics closed all the sub-district level party organizations 

(ocak ve bucak teşkilatları), which had played an important role between 1946-1960 in 

the local activities of parties regarding the mobilization of masses (Bektaş, 1993:111). 

The district party organizations, after 1960, became the main units that constituted the 

link between the provinces and towns at the local level. Just like in typical cadre 

parties, this change particularly strengthened the position of the local elites in the 

districts, who tended to follow the orders of the central party organization (Bektaş, 

                                                
14Article No 37 of the Law on Political Parties No: 2820 leaves the candidate selection method to the 

constitutions of the political parties.  
15Section II of the LPP describes a detailed organizational party structure that all parties must be 

composed of. 
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1993:112). Most district party organizations became active only during election times. 

During non-election times, local party activities hardly existed (Sayarı, 1972).  

 Almost in all party structures, it is common to see that the district party elites 

control the membership registration at the local level, which is a highly problematic 

issue in Turkey.16 Keeping their membership records in district organizations, parties 

submit the membership list to the Office of the Chief Public Prosecutor of Republic 

(OCPPR) and inform the changes in every six months. Despite the OCPPR’s close 

inspection, membership figures of parties are unreliable. For instance, the Motherland 

Party received less votes than its registered members in the general elections of 2002 

(KAF Turkey, 2007). The loose membership status is an advantage for the local party 

leaders at the district level, who can easily raise and reduce the membership registry 

numbers during the local party conventions, using their clientelistic ties.  

 The unsteadiness of the membership registration makes the one member - one 

vote rule practically impossible. That is why, the party conventions at the local and 

national level depend on a delegate system. Formally, it is the elected delegates that 

take part in the decision-making processes in conventions. However, the clientelistic 

networks within parties, to a large extent, influence the delegate system as they 

facilitate the anti-democratic means of control. For instance, according to the law on 

political parties, the district party convention is comprised of 400 selected delegates at 

most.17 Delegate selection for the convention is assigned to the registered party 

members according to the law on political parties, and any member may be appointed 

to carry out the selection process in each village or neighborhood.18 In other words, the 

law does not require formal delegate elections for the district party conventions and 
                                                
16 Even though this is the general pattern observed across local party organizations in Turkey, exceptions 
do occur when the local party leaders are challenged at local conventions as a result of the local 
dynamics that change the status quo in local party structures.  
17Law on Political Parties (Siyasi Partiler Kanunu), Article No: 20/2. 
18Law on Political Parties (Siyasi Partiler Kanunu), Article No: 20/5. 
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leaves the other organizational details of the selection process to the party bylaws. Yet 

in practice, the delegate selection process has mostly been undertaken under the control 

of the district party organization’s leadership circle, which follow the orders of the 

central party elite rather than being responsive to the party base (Bektaş, 1993:114; 

Ayata, 1992; Sayarı, 1976). Thus, the person appointed to carry out the selection 

process in each neighborhood within the districts can be a member of the local 

clientelistic network seeking to find delegates in favor of the local executive 

committees. Even though the members of the local executive committees are formally 

elected in the party conventions, due to the malfunctioning of the delegate selection 

process, they can hardly be replaced through democratic conventions. The similar 

process is repeated in higher levels of the party organization, such as the provincial 

party conventions whose delegates are largely determined under the influence of the 

provincial party leaders and the national conventions whose delegates are controlled by 

the national party leaders in practice.19 Similarly, the factions that arise in the 

conventions mostly reflect the disputes related to personal power struggles, rather than 

on policy-related issues. Yet, if the party’s position on major ideological or policy-

related issues is challenged, the party leader often has the power to marginalize the role 

of the opponents in the parties.20  

The Law on Political Parties is derived from a need to discipline the parties, 

which fail to serve to the general interest of the Turkish society. Ironically, it made 

them more dependent on the state and personalized networks rather than on the 

grassroots. The law is an outcome of the Turkish political culture and sets the 

                                                
19 The evidence largely resides on the analysis of the national conventions of the DP and the CHP from 
1946 to 1960 (Kabasakal, 1990) and of the AP and the CHP from 1961 to 1980 (Bektaş, 1993). One 
noteworthy exception is the CHP organization under Ecevit’s leadership, where the party structure 
largely gained democratic features from 1972 until the 1980 military intervention. 
20 The removal of İnönü and the election of Ecevit as the new party leader of the CHP organization in 
1972 is an exception. 
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institutional background of party authoritarianism through its effects based on 

cartelization, exclusiveness of the candidate selection process and the hierarchical party 

model. However, this institutional framework is not exogenous to party 

authoritarianism in Turkey since it is the party leaders who interpret the law in an anti-

democratic manner and show reluctancy in reforming it.  

3.3. Micro-level Causes of Party Authoritarianism: Party Ideology and Leadership 
Styles  

While the institional framework and the political culture of Turkey as two major 

macro-level factors provide important explanations for the emergence and 

consolidation of authoritarian party organizations in the political system, they fail to 

shed light on their dynamic and heterogenous structures. In other words, they fall short 

in trying to understand the possibilities of change within party authoritarianism. Yet, is 

it not possible to expect a change or a variance among these party structures? Are they 

forever confined to such authoritarianism? Thus, in order to explore the possibilities of 

change, there is also a need to pay attention to the micro-level explanations of party 

authoritarianism in Turkish politics. 

 At the micro-level, party ideology, leadership styles and local political culture 

play an important role in shaping the power relationship between national party leaders 

and the local party activists in Turkey. The leadership styles of party leaders generally 

tend to be controlling any potential conflict in the party organizations. Not only the 

leaders control the leadership elections, they are also in command of the key intra-party 

decisions, both in candidate selection and policy determination processes.  

 The impact of party ideology and local political culture on the internal party 

dynamics is elaborated to a lesser extent in Turkish politics than on leadership styles 

since personalism is known to play a much more significant role in shaping the power 
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structures of parties (Özbudun, 2000; Turan, 2006; Sayarı, 1976, 2002, 2007). The 

reason why the effect of personalism on the party power structures seems to be larger 

than party ideology in Turkey is that almost in all political parties in Turkey, the party 

leaders are the founding leaders of their party organizations.21 Yet, apart from 

personalism, some studies do reflect on the right-wing and center-right parties in which 

the ideology leads the members and activists to perceive their leaders as charismatic 

and therefore to subordinate to their decisions such as in the AKP, the MHP and the 

religious parties (Arıkan, 1998; Heper and Toktaş, 2003:159; Arklan, 2006).  

 Between 1923-1946, since the establishment of the Republic until the transition 

to multi-party era, the two successive party leaders of the CHP, Atatürk and İnönü 

considered national unity as a prerequisite for democracy and initiated a cultural 

revolution through the channels of the CHP, which represented the bureaucratic center 

in that era. In his analysis on the CHP’s party membership during the single party era of 

the Republic, Harald Schüler (1998) points out that the CHP leadership aimed to attach 

larger segments of the society to the party, yet their aim was not to mobilize the society. 

The administration had an idea about whom to be made a member and whom to be 

prevented from becoming a member of the party as it was assumed that an uncontrolled 

widening of the party base could pose a threat to the reforms that the party was 

undertaking (Schüler, 1998:41-48). However, the massive rise in the number of the 

party membership from 697.046 to 1.512.719 between the years 1936 and 1941 

indicates that the CHP central elite aimed at widening its support base.22 Karpat (1991) 

explains that the aim of the party elite was to offer an incentive for the population to 

                                                
21 The exceptions are, of course, Bülent Ecevit as the leader of the CHP (1972-1980); Mesut Yılmaz as 
the leader of ANAP (1991-2002), Tansu Çiller as the leader of the DYP (1993-2002) and Devlet Bahçeli 
as the leader of the MHP (1997 – present).  
22 The numbers are obtained from Schüler’s table on the CHP’s provincial membership allocation 
(1998:49, Table II). 
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take an interest in the CHP’s activities, which were related to widening the cultural 

revolution in the society.  

 As Heper (2002) argues, İnönü was indeed a rationalistic democrat and acted in 

an authoritarian manner only when conditions made it necessary. After all, İnönü 

himself initiated the transition to multi-party politics in Turkey in 1946. Yet, after 

Atatürk’s death in 1938, he assumed the title of ‘national chief’ and ‘permanent leader 

of the CHP’ because he was going to start opening the political regime while 

consolidating republican reforms (Heper, 2002:31). He thought that when he was the 

leader of the party, he was unrestricted to initiate his own views and beliefs (Bektaş, 

1993:117). At the same time, he was ready to step down if the party members lost their 

confidence in him (Heper, 2002:32). That is how the leadership change within the CHP 

occurred in 1972: When Ecevit and his faction gained control in the party, İnönü 

stepped down and resigned. Yet, until Ecevit, the list of İnönü’s challengers whose 

political careers came to rapid ends was a long one (Tachau, 2002:114). 

 Menderes, the leader of the center-right Democratic Party - DP, formed during 

Turkey’s transition to multi-party politics, displayed an extraordinary power and 

authority. Personalization of power and political patronage was apparent in his 

leadership style. The DP’s national executive committee, which played a major role 

before 1950, gradually became submissive to Menderes’s own decisions (Sayarı, 

2002:76). Having gained 53 per cent of the national vote in 1950, Menderes obtained a 

significant political resource to authoritatively direct his actions on his subordinates. 

Authoritarianism derived from similar motivations was observed with Özal, during his 

leadership of the Motherland Party (1983-1989) and with Çiller when she was the 

leader of the DYP (1993-2002) (Acar, 2002). 
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 Ecevit, the second leader of the CHP following İnönü defended democratic 

values while creating the opposition faction against İnönü. Yet, when he became the 

leader of the CHP, his command of the party appeared to follow the traditional model 

of Turkish political leadership, maintaining a close control of the party organization and 

not easily accepting criticism from within (Tachau, 2002:115). In fact, after the ban on 

the political leaders was removed in the post-1980 era, he established his own party, the 

Democratic Left Party (Demokratik Sol Parti - DSP), accepting no internal opposition, 

which Ayata calls ‘minimal party organization’ (2002:117). Ecevit’s choice to act in an 

authoritarian way is known to stem from his concern about extreme left-wingers 

infiltrating the party organization, which he experienced during the first years of his 

party leadership within the CHP (Tachau, 2002:115; Bektaş, 1993:94-99). 

 Demirel, the leader of the center-right Justice Party (Adalet Partisi – AP), 

known as the successor of the DP, was also an authoritarian leader, relying on his 

patronage network that eased the subordination of the party members to his decisions. 

He had already inherited a party organization, interwoven with a clientelistic ties, 

which he made use of during his leadership, in his leadership both parties the AP 

(1961-1980) and the DYP (1987-1993) (Arat, 2002). 

  Baykal, who became the leader of the CHP in 1992, pursued a leadership style, 

based on ‘unquestioned loyalty to the leadership’, marginalizing the role of local party 

organizations in decision-making processes both in candidate selection and in 

programmatic or ideological debates (Ayata and Ayata, 2007: 227). Whenever there is 

an evident rise of voice that questions Baykal and his leadership circle, the means to 

control this voice is highly coercive. He also refrained from having intra-party elections 

and tried to minimize the functions of the party organization.23  

                                                
23 The party leadership elections in the 2008 national party convention showed in fact the repressive rule 
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 In terms of ideology, even though the CHP presents itself as a center-left party, 

it is far different from the programmatic social democratic parties with centralized mass 

structures in Western Europe (Ayata and Ayata, 2007). In the post-1992 era, the party 

ideology represents an uneasy combination of three legacies, which are far from having 

been integrated into a coherent whole (Turan, 2006: 563-564): The first legacy is that of 

modernization which the CHP initiated in the single party period of the early 

Republican era. It emphasizes nationalist, centralist, laicist and populist political 

platforms. The second legacy is that of democracy because it was under the CHP’s 

leadership that competitive politics had been introduced. The third legacy is the social 

democracy adopted by the party in the late 1960s. Depending on the circumstances, 

specific events and developments, party leaders adopt positions that are more in line 

with one or another of these legacies. It has also been noted by some observers that the 

party does not have identifiable positions on critical policy issues such as identity 

politics or Turkey’s candidacy to the EU (Tosun, 2003; Ayata, 2002). Therefore, one 

can conclude that ideology, as a micro-factor, does not have an effect on the power 

structure of the CHP. 

 Within the right-wing parties such as the nationalist MHP and the religious 

parties established under the leadership of Erbakan, - MNP, MSP, RP  - ideology seems 

to have an important impact on party authoritarianism together with the leadership 

styles. In 1960s, the MHP was formed by Alpaslan Türkeş who merged the legacy of 

the Turkist movement with a nationalist-conservative discourse, founded on an 

anticommunist fanaticism (Bora, 2003:445). Türkeş was not only the founder of a party 

with a nationalist ideology, but also deemed as the originator of the MHP’s main 

principle called the Nine Lights Doctrine (Dokuz Işık Doktirini). As a leader, he gained 
                                                                                                                                         
of the party leader; the delegates at the party convention were not elected but rather appointed by the 
party leadership. See Altan Öymen’s column ‘‘Gizli Oylamanın Temelindeki “Apaçık Oylama”’ in 
Radikal, published on 29 April 2008.  
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the devotion and faith of the party members as he was considered to be the man who 

revived and renovated the idealist movement (ülkücü hareketi) and turned it into a party 

organization. In fact, he was declared Başbuğ, (the Turkish word for ‘Führer’) in the 

1967 national convention of the party (Arıkan, 1998:123). At the time, Türkeş¸ 

displayed authoritarian tendencies not only for dealing with ‘the communist threat’ 

effectively, but also for rendering Turkey a strong country in the shortest possible time 

(Heper and İnce, 2006: 873). Even though he somewhat changed his style after 1980; 

the loyalty to the leader prevailed in the party structure, without leading to any major 

challenges to party authoritarianism within the MHP. 

 Bahçeli was elected as the leader of the MHP after Türkeş’s death in 1997 in the 

party convention. He was known as a leader with a moderate image than Türkeş (Heper 

and İnce, 2006; Bora, 2003:447). Some rank-and-file in the party continued to have far 

right tendencies; however, Bahçeli’s authoritarian leadership played a helpful role in 

preventing these tendencies from surfacing so that the party could maintain its pro-

system credentials (Heper and İnce, 2006:886).24 However, due to a strong emphasis on 

the ‘leader’ and deep ideological attachment to the party among the MHP activists, one 

would not expect to see a challenge against the leader’s authoritarianism in the party. 

Thus one would argue that the nationalist party ideology of the MHP leads to a 

clandestine type of authoritarianism in the party structure. 

 Erdoğan, the leader of the AKP, has a very charismatic personality in the eyes 

of his voters and even some voters of other parties (Arklan, 2006). After all, Erdoğan 

has been very popular since he was a candidate for mayor of Istanbul in 1994 (Heper 

and Toktaş, 2003:159). Yet, in terms of party ideology; defining and categorizing the 

AKP has been the subject of several inquiries. Having adopted a reformist and pro-

                                                
24 Yet, following the MHP’s entrance in the parliament in 2007, Bahçeli began to act as a hardliner 
nationalist against the AKP policies. 
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Western outlook despite its genesis in political Islam, what actually forms the identity 

of the AKP still continues to be a research puzzle  (Kardaş, 2008:176). The party is 

formed by a group of younger members of the political Islamist Virtue Party (Fazilet 

Partisi – FP) who split from the FP when it was banned by the Constitutional Court. 

Placing itself on the center-right, the party program clearly states that the AKP supports 

secularism, democracy, rule of law, progress and development in contrast to the former 

Islamist parties (AKP, 2002). For some observers, the AKP represented the 

transformation of political Islam into ‘new Islamism’, which was formed through the 

transformative impact of democratization and economic liberalization.25 In fact, the 

AKP adopts the term ‘conservative democracy’ in describing its party identity 

(Akdoğan, 2003). For some other observers, the AKP as a coalition of conservative 

democrats initiates the withdrawal of Islam from political sphere to the social and 

individual sphere (Dağı, 2006:90; İnsel, 2003; Heper, 2005; Özbudun, 2006). Besides, 

in its discursive positioning, the AKP is also argued to be on the centre-right, balancing 

the more rightist elements in its electoral base with its emphasis on democracy (Coşar 

and Özman, 2004:68). In a recent study identifying the psychological ties between the 

parties and voters, it has also been observed that economic satisfaction and political 

Islam (i.e. desire for a Shari’a based religious state) emerged as the two important 

sources in determining the ties of the AKP with the voters (Kalaycıoğlu, 2008:308).  

 The bottom line of these studies is that Islam (while not certain whether it is 

political Islam or not) forms a significant dimension of the AKP’s ideology. In terms of 

the organizational power structures, parties with religious references are usually 

identified with authoritarian characteristics such as loyalty to or faith in the leader. The 

most noticeable ones among these are the extremely religious parties known as the 

                                                
25 The chapters in the edited volume Secular and Islamic Politics in Turkey: The Making of Justice and 
Development Party (2008) are the most adequate examples for this trend. 
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‘devotee’ or ‘fundamentalist’ mass parties (Duverger, 1954:71; Gunther and Diamond, 

2003:180). For instance, Erbakan, the leader of the religious parties - MNP, MSP, RP - 

was referred as the sect leader - imam (Yıldırım, Inaç and Özler, 2007:6; Ayata, 1996). 

Yet, the AKP certainly differs from these extreme examples and interprets Islam in a 

more progressive way. In fact, Erdoğan, while founding the party, made it straight that 

the AKP members should not unquestionably obey or worship leaders (Yeni Şafak, 15 

August 2001). Abdullah Gül who acted as the second influential leader of the party also 

stated that the AKP central team would be open to criticisms unlike what they had 

experienced in the Welfare Party where the decisions were made by the dictatorial 

leader (Dağı, 2002:40; Jang, 2005:117).  However, it did not last long for the AKP 

leadership to transform the party organization from a democratic to an authoritarian 

structure since the changes in the AKP bylaws in 2003 strongly signaled the 

oligarchization of the party. Yet, due to the influence of religious elements in the party 

ideology as well as the charismatic leadership Erdoğan one would expect to see a proto-

hegemonic type of authoritarianism within the AKP where the rank-and-file hardly 

questions the authority of the party leader.  

Finally, the DTP and its predecessors, DEP, HEP, HADEP and DEHAP have 

derived their values from their pro-Kurdish stance. In order to understand the ideology 

of these pro-Kurdish parties, it is important to note that the unitary state in Turkey has 

always been suspicious towards the issue of ethnicity. The most important recent factor 

for this suspicion has been the rebel Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) and its aim of 

founding an independent Kurdish state (Güney, 2002:124). The threat of territorial loss 

has increased the repressive policies of the state officials against the pro-Kurdish 

parties, because there were reservations on the potential bonds that they had with the 

PKK. Four successive parties (HEP, DEP, HADEP, DEHAP) were closed by the 
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Turkish Constitutional Court and thousands of pro-Kurdish party members were 

sentenced to jail.  

 The current ideology of the DTP is shaped by these contemporary events. As 

Watts (2006:131)defines, the united goal of the party is dedicated to: 

 
… providing greater freedom and security for public and collective 
expressions of Kurdish cultural and political identities, primarily but not 
exclusively within the framework of a single but decentralized Turkish 
state. In particular, pro-Kurdish activists seek the right to publish, 
broadcast and teach Kurdish in public schools and to form Kurdish 
cultural and political associations; amnesty for the PKK and its fighters, 
substantial economic development in the Kurdish regions of the southeast; 
and governance-related demands involving devolution, decentralization or 
regional autonomy.26  

 

Withstanding the closures and charges imposed by the various branches of the Turkish 

state, the DTP activists have formed a united front against its competitors in the 

political arena, no matter the intra-party conflicts are likely to occur at the top 

leadership level. The party leaders are aware that much of the electoral support base is 

voting for the party because they see it as surrogate PKK, and there are continual 

struggles between them over how closely to work with this organization (Watts, 

2006:127). However the DTP activists perceive their party as a united organization 

fighting for Kurdish rights in Turkey, which is likely to encourage their loyalty to the 

party and its ideology. In return, this type of loyalty to the party ideology has the 

potential to contribute to the centralization and authoritarianism within the party since 

the grassroots activists usually tend to have faith in the decisions made by their leaders 

on their behalf.  

 As a result, the party ideologies and the styles of the party leaders have a 

considerable impact on generating the submission of party members and activists to the 
                                                
26 The outline of Kurdish demands can be found in the DTP’s declaration issued at the national 
convention held in Diyarbakır in 2007. Available online at: http://bianet.org/bianet/siyaset/102616-dtp-
kongresi-sonuc-bildirgesinin-tam-metni  
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authority of party leaders in Turkey.  Yet, in understanding party authortarianism, these 

two factors treat the party on the ground as one homogenous entity as if the reactions or 

the loyalties of each local party actor or organization would be similar. Moreover, they 

also neglect the fact that changing external conditions might affect the behaviors and 

internal strategies of the party actors in time.  

 Apart from party ideologies and leadership styles, another potential micro-level 

factor that might shape different types of party authoritarianism is the local political 

culture shaped by certain characteristics of the local constituencies and the socio-

economic context in which the local party organizations operate. For instance, 

urbanization is an important factor that affects the structures of local party 

organizations and thus the relationship between the local party activists and the national 

party leaders. Local party organizations located in urban districts are expected to be 

more organized than those in rural districts (Bektaş, 1993:113). Besides, in rural 

society, factionalism exists to a larger degree as a result of hostilities among inter-group 

conflicts, which are conveyed to the political competition at the local level (Sayarı, 

1977:107). On the other hand, the local party organizations in the Southeast of Turkey 

can easily be dominated by local party leaders vis-à-vis the rank-and-file due to the 

influence of tribes and clans on the political and social system (Dodd, 1979:124). As a 

result of these distinct local cultural characteristics, one might argue that the expected 

variation in party authoritarianism is the result of these different cultural aspects at the 

local level.  

 While the effect of local political culture as a micro-level factor on party 

structures can be the focus of another study, it should also be noted that stating ‘local 

political culture’ as an explanation for the variance in party authoritarianism would 

oversimplify the theoretical framework of authoritarian party structures; reducing each 
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power relationship between national party leaders and local party actors to be a unique 

case in itself due to the distinctive cultural aspects of local constituencies. In order to 

overcome this limitation, this study, thus, aims to control the effect of local political 

culture on party authoritarianism through studying various party organizations in 

selected local constituencies.   

3.4. Evaluation 

 This chapter has revealed that the Turkish political culture and the Law on 

Political Parties have formed party structures of a highly authoritarian nature in Turkey. 

The elite-driven transition to democracy, top-down establishment of party organizations 

largely autonomous from society as well as the non-autonomous nature of the political 

parties from the bureaucratic center in Turkey had a great impact on the power 

structures. The Law on Political Parties originating from this political culture further 

institutionalized party authoritarianism in Turkey.  

 However, these two macro-factors fall short in explaining what really 

constitutes party authoritarianism in Turkey. While they only explain the causes for the 

formation and the rise of authoritarian party structures; they do not shed light on the 

variance across and within political parties. Similarly, they do not elaborate on whether 

it is possible to see future chances of intra-party democracy within these structures. 

Rather, these explanations assume party authoritarainism as a static and uniform 

phenomenon as if the party leaders are in possession of these party organizations. Yet, 

party authoritarianism comprises of a dynamic governance process between the party 

leaders and members. 

 The leadership styles and party ideology as two micro-level factors, on the other 

hand, clearly influence the authoritarian structure of parties, but these explanations do 

not question how a change from authoritarianism to democracy might occur within 
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parties, either. The ‘leadership style’ explanations focus mainly on the authoritarian 

behaviors of the party elites in Turkey. Party ideology only explains why the party 

members tend to be loyal to their leaders (i.e. charismatic domination), especially in 

right-wing and center-right parties such as the MHP, the AKP and the religious parties.  

Local political culture, on the other hand, can be an explanation for the heterogeneity of 

authoritarian party structures due to the distinctive cultural aspects of districts and 

provinces that shape local party structures. However, this study assumes that it is 

obvious to expect the effect of the local political culture on the relations between 

national and local levels of party organizations and that it limits the effort of theorizing 

authoritarian party structures. Thus, this study rather focuses on controlling this 

variable through studying various local party organizations in different local settings.  

 Explaining party authoritarainism requires an analysis of intra-party 

governance, which is a dynamic process at the micro-level, taking place between the 

party leaders and the party members. Even if leaders are motivated to act in an 

authoritarian manner, they have to respond to the demands of the party on the ground or 

find a way to control these demands. The analysis of intra-party governance will release 

us from considering authoritarian party structures as an unchanging, given fact and help 

to understand the variance in party authoritarianism or even possible occurrences of 

intra-party democracy. A principal-agent approach to party governance, in this respect 

is introduced as the most suitable tool in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER IV  

 

 

 

PRINCIPAL-AGENT APPROACH  

AND PARTY AUTHORITARIANISM 

 

 

 

 Chapter II has defined the internally democratic or authoritarian party structure 

and underlined that party authoritarianism is treated as a uniform and static structure, in 

which the party leaders in central or public office dominate the party on the ground. 

Chapter III has outlined the embeddedness of party authoritarianism in the political 

culture and institutional framework in Turkey, and the authoritarian leadership styles of 

the party leaders. Although the political culture and institutional structures, as macro-

level factors, may shape party authoritarianism (as in the case of Turkey), it is possible 

to see a significant degree of variance in party authoritarianism in a given political 

system, depending on the relationship between the party leaders and the party on the 

ground. In order to understand the possible exits from party authoritarianism in such a 

political context, therefore, one should not consider party authoritarianism as something 

static and uniform. What is the role of the party on the ground (local party actors) in 

this authoritarian structure, why does it subordinate to the authoritarian party 
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leadership?27 Do the party activists ever attempt to change the status quo? How do the 

party leaders control the potential challenges to their authoritarian position within the 

party? What are the chances for exit from authoritarianism? 

 In order to shed light onto these questions, this chapter aims to approach party 

authoritarianism as a relational phenomenon derived from the relational theory of 

power (Emerson, 1962; Blau, 1964; Baldwin, 1979). In other words, party 

authoritarianism is treated not as something that belongs to a certain actor (i.e. the party 

leader) but rather as a relational phenomenon. This will lead us to understand the fact 

that party authoritarianism contains multiple interdependent actors. These multiple 

actors are engaged in a hierarchical governance process that shapes the authoritarian 

party structure and the variance in it. The sole authority is vested in the hands of the 

party leadership, yet the party leader authorizes the local party actors to act in his or her 

name and place at the local level. These acts include campaigning, mobilizing voters or 

simply representing the party identity at the local level. However, the local actors have 

their own interests and goals, which may lead them to challenge the authority of the 

party leaders. In order to make and explain this argument, this study employs the 

principal–agent approach (see, e.g. Moe, 1984; Pratt and Zeckhauser, 1985; Furubotn 

and Richter, 1997). In other words, when the relationships between national and local 

actors are analyzed through the principal-agent approach, it will be possible to explain 

the variance in party authoritarianism in a given political system.  

This chapter is organized in the following order: The first section entrenches the 

concept of ‘party authoritarianism’ on the relational theory of power. It discusses that 

an authoritarian party structure consists of multiple interdependent actors molded in an 

unbalanced power relation. The second section argues that this unbalanced power 

                                                
27 For the matter of simplicity and clarification, the party on the ground is defined as local party actors 
comprised of both local party activists and members. 
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relation takes place within a hierarchical party governance, based on the interaction of a 

multiplicity of actors influencing each other in governing the party. The third section 

introduces the principal-agent approach, explaining the substance of this hierarchical 

party governance, which is derived from the delegation of authority. In other words, the 

national party leaders delegate their authority to local party actors to act on the benefit 

of the party at the local level. Yet, due to an informational advantage of the local party 

actors, potential conflicts may arise between the party leaders and the self-interested 

local party actors. In identifying the principal and agent roles among the party actors, 

this section underlines the overwhelming difference between the liberal democracies 

and developing democracies, as discussed in Chapter II. It is argued that the 

conventional application of the principal-agent approach to party politics requires to be 

modified while studying authoritarian party structures. Finally, the fourth section 

outlines the weakness of the principal-agent approach regarding its indifference to the 

possible roles that values and ideas might play in shaping individual preferences. To fix 

this weakness, the construction of a principal-agent model comprising both of social 

and material interests is proposed.  

4.1. Party Authoritarianism as a Relational Notion 

The implicit treatment of power as though it were an attribute of a person or 

group is a repeated flaw in common conceptions of power. This treatment often deals 

with the research questions such as ‘Who are the power holders?’ This is a certain 

problem in studying political parties with authoritarian structures as well, since it often 

directs the attention on party leaders as power holders, rather than on party 

organizations in the competitive political system. Understanding authoritarian parties in 

this form foresees an intransitive power relation within their structures. The statement 

that ‘the party leader has power’ is vacant, unless we specify ‘over whom’. In other 
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words, power must be treated as a property of the social relation; not as an attribute of 

the actor (Emerson, 1962:32). 

In a power relationship, it is important to specify who is influencing whom with 

respect to what. Dahl (1957) describes his ‘intuitive idea of power’ as ‘A has power 

over B to the extent that he can get B to do something he would not otherwise do’. In 

this statement, it is possible to see that Dahl is referring to the ‘potential power’ rather 

than ‘actual power’. Actual power takes place when ‘A makes the successful attempt to 

get B to do something he would not otherwise do’ (Dahl, 1957:202). As Baldwin 

(1979:171) argues, a relational concept of power assumes that power, either potential 

or actual, is never inherent in properties of A, but rather inheres in the actual or 

potential relationship between A’s properties and B’s value system. In other words, A 

must take into account B’s values, perceptions and skills because the potential 

effectiveness of A’s power depends partially on B’s values, perceptions and skills. If 

B’s perceptions, values and skills are such as to make it impossible for A to influence 

him, then potential power should never have attributed to A in the first place (Baldwin, 

1979:171).28 

In party authoritarianism, thus, the party leader has potential power over the 

local party actor (either a member or an activist), because it is the values, perceptions 

and skills of that local actor that allows the party leader to influence him. In this 

respect, power becomes relational in party authoritarianism. While there is one national 

party leader, there are multiple local actors and they may differ from one another 

through their skills, values and perceptions. Then, the power structure of any party 

organization, either democratic or authoritarian, is not uniform because there are 

                                                
28 Baldwin explains this relational notion of power in discussing Knorr’s (1975) concept of ‘putative 
power’ which is similar to what Baldwin calls ‘potential power’. 
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differences in the patterns of power relationships among these actors due to the 

expected differences in the local actors’ skills, values and perceptions. 

A power relationship entails ties of interdependence between the actors. 

Interdependence is a form of relationship between the actors that is costly for each actor 

to forego (Baldwin, 1979:176; Blau, 1964:118-125; Emerson, 1962). In other words, if 

A and B are mutually dependent on one another, then each could inflict costs on the 

other by terminating the relationship. A rising level of interdependence increases both 

the opportunities and the costs of exercising power (Young, 1969:746-747). Emerson 

(1962) refers to a ‘reciprocal power-dependence relation’ and defines the link between 

power and dependence as ‘the power of A over B is equal to, and based upon, the 

dependence of B upon A’ (1962:33). The power-dependence relation on the other hand 

can be either balanced or unbalanced (See Figure 4.1. in Emerson, 1962:34): 

 

Power(ab) = Dependence(ba)  Power(ab) =  Dependence(ba) 
   
                
Power(ba) = Dependence(ab)  Power(ba) =  Dependence(ab) 

      Balanced Relation                Unbalanced Relation 

Figure 4. Power, Dependence and Balance 
 
 
In the unbalanced relation in Figure 4, A is the more powerful actor because B is more 

dependent of the two; whereas in the balanced relation, A and B are dependent on one 

another at the same level; there is an equality of the degree of power. It should also be 

noted that Power(ab) > Power(ba) only if A is more capable of making a demand that 

runs counter to B’s desires than vice versa. Party authoritarianism represents an 

unbalanced power relationship, in which the party leader is more powerful than the 

V V 
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local actor; the local actor is more dependent on the party leader. The party leader is 

more capable of making demands contrary to the local actor’s desires than vice versa. 

 The capability of the actors to be able to exert more power on the other is based 

on the notion of  ‘power resources’. Dahl defines power resources as the ‘means by 

which one person can influence the behavior of other persons’ (1976:37, emphasis 

added). As Baldwin (1979:165) explains, the problem with this definition is that, it does 

not explicitly state that the means by which one actor can influence the behavior of 

another depends on who is trying to get whom to do what. He argues that the only way 

to determine something as a power resource or not is to place it in the context of a 

policy-contingency framework (or scope and domain).29 In other words, a power 

resource is determinable only in terms of its use. The reason why it is necessary to 

identify the scope and domain of the power resources is because no political power 

resource approaches the degree of the fungibility of the economic power (Nye and 

Keohane, 1971; 1973 cited in Baldwin, 1979). In other words, the owner of a political 

power resource in one scope and domain is likely to have difficulty in converting this 

resource into another resource in another scope and domain. However, there are some 

resources that are most likely to be effective in most situations and that most people 

over the most scopes would rank these sources high (Baldwin, 1979:166). The most 

well-known high-ranking power resources comprise of categories such as patterns of 

social standing, distribution of wealth, access to legality, popularity and control over 

sources of information (Bertrand de Jouvenel, 1952; Dahl, 1961:229; Laswell and 

Kaplan, 1950).  

 In cartel parties, national party leaders are often in an advantageous position, 

because of their control over the financial sources of the party organization. Together 

                                                
29 Baldwin (1979) refers to Sprout and Sprout’s term, ‘policy-contingency framework (1956), but he uses 
the term ‘scope and domain’ for the same phenomenon. 
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with the asymmetrical power structure in the party, the control of the financial sources 

of the party organization probably constitutes the highest power resources for the party 

leaders. This is the common aspect of cartel parties, which are highly capital-intensive 

and subject to receiving state subventions. Yet, the catch-all parties usually combine 

both capital and labor intensive characteristics in which membership dues still play a 

certain role in financing parties (Katz, 2001; Bolleyer, 2009), that is why cartel parties 

are more authoritarian than the catch-all parties. 

 Legitimacy is another important power resource of the national party leaders in 

a party organization. Apart from the individual interests and demands of the party 

actors, the party organization with all its members and activists expects the national 

party leaders to pursue effective activities in order to achieve the collective goals of the 

organization, usually labeled as policy-seeking, office-seeking or vote-seeking goals 

(Strom, 1990; Strom and Müller, 1999). Here, the power resource of the party leaders 

then becomes a ‘valuation of effectiveness, control of productivity, structured demands 

and the patterning of legitimation’ (Parsons, 1986:101). An authoritarian party leader, 

in order not to face with challenges inside party, must take into account the demands of 

the local party actors.  

 For the local party actors, access to information is an important power resource 

vis-à-vis the national party leaders.  Knowledged about the political, economic and 

social situation of their local constituencies, the members of the local party 

organizations can keep all the tracks of the voter records at the local level.  Information 

is one of the political power resources that rank high in fungibility (Baldwin, 

1979:166). The local party actors, particularly, have a power advantage in their local 

constituency over the national party leaders who cannot be as knowledged as they are 

on the local voting behavior as well as the needs of the society. Based on their 
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proximity to the electorate, some local party actors, i.e. local party leaders, may even be 

more respected than the national party leaders at the constituency level. The strong 

social standing of the local party actors, thus, may bring more power to the local party 

organizations. 

 The local party actors also have the potential to come together and form 

‘factions’, which brings forth a possibility of networking among each other, in other 

words, they can create ‘power networks’. A power network is defined as two or more 

connected power-dependence networks and the creation of such networks may alter the 

power structure of the party (Emerson, 1962:36). Being a part of a power network, i.e. a 

‘faction’ within the party, is another resource for local party members and activists vis-

à-vis the national party leaders.  

 Finally, the ‘political skill’ of the actors can be treated as another power 

resource (Dahl, 1986:45). It is an important fact that individuals of approximately equal 

wealth, social status, knowledge or access to authority may differ greatly in interests 

and power due to the varying degrees in skills. All actors in the party organization; 

national party leaders, local party activists and members, can be considered to possess 

these resources deriving from personal characteristics. In some instances, the lack of 

‘skills’ is treated as a major cause for the failure of converting potential power into 

actual power. In other words, it may be argued that the political actors who possess all 

significant power resources may fail to actualize their power just because they do not 

know how to use them. However, as Baldwin (1979:170) convincingly argues, 

emphasis on skill in conversion processes makes it all too easy for the power analyst to 

avoid facing up to his mistakes. Therefore the probability of successful conversion, in 

other words, skills, must be included in estimating the capabilities or the power 

resources of the actors.  
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4.2. Party Authoritarianism as a Form of Governance 

 So far, this study has argued that party authoritarianism is based on the 

relational notion of power, and that the party actors, possessing divergent power 

resources, may constitute varying power-dependence relationships within the party. 

These power-relationships have an unbalanced nature, in which one actor (e.g. national 

party leader) receives more than the other (local party activist or member). Therefore, 

even in authoritarian parties, there is an ongoing negotiation, a bargaining process, 

between these party actors on maintaining and sustaining their interests.  

 Even in authoritarian parties, it is this internal bargaining or negotiation process 

that governs a party organization, or that directs the behavior of the party organization 

(such as in candidate selection or policy-making processes as discussed in Chapter II). 

Even though the leaders of the authoritarian parties, are the strongest power-holders and 

expected to make the big decisions related to the party organization, due to the 

relational notion of power, they are also subject to the demands of the weak power-

holders, i.e. the local party actors. In this respect, the strong and weak power-holders 

are engaged in a governance process within the party organization. Any degree of party 

authoritarianism is the outcome of an interactive governing process within party 

organization, the outcome of which might also have been intra-party democracy. 

Therefore, the governing process of the party, in other words, party governance must 

thoroughly be analyzed to see what leads to different outcomes.  

4.2.1. Defining ‘Governance as Hierarchies’ 

 ‘Governance’, alone, is a newly introduced and highly debated term referring to 

the new styles of governing the society. There are different arrangements of governance 

structure. It is used to signify a ‘shifting pattern in styles of governing’ (Stoker: 

1998:17).  In other words, it is usually referred as a ‘changed condition of ordered rule’; 
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or a ‘new method by which society is governed’ (Rhodes, 1996: 652-3). This new 

method of governing foresees that boundaries between and within public and private 

sectors have become blurred and governing mechanisms have come to rest not on the 

sanctions of the government but rather on the interaction of a multiplicity of governing 

and each other influencing actors (Kooiman and Van Vliet, 1993:64). Governance is 

about autonomous self-governing of networks of actors, including state institutions, 

organized interests, private sector and so on. The tasks of government in a governance 

are rather based on coordinating, steering and regulating these networks and 

relationships among the actors to achieve desired outcomes (Kooiman and Van Vliet, 

1993:66). 

Yet, according to Pierre and Peters (2000:15-18) hierarchy is an often dismissed 

but in fact the oldest form of governance structure; supposing that the state, distinctly 

separated from and superior to the society, governs society vertically by the imposition 

of law and other forms of regulation. What they identify with ‘governance as hierarchy’ 

is no different from the understanding of ‘government’ according to the other students 

of governance. They use the term ‘government’ to refer to the ‘formal institutions of the 

state and their monopoly of legitimate coercive power’.  

Pierre and Peters consider the dismissal of formal hierarchies as a model of 

governance highly unfortunate for three reasons (2000:17-18): First of all, the 

development toward this new way of governing has been a spontaneous and organic 

development which has yet to be confirmed by changes in legal and constitutional 

frameworks; the discrepancy between actual political behavior and the frameworks 

cannot be sustained over an extended period of time. Secondly, governance through 

hierarchies is the benchmark against which we should assess emerging forms of 

governance. In other words, governance should be considered as old as government, so 
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that understanding the very nature of it, that is hierarchical governance, can shed light 

on the recent changes that it has gone through. Finally, horizontal networks may be 

becoming important means of governing, however governance through hierarchies still 

plays a more important role in a surprisingly large number of national and institutional 

contexts including western societies.  

This study’s defense of governance as hierarchies is different from the reasons 

set by Pierre and Peters. No matter it is a notion as old as government or whether or not 

it is to be found in several institutional contexts, governance as hierarchy includes a 

power structure based on interdependent relationships between actors, just like the 

other forms of governance. These actors, in order to achieve their goals, have to 

exchange resources and negotiate common purposes (Stoker, 1998:22). National-level 

government or another institution may seek to impose control, but there is a persistent 

tension between the wish for authoritative action and dependence on the compliance 

and action of others (Rhodes, 1996; cited in Stoker, 1998:22). Therefore governance as 

hierarchies is no less interactive than other forms of governance such as policy 

networks.  

Moe (1984), in his review of the contributions on the positive theory of 

hierarchies by economists, also encourages the political scientists to apply these 

developments to the essence of public bureaucracy and indeed to all organizations.  

Citing from Herbert Simon’s organization theory (1947) as one of the cornerstone 

studies on hierarchy, Moe explains that hierarchy is derived from the understanding that 

an organization theory can indeed be built on individualistic foundations. Simon’s 

concept of ‘bounded rationality’ anticipates that: 

 
… just as individuals will routinize behavior if left to their own devices, 
so routines can also be imposed by organizational superiors, who can 
take steps to shape the decisional premises of subordinates and provide 
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them with the programmed responses deemed suitable for efficient 
pursuit of the organization’s objectives… Individuals throughout the 
organization, precisely because they are boundedly rational, will behave 
in the routine, patterned ways characteristic of structured behavior… 
(1984:6) 

 

Therefore, according to Simon, it is the boundedly rational relations between the 

superiors and the subordinates that play the primary role in shaping the hierarchical 

organizational structures. Furthermore, Simon’s concept of authority, also put forward 

by Moe, sheds light to the nature of hierarchy in organizations with its emphasis on two 

actors:  

… the authority relation is not characterized by command or fiat, as 
classical organization theorists suggest, but rather is two-way. The 
subordinate has a zone of acceptance within which he willingly allows 
the employer to direct his behavior. Thus the nature of authority relation 
and whether or how well it works depend upon both parties to the 
agreement (1984:7). 
 

Hierarchy, then, outlines a kind of organizational structure, based on the routinization 

of a relationship in which subordinates accept the authority of the superiors. In this 

sense, party authoritarianism, as hierarchical as it is, implies an interactive process of 

governance, the nature of which depends on how the subordinate and dominant party 

actors have come to agree on the form and substance of their relationship. The 

contracted relationship between the national party leaders and the local party actors 

starts with the local actors’ acceptance that they must be subject to the authority of the 

party leaders. The substance of this relationship resembles the principal-agent model in 

which the national party leader (principal) permits and directs the local party actor to 

act for her benefit at the local level. The local party actor (agent), then, has a primary 

duty to act for the benefit of the party leader.  
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4.3. Principal-Agent Approach and Party Authoritarianism 

 Among the various forms of governance mechanisms, the principal-agent 

relationship is the one taking part in hierarchical organizations (Peters and Pierre, 2000; 

Stoker, 1998). The principal-agent approach is particularly useful to explain the 

different patterns of power relationships within authoritarian parties, which are 

composed of certain hierarchical structures based on delegation of authority, which 

takes place when the national party leaders authorize local party actors to act on their 

behalf at the local level.  

4.3.1. Definition of the Principal-Agent Approach 

 The principal-agent (PA, hereafter) approach, adopted by the economists as a 

means to understand the market activity, has also been an insightful tool to comprehend 

public bureaucracy, particularly the U.S. congress and the institutions of the European 

Union (McCubbins and Schwartz, 1984; McCubbins, Noll and Weingast, 1987; 

Kiewiet and McCubbins, 1991; Pollack, 1997). The PA relationship is based on an 

actor (designated as the agent) who acts, on behalf of, or as representative for the other 

(designated as the principal) in a particular domain of decision problems. The main 

puzzle in this relationship is that the principal directs his/her agents through contracts or 

other arrangements to act for his/her benefit; yet the notion that one will solely operate 

on behalf of other’s benefit contradicts the fundamental economic principle of self-

interest. In other words, the agents have incentives to pursue their own interests and to 

‘shirk’ from the principal. When the conflicting interests are accompanied by imperfect 

information about an agent, the principal cannot completely control his/her agent’s 

performance (Laffont and Martimort, 2002). Therefore, the PA approach underlines the 

significance of informational advantage of the agents over the principals since 

information constitutes an important high-ranking power resource as explained before.  
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4.3.2. Four fundamental Issues of the Principal-Agent Approach 

Analysis of the relationship between agents and principals in an organization 

deals with four main issues. These issues are examined under four questions.  

First, why do the principals need to delegate their authority to agents? The 

principal may simply need to hire agents to use their skills, knowledge or time that s/he 

does not have; just like a landlord hiring farmers who use several harvesting techniques 

to obtain the greatest productivity out of the crops. The theory of delegation therefore 

adopts a functionalist approach. The rationally anticipated effects of delegation, subject 

to uncertainty, explain actors’ preferences. Similarly, Keohane's theory of international 

institutions (1984) outlines that states as principals agree to adopt certain institutions to 

lower the transaction costs of negotiations and monitor compliance to international 

treaty obligations. Pollack (1997:104), in his explanation of the EC institutions, adds to 

Keohane’s theory that another reason why states delegate authority to institutions is 

also to adopt regulations that are either too complex to be debated by principals or 

require credibility of a genuinely independent regulator. Furthermore, the states may 

have delegated the power of agenda-setting to a supranational agency such as the 

European Commission as a result of the impracticality of forming subcommittees 

within the Council of Ministers, which is usually seen in the U.S. congress (Pollack, 

1997: 105).  

Second, how do the agents find the opportunity for discretion if they are bound 

by the contracts made with the principal? The theory assumes that the principal remains 

in a disadvantaged position unless s/he has the sufficient information to evaluate the 

agent’s performance. Since the agent is likely to have more information about itself 

than the principal, it is not difficult for the agent to create an opportunity to shirk. 

Furthermore, the ‘difficulty in monitoring the actions of the subordinates, asymmetric 
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information in the form of expertise, or transactions costs in overturning the actions of 

subordinates all can give agents some opportunities for discretion’ (Songer, Segal and 

Cameron, 1994:674).  

Third, what control mechanisms do the principals, as rational actors, adopt, 

anticipating the possible shirk of their agents? There are both administrative and 

oversight procedures to prevent the possibility of agency shirking. The former brings a 

legal limitation to the agents’ scope of activity whereas the latter allows the principals 

to monitor agency behavior and apply positive or negative sanctions.  The oversight 

procedures are two types: The first one is the ‘police-patrol oversight’, in which the 

principal actively monitors the agency behavior with the aim of remedying and 

detecting any violations. The second one is ‘the fire-alarm oversight’ in which the 

principals rely on the third parties such as civil society organizations or interest groups 

to monitor agency activity (See McCubbins and Schwartz, 1987: 427 for an evaluation 

of these control mechanisms). 

 Finally, there is a wide range of discussion on the question of ‘is it the principal 

or the agent that controls power in a given structure?’ The advocates of the agent’s 

domination over the structure argue that the agent becomes the central figure in 

exercising authority, completely making his/her own choices, entirely unconstrained by 

the principal. This view is also known as the ‘run-away bureaucracy thesis’ and is 

explained by the impossibility of the principals’ having any kind of effective 

monitoring mechanisms over agents (See Niskanen, 1971 and Wilson, 1980 for this 

view). The run-away bureaucracy thesis is countered by the ‘congressional dominance 

school’, which argues that effective monitoring of the agency actions is not the only 

means of controlling agency behavior. It can well be substituted with a variety of 

institutions and incentive systems (Weingast and Moran, 1983; Weingast, 1984). In 
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fact, ‘institutions – whether in the form of incentive systems, explicit and implicit 

contracts or rules – evolve and survive to partially mitigate, if not solve, these 

problems’ (See Weingast, 1984:153 for a review on the role of institutions on this 

matter). For instance, the congressmen may prefer to use subtle control devices within 

the congressional-bureaucratic system rather than evaluating performance through an 

exposed in-depth study. Such control can be maintained by the electoral imperative of 

the congressmen who take into account the demands of their constituents regarding the 

actions of the bureaucratic agencies. If the agency actions benefit the congressional 

constituencies, they will, in return, help congressmen to be re-elected (Weingast, 

1984:157). The congressional dominance school then emphasizes that the primary 

control is always in the hands of the principal due to the existing institutions, rules and 

regulations. 

4.3.3. Conventional Use of the PA Approach in Party Governance 

 Party governance is an example of governance as hierarchies. It is not the 

society that is governed, but rather the party organization with all its members. The 

usage of the PA approach in the studies of party organizations is unfortunately limited 

to the cases from Western democracies where it is intra-party democracy that has 

originally been present in the power structure of parties. This limitation leads to a 

taken-for-granted manner in attributing the principal and the agent roles to party actors. 

In this respect, based on the threefold relationship among the local party actors (party 

on the ground), party in central office and party in public office, the PA model is 

conventionally applied to party organizations as shown in Figure 5. According to the 

figure, party representatives in public office work as the agents of the extra-

parliamentary party organization – constituted both of the local party actors and the 
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Local Party 
Actors 

central party office (Müller, 2000). Meanwhile, within the extra-parliamentary party 

organization, the party on the ground is the principal of the party in central office. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 5. Conventional Understanding of Delegation Relations in Internally Democratic 
Party Organizations 

 

According to this delegation approach, the extra-parliamentary party 

organizations have a formal internal party selection mechanism. The local party actors 

select those individuals as leaders for the central party office who are considered most 

likely to achieve the party’s collective goals. These party goals tend to be policy-

seeking, office-seeking, or votes-seeking (Strom 1990; Müller and Strom 1999). 

 On the other hand, extra-parliamentary party organizations delegate their 

authority to the party in public office and exercise their influence both via internal party 

mechanisms and via the institutions and mechanisms of the parliamentary chain of 

delegation. Müller (2000:319) argues that the latter form of party control can take two 

forms: (1) the institutionalization of party rights in public rules (such as the 

constitution, the electoral law, and the parliamentary rules of procedure) and (2) the 
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party’s giving directions to public office holders who in turn use their institutional 

rights to make other public office holders behave according to the party line. The 

delegation of authority from the extra-parliamentary organization to the party in public 

office is shown in Figure 5 with two different arrows, one originating from the local 

party actors (party on the ground) and the other from the central party office. This 

implies the inclusive nature of the candidate selection process, which gives equal 

strength to the national and local party organizations in determining their agents in the 

parliamentary office.  

If the delegation link between the local party actors and the party in public office 

gets weakened in time (as shown with a dashed link), it makes the central party office 

stronger in determining the candidates, yet intra-party democracy continues to exist as 

long as the local actors have the power to control the central party office’s decisions. In 

this respect, what matters most for the continuity of intra-party democracy is the 

strength of the delegation link between the local party actors and the party in central 

office so that the party on the ground has the necessary checks and balances to control 

the decisions of the central party office. As Cox and McCubbins (1993: 91) argue, 

political parties have leaders [central office] in order to overcome the dilemma of 

collective action because they (1) internalize the collective interest of the party and (2) 

monitor their fellow partisans. This means that there is internal competition for the 

position of central party office and that incumbents can be held accountable if they fail 

to act in the collective interest (Müller, 2000:316). 

4.3.3.1. Agency-dominance versus Principal-dominance Theses in the 
Conventional PA Approach 

Certainly, the transformation of party organizations – cadre, mass, catch-all, cartel 

parties – affects the delegation relations within party structures. The debate on the 



  

106 
 

changing structure of parties in liberal democracies evolve around whether or not the 

party in public office as the agent of the extra-parliamentary party organization has 

begun to overshadow its principals, in line with the rise of the cartel party as the 

dominant party structure, as parties move from society toward the state. 

The emergence of the mass parties in response to decline of the cadre parties 

reflected the origin of a PA structure in political parties in liberal democracies: The 

national party leaders were the elected agents of the party members, who acted as the 

principals that control the organization and try to hold the party leaders accountable for 

their actions (Katz, 2006:36). Mass parties, which were initially formed to represent the 

working classes’ right to vote in western democracies (Irwin, 1980:170; Hancock, 

1980: 187), by nature required a formally articulated party organization on the ground 

and a strong central office acting as its agent to coordinate the local branches (Katz, 

2001:283). The PA model in mass parties can be regarded as a tool in understanding 

why the agents, party leaders, tend to shirk from their main responsibilities. In fact, 

what Michels (1962) proves with his ‘iron law of oligarchy thesis’ is the supremacy of 

the ‘run-away bureaucracy’ school over the ‘congressional dominance’ school in the 

context of mass parties. In other words, the agent (central party office) becomes the 

essential figure in exercising authority in time, entirely unconstrained by the principal 

(local party actors). Michels’ argument is successfully summarized by Leach 

(2005:313) in three basic phases, which in fact describes how the run-away bureaucracy 

takes place in mass parties:  

 

1. Bureaucracy happens: Large-scale organizations in modern society 
will always have a rational-bureaucratic structure… based on the 
premise that there is an ever-increasing need for administrative 
efficiency, which necessitates a complex and hierarchical division of 
labor.  
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2. If bureaucracy happens, power rises: Due to structural imperatives 
and aided by the supposed “incompetence” of the masses, rational-
bureaucratic structure automatically concentrates power in the hands 
of a professional leadership, conferring upon them a monopoly of 
skills, knowledge, and resources. 

3. Power corrupts: Once power is concentrated, the leadership will 
always act to preserve its power – even when that means going 
against the interests of the membership… 

 

For the students of party politics, the shift from mass parties to catch-all and cartel 

parties in Western democracies further implies that the role of the local party actors as 

the principal in parties is diminishing in a more striking way. The party leaders are 

recruited for their valuable skills—‘to reason, persuade, bully, inspire, rally, intimidate, 

mediate, and so on’ (Shepsle and Bonchek, 1997: 383); which provides them a major 

source of power to dominate the principals. Thus, the agents are becoming more 

skillful, professionalized politicians with the control of power switching from the hands 

of the central party office to the party in public office. The party in public office 

legitimizes its authority by presenting itself as the agent of the local party actors within 

catch-all parties (Carty and Cross, 2006:94). The state-dependent cartel parties emerge 

when the governing party in public office frees itself from the expectations and 

demands of its followers; which means that almost full domination of the agent over the 

principal is realized. The desire for autonomy by the professionalized party elite 

becomes a greater motive than following the demands of the party members. The party 

elite, thus, chooses to distribute selective incentives (appointments) and solidary 

incentives (group identification) to the principals when in power; and deals more with 

organizational demands when in opposition (Panebianco, 1988; Katz and Mair, 1995; 

Katz, 2001; Bolleyer, 2009).  

 Furthermore, the state subventions provide an enormous source of financial 

power to the party elite who then makes it difficult for new alternatives to emerge and 
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detaches the policies and preferences of their parties from those of the party members. 

Then, the state bureaucracy arises as the new emerging principal that complements, if 

not replaces, the electorates and members. In other words, the state bureaucrats begin to 

set the agenda for politicians together with the voters and members as parties move 

from civil society to the state ‘to such an extent that parties effectively become part of 

the state apparatus themselves’ (Katz and Mair, 1995:14).  

 Yet, intra-party democracy, particularly the leader selection process in the party, 

is an important control mechanism for the party members relating to how the leader is 

recruited and how he can be removed. However in cartel parties, this process can well 

be in command of the party leaders, who are eager to manipulate the democratic 

processes for greater autonomy. An example is Britain where the shift of power from 

trade union activists to the due-paying members in the Electoral College resulted in the 

clandestine autonomy of the party leadership in the Labor Party (Quinn, 2004:345). 

Furthermore, even though the factions have the power to replace leaders they deem not 

suitable for the party, due to high transaction costs such as bringing the Electoral 

College together in terms of time, effort, finance and MPs’ mobilization costs; the 

leaders’ replacement is overwhelmingly difficult within the party (Quinn, 2004: 347). 

In this respect, the cartel party model depicts that the agents have begun to dominate 

the principals’ control mechanisms. 

 The ‘agency dominance’ view in party organizations has received a number of 

criticisms by those who argue that the party members, representing the principal, still 

rule in the party (e.g. Kitschelt, 2000; Detterbeck, 2005). At the empirical level, 

Detterbeck (2005) finds out that the local and regional party units still have an 

influence on the national party organization in Germany, Denmark and Switzerland. At 

the theoretical level, the argument that the party leaders have become divorced from the 
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internal principals (members, activists) as well as external principals (voters) does not 

stand on a strong rational micro-foundation (Kitschelt, 2000:151) since the cartel party 

thesis disregards the party members’ option of exit: 

 
…if party activists have the exit option and can form new parties, … they 
either keep party leaders responsive to their preferences or withdraw to 
other parties, thus realigning the political convictions of leaders and 
activists within the same party through the exit of dissenters (Kitschelt, 
2000:158).  

 

Blyth and Katz (2005) in their response to the ‘principal still dominates’ thesis at the 

theoretical level, provides exogenous reasons for the oligarchic position of the party 

elite in cartel party structures such as the social and material changes in the political 

system associated with economic globalization. As a response to these changes, the 

party elite adapts to the strategy of cartelizing the system though networking and 

becoming less responsive to the grassroots policy demands. Exogenous factors, 

combined with the endogenous factors bring the inevitable outcome of cartel parties in 

modern democracies. According to the authors, the changes in the power structure of 

parties does not simply lead to an ‘agency dominance’ thesis, but rather a reversal of 

the PA relationship (2005:45):  

 
The positing of a cartelized environment, where the policy space is 
reduced and parties have tacitly agreed not to compete over certain issue 
areas, suggests not simple failure, but a more profound reversal of this 
conventional PA relationship. Given the declining relevance of the mass 
base, politicians (this time seen as principals) can effectively ‘hire’ agents 
(voters) to vote for them at election time. After the election, voters have 
no effective power over the politicians since their sources of funding, and 
thus re-election, lie away from traditional mass organizations…30 
 

                                                
30 Even though Blyth and Katz (2005) defend the reversal of the PA relationship with reference to the 
voter - party elite relations, the same argument can well be built upon the relation between party member 
and party elite. 
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Therefore, the new argument, combining exogenous and endogenous factors for the 

formation and the strengthening of the cartel party in Western democracies propose that 

the mainstream PA model no more represents the realities of party structures in western 

democracies and the roles of the principals and agents have changed places.  

4.3.3.2. Principal-Agent Relationship in Parties within Developing Democracies 

 Whether reversing the application of the PA model to the changing party 

structures in liberal democracies is an argument that needs further in-depth elaboration 

both at the theoretical and empirical level. However, in contexts such as the political 

systems of the developing democracies, where party authoritarianism is embedded in 

the political culture and institutions of a system, it is possible to consider the PA 

relationship in the reverse order. In such contexts, where parties are established in a 

top-down manner through elite-driven transitions to democracy, the party structure is 

already constituted in a way, which concentrates the power in the hands of the party 

leaders at their very formation (Biezen, 2003, 2005; Enyedi, 2006, Diamond and 

Gunther, 2003), it is the party in central office that controls the party organization as a 

whole. In this respect, the party in central office – the main principal of the party 

organization - delegates its authority both to the local party actors and to the party in 

public office to fulfill certain tasks on its behalf. Figure 6 shows the delegation 

relationships in such a party structure. Where it is the party leaders who dominate the 

power structure in party organizations at the very inception, the local party actors acts 

as the agents of the party leaders to perform the given tasks in line with the party goal. 

For the office-seeking and vote-seeking parties, the party leaders assign the tasks of 

campaigning or organizing at the local level to the local party actors. With respect to 

candidate selection, it is up to the party leaders, again, whether to include the local 

party actors in the process of determining the candidates. As Scarrow outlines 
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Local Party 
Actors 

(2002:83), local party members are important for the party organization because parties 

often look to members to provide more concrete types of aid, such as donating money 

or time to campaign efforts. Parties may also view membership base as essential 

reservoirs out of which to draw candidates for local, and perhaps even national offices. 

Furthermore, locally organized members can reach out citizens individually, urging 

existing members to use their own social networks and such contacts may be much 

more effective than centralized media campaigns in building ties to citizens and 

conveying the impression that a party is more than just an enterprise of the political 

elite. In this respect, party leaders can delegate their authority to the party members in 

order to achieve the goals of the party organization. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 6. PA Model in Authoritarian Party Structures 
 

 In authoritarian party structures, the PA relationship between the extra-

parliamentary party organization and the party in public office is different from the 

democratic party structures as well. The main reason for this difference is due to the 

different established mechanism that allocates the state resources to the parties. In many 

post-communist and South European political systems, it is empirically validated that 
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state support was introduced when most parties were still in an initial stage of party 

formation and therefore usually lacked alternative organizational resources, thus, public 

funding was always likely to play a critical role in these political systems. To the major 

Portuguese and Spanish parties, for example, the state contributes on average some 75 

to 85 per cent of their total income (Biezen 2000). In most of the postcommunist 

democracies in Eastern Europe, the role of the state in party financing tends to be of 

equal significance (Lewis 1998; Szczerbiak 2001). The extensive availability of public 

funding centralizes the locus of power within the party (Nassmacher 1989; Panebianco 

1988). This locus of power is found within the extra-parliamentary executive rather 

than in the party in public office because newly emerging parties were created from 

within the party in public office, or would acquire parliamentary representation (and 

often also government responsibility) almost immediately after their formation (Biezen, 

2005:165). In this respect, it is the party in central office that acts the principal of the 

party in public office but they work very closely in practice and together act as the 

principal of the local party actors. In this respect, the party in public office can be 

regarded as the agent of the party in central office but as the principal of the local party 

actors. The delegation link between the party in public office and the local party actors 

is the reversal of the link seen in liberal democracies. However, compared to the party 

in central office, the party in public office has a weaker tie with the local party actors 

(represented with a dashed arrow line in Figure 6). 

 Such an approach to the PA model in political parties with authoritarian 

structures can be an important tool to understand the dynamic power relationship 

between the party at the national and the party at the local level, which is the focus of 

this study. How do the local party actors (agents) find opportunity for discretion? What 
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are the control mechanisms that the party leaders (principals) employ to prevent the 

possible shirking of the local party actors (agents)?  

 The proximity of the local party actors to the grassroots level and the potential 

to provide time and effort for party success can have rationally anticipated effects to 

win the elections according to the party leaders. Yet, the party leaders cannot 

effectively reach the grassroots constituencies so they are dependent on the 

information, effort and skill of the local party activists who can assist in the 

mobilization of masses. The effort, knowledge and skills of the local party activists 

provide them with power resources that can be used against the authoritarian behavior 

of the party leaders in time.  

Thus, there is an interactive power structure based on the relationship between 

the party leaders (principal) and the local party actors (agents) who exchange resources 

and know-how. The nature of the contract between the agent and the principal as well 

as the changing degree of resources and knowledge that they both separately possess 

may generate different patterns in power relationships. Considering the fact that party 

authoritarianism is shaped in hierarchical governance mechanisms, it is possible to 

argue that the different arrangements that set up the nature of the power relationship 

between the party leaders and the party organization in each party organization may 

also lead to different types of authoritarianism across and within parties.  

4.4. Principal-Agent Approach and Divergent Goals of Party Actors 

So far, this section has provided a justification for applying the PA approach to 

authoritarian party structures by reversing the conventional understanding of the PA 

approach in party politics. If the power structure of a party is constituted in a top-down 

manner at its very formation and institutionalized in this top-down pattern, the roles of 

the principal and agent simply work in the reverse order. Party in central office 



  

114 
 

(sometimes together with the party in public office) acts as the principal delegating its 

authority to the local party actors. Before understanding how the PA approach explains 

the expected variance in party authoritarianism as well as the possible exits from party 

authoritarianism, still, there is a need to clarify what defines the party in central and 

public office as well as the local party actors. Second, it must also be understood what 

their goals and interests are, and why these interests are expected to be different from 

each other.  

In authoritarian party structures, taking into account the close and complex 

relationship between the party in central and public office (Biezen, 2000), it may be 

better to refer to the principals as ‘national party leaders’ who dominate both offices. 

On the other hand, the distinction between the local party activists and members must 

be clarified within the structure of the party on the ground (local party actors). Thus, the 

delegation of authority between national and local levels of the party organization 

usually takes place among three party actors: National party leaders (NPL), local party 

activists (LPA) and the local party members (LPM). The LPAs are the leaders and 

agents of mobilization at the local level whereas the LPMs form the more passive 

dimension of the local party actors. The LPAs are closer to the national party 

organization and thus more aware of the party dynamics at the national-level. The 

LPMs are more distant and usually more eager to show obedience to the party leaders 

(Mair, 1994; Katz, 2001:290).  

The goals and interests of the party actors, particularly national party leaders, 

are mostly associated with the organizational goals of the party, which Strom (1990) 

categorizes into three groups: vote-seeking, office-seeking and policy-seeking goals. A 

vote-seeking party is originally based on Down’s (1957) theory of electoral 

competition, in which parties are seeking to maximize electoral support for the purpose 
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of controlling government. An office-seeking party seeks to maximize, not its votes but 

its control over political office. Whereas office-seeking and vote-seeking goals may 

overlap since vote maximization also leads to office benefits, an office-seeking party 

has been developed mainly in the study of government coalitions in parliamentary 

democracies (Strom, 1990: 567). In this sense an already elected party represented in a 

government coalition may aim to maximize its control of public office. A policy-

seeking party, similar to the office-seeking parties, is derived from coalition studies, 

aiming to maximize its effect on public policy while in government. 

In a party structure in which the party leadership is the principal and the local 

party actors are the agents; both the LPAs and the LPMs are the agents of the national 

party leaders, interested in achieving the collective goal of the party. However, it is 

reasonable to argue that the PA model can be applied to the relationship between the 

LPMs and the LPAs because considering the hierarchical nature of authoritarian party 

structures, the LPAs also delegate their authority to the LPMs.  

                 
         NPL 

                                                   (p)       (p) 
 
  
 
 
                                   (a)    (a) 
   
 

NPL=National party leaders, LPA=Local party activists,  
LPM=Local party members 

 
 

Figure 7. Principals (p) and agents (a) in an authoritarian party organization 
  

The nature of the PA relationship between the national and local levels of party 

organization in an authoritarian structure is depicted in Figure 7. The NPLs assign 

certain party tasks to the LPAs who are the local party chairs and members of local 
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executive boards. If the vote-seeking goal dominates the party organization then the 

LPAs are asked by the NPLs to fulfill their tasks to this end. During electoral 

campaigns, for instance, such tasks are ‘maintaining voter records’, ‘knocking on 

doors’, ‘initiating phone banks’, ‘organizing local social events’, etc (Eldersveld, 1964; 

Conway et. al, 1974). If the goal of the party is to determine and implement policies in 

the institutions to which the party gains access, then the LPAs can be asked by the 

NPLs to initiate such policy determination and implementation processes at the local 

level. The LPMs, on the other hand, are the passive agents of both the NPLs and the 

LPAs and their major duty is to represent the interests of the party organization in 

general.  

Such a party structure based on the delegation of authority from central toward 

the local level, reflects the notion that ‘when there are hierarchies of control, an actor 

may simultaneously be an “agent” of some “principals” and the principal to some other 

agents’ (Sappington, 1991:63). The party statutes, the laws and regulations as well as 

organizational culture form the nature of the contracted relationship between these three 

actors.  

4.5. Agency Losses, Agency Costs in Authoritarian Party Structures  

According to the PA approach, it is expected that agents shirk from the 

authority of the principals because the assumption that one solely acts on behalf of the 

other’s interest is against the economic principle of self-interest. In other words, all 

individuals are rationally directed by their own self-interests in determining their 

behaviors. In this respect, within an authoritarian party structure, it is expected that the 

LPMs and the LPAs also tend to shirk from the authority of the NPLs unless their 

interests overlap with the interests of the NPLs. Similarly the LPMs may also shirk 

from the LPA’s authority. Yet, why and under what conditions does such shirking 
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occur? How is it managed by the principals (NPLs and the LPAs)? If the act of shirking 

does not occur, why does it not so? These are significant questions to understand the 

variance in party authoritarianism. The occurrence of the act of shirking by the LPMs 

and the LPAs can be considered as a challenge to the authoritarian structures, which 

may lead to agency losses and agency costs in the organization. In this case, the party 

leaders, as the strongest power-holders in the party organization, have to apply certain 

control mechanisms to prevent the act of shirking. The possible shirking of the agents 

derives from the conflict of interests between the principals and the agents as well as 

the informational advantage of the agents over the principals (Kiewiet and McCubbins, 

1991). The informational advantage of the local party actors over the national party 

leaders has been made clear by stating that the local party actors are more 

knowledgeable about their constituencies and their own acts. Therefore, the NPL – 

principal – is always in a disadvantaged position lacking sufficient information about 

the performance of the agents. Yet, what causes the presence of conflictual interests 

between the local party actors and national party leaders in a party organization?  

 The intra-party conflicts may arise from the conflicts between the policy-

seeking, vote-seeking and office-seeking goals of different party actors. In many 

studies, the national party leaders are presumed to be rational actors or entrepreneurs  

(Frohlich, Oppenheimer and Young, 1971; Salisbury, 1969; Laver, 1981) who engage 

in party leadership out of self-interest rather than altruism. According to this 

presumption, they are primarily motivated by office benefits; and the vote-seeking goal 

is instrumental for them as it leads to public office. They may also be interested in 

policy-seeking behavior but this is because only policy-oriented individuals can hold 

leadership positions in the first place (Downs, 1957; Strom, 1990; Laver, 1981). The 

local party members and activists, on the other hand, may vary in their preferences over 
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policy and office benefits; in this respect the preferences of the local members and 

activists have a constraining effect on the party leaders’ office-seeking behavior 

because the party leaders must take into account the interests of the local actors within 

the party in order to uphold the public office (Strom, 1990:575). 

 The LPA and the LPM who are supposed to spend effort for the success of 

their party but possess different interests, may well take advantage of their 

informational superiority to shirk from the NPL’s authority. Rather than representing 

the interest of the NPLs and the party organization at the local level, the LPA and the 

LPM may pursue to promote their own interests; such as creating their own bonds with 

the potential voters who would support their position rather than the position of the 

NPLs. In this sense, they can be a challenging force against the NPLs. Furthermore, 

there is a certain transaction cost for the principals in monitoring the activities of the 

agents. The agenda of the NPLs, particularly the elected top officials are usually loaded 

with the current political affairs, which makes it extremely difficult for them to keep the 

track of every local agent in every local constituency. On the other hand, the LPMs can 

find a better opportunity to shirk when they are faced with two principals. McCubbins, 

Noll and Weingast (1987:252) explain the problem of multiple principals as “clashes of 

interests among principals can be exploited by agents to maintain a considerable degree 

of autonomy”. In this case, the LPM may well take advantage of the clashes between 

the interests of local and national party leaders and seek their own interests.  

 Then, what control mechanisms do the principals, as rational actors, adopt, 

anticipating the possible shirk of their agents? Within the administrative procedures, 

the party statutes already limit the scope of the activities of the LPAs and the LPMs as 

agents, and there are discipline mechanisms outlined in these procedures in case their 

activities go beyond the legal framework. However, due to the transaction cost in 
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following each agent’s compliance with the rules, the principals may also seek 

oversight procedures, either in the form of a police-patron oversight or a fire-alarm 

oversight. They may impose ex post negative sanctions for the agents who act beyond 

the scope of their activity by posing a threat of expulsion from the party. Or they may 

provide positive sanctions or material rewards such as a position in the public office or 

simply monetary benefits.  

 Following the argument of the congressional dominance school which 

emphasizes the dominance of the principals in spite of all the conflictual interests and 

imperfect information, it is also possible to argue that the internal party dynamics form, 

by nature, some subtle control mechanisms for the national party leaders without 

making it necessary for them to directly evaluate the performances of the local party 

actors. First of all, the benefits of the local party actors may well be in line with the 

benefits of the national party leaders. The success of the party in elections helps the 

central leaders to be elected for governmental offices, but it also helps the local leaders 

to be elected for public offices or to come to higher positions within the party. Being 

listed as candidates for members of the parliament can automatically motivate the local 

party activists to perform their tasks well. The local party members, similarly, can have 

relations with higher-level elected officials if their party manages to win the elections. 

Secondly, Weingast (1984:153) argues that ‘the existence of readily observable agency 

costs does not imply that a particular arrangement fails to serve the principal’s interests 

better than alternative arrangements’. In other words, an agency cost may be 

compensated with other advantages that more than outweigh it. For instance, the 

expulsion of a local party leader who tend to shirk from the national party leader’s 

authority is a certain agency cost; but it may help the national party leader to change 
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his/her strategy toward other local party leaders with future potentials shirk; which thus 

prevents a more major threat against the leader’s power in the party.  

All these probabilities in the course of the relations between principals and 

agents in the party are likely to generate variance in party authoritarianism, which will 

be elaborated in details in the next chapter. They will also shed light on the last 

question of the PA approach with respect to its application to authoritarian party 

structures; ‘is it the principal or the agent that controls power in a given structure?’ It 

is hard to adopt a polar stance on this question and argue either one of the two has the 

sole control of power. Pollack in his discussion on the European Commission as the 

agent of the member states, also rejects to take an extreme position, argues that ‘the 

autonomy and influence of the Commission vary considerably across issue-areas and 

over time as a function of the varying administrative procedures and oversight 

mechanisms and the possibility of sanctioning available to member governments’ 

(1997:119). Therefore, he finds a third way between the congressional dominance 

school and runaway bureaucracy thesis. Another interesting third-way position is based 

on the distinction between ‘responsiveness’ and ‘congruence’. ‘Congruence’ refers to 

the degree to which agents follow the wishes of principals and ‘responsiveness’ is the 

degree to which agents change their behavior as the desires of the principals change. 

The agents may find the opportunity to shirk so that congruence is imperfect, yet 

remain responsive to the changes in the desires of the principals (Songer, Segal and 

Cameron, 1994:674). Similarly, in authoritarian parties, the LPAs and the LPMs as 

agents may be responsive to the main shifts that national party leaders make concerning 

the party identity in the long term, yet shirk from their policy preferences in the short 

term and therefore undermine congruence.  
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This study also adopts a third-way approach to variance in party 

authoritarianism, arguing that possible influence of the LPAs and LPMs on their 

principal – NPL depends on the efficacy and credibility of the control mechanisms 

which vary from one context to other and over time. In this respect, it is important to re-

emphasize that the power relationships vary according to scope and domain. First of all, 

each local party actor, coming from different backgrounds and local contexts, may vary 

in their approach in complying with or deviating from the rules of the national party 

leaders. Thus the national party leaders may change their tactics as well. Second, the 

power resources of the LPAs and the LPMs may also show variance from one local 

context to another. Finally, the LPAs and LPMs may shirk from the certain policy 

issues or party decisions adopted by the NPLs whereas in others they may follow the 

line of the NPLs. The types of relationships based on these probabilities will be 

outlined in the next chapter. However, they need to be outlined by integrating the 

effects of the values and ideas on the interests of the party actors, which seem to be 

deprived from the PA approach in general. 

4.6. The Role of Ideas and Values in the PA Approach 

A major weakness of the PA approach is that it is based on a very materialistic 

foundation. The behavior of the principals and the agents is assumed to be shaped only 

through material interests. If the theory is applied in this materialistic way to the 

relations between the party actors within the party organization, it will vastly neglect 

the significant role that values and norms play in constituting the interests of the major 

party actors. PA theory is, for instance, criticized for overlooking factors associated 

with organizational culture. Jones (2003) underlines the neglect of important non-

contractual aspects of bureaucratic relationships, where control may rest on 

organizational culture as on the PA contract. He states that ‘people in organizations 
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identify emotionally and cognitively with operating procedures, and this non-rational 

process compounds the disjointed adjustment behavior in bureaus’ (2003:407). Brehm 

and Gates (1993), too, have earlier noted ‘the overwhelming importance of attributes of 

the organizational culture’ in their study of supervision/control over police behaviors. 

Understanding the causes of conflicts between the actors’ interests in party 

organizations requires to take into account not only the ‘material interests’ such as 

desire for power or wealth, but also ‘social interests’ derived from ideas, norms and 

values, because they can have a constitutive rather than a constraining effect on the 

actors’ preferences. With the term ‘social interests’, what is meant is the actors’ 

‘ideational concerns’ shaped within norm-guided social contexts (March and Olsen, 

1989).  It foresees that actors do not interact only in material world but in a socio-

cultural environment. In other words, the structures lead actors to redefine their 

interests and identities in the process of interacting (Klotz, 1995; Katzenstein, 1996; 

Wendt, 1999). In this sense, defining the party leaders only as office-seeking actors (i.e. 

Wittman, 1995; Laver, 1997), who are constrained by the preferences of the local party 

activists and members can bring about misleading causal analyses. The policy-seeking 

behavior of the party leaders can also take place, not because their office-seeking 

interests are constrained by the policy-seeking activists, but because the preferences’ of 

the activists have begun to constitute their own interests (i.e. leading to the formation of 

social interests). Similarly, the office-seeking behavior of the party leaders may 

influence the originally policy-seeking activists’ interests and lead them to become 

more interested in office-seeking.   

In fact, the activists’ interests are already known to be of an either social or a 

material type. The theories of organizational incentives emphasize that the actions of 

the party activists do not only originate from material interests. The most famous 
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categorization of organizational incentives is the one that distinguishes ‘material 

incentives’ (tangible rewards that have a monetary value or which can be translated into 

rewards that have such a value), ‘solidary incentives’ (intangible rewards that derive 

from the act of participation itself, such as opportunity to socialize, gain social prestige 

or a sense of belonging to an organization) and ‘purposive incentives’ (intangible 

rewards that derive from the stated ends of the organization, such as achievement of 

public policy objectives) among the party actors (Clark and Wilson, 1961; Wilson, 

1973). These incentives allocated to party members and activists, in fact, form the 

nature of their interests – social or material. Furthermore, Eldersveld (1964) elaborates 

the interests of the party actors with the term ‘motives’ in two categories: personal and 

impersonal. The personal motives basically indicate a desire for recognition, interest in 

making friends and impersonal motives are about sense of community obligation or a 

desire to influence public policy. Due to the existence of motives derived from the 

actors’ ideas and values together with material motives, the PA approach with a purely 

materialist approach would be insufficient to explain the reasons for ‘conflict’ or ‘non-

conflict’ situations, ‘agency shirking’ and the control mechanisms in the party 

organization. Thus the materialistic approach of the PA theory must be integrated with 

the possible values and ideologies (i.e. social interests) that the agents and the 

principals possess in addition to their material interests in order to explain the variance 

in party authoritarianism. 

4.7. Conclusion 

The main purpose of this study is to see what constitutes party authoritarianism 

and whether there is a variance in authoritarian parties across space and time. In order 

to explain the causal mechanism for this variance, this chapter has argued that party 

authoritarianism must be treated as a relational phenomenon. In other words, 
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authoritarianism does not belong to a certain actor within the party organization, rather 

it should be understood as a power relationship. This study shares the view that power 

is a relational phenomenon and the authoritarian party leader at the national level must 

take into account the interests, values and skills of the local party actors because the 

potential effectiveness of the party leader’s power depends on these actors’ interests, 

values and skills.  

The power relationship between the national party leaders and the local party 

actors takes place during the governance of the party organization through a system of 

delegation of authority. In governing the party organization; the party leaders, as the 

strong power-holders delegate their authority to the weak power-holders – local party 

actors – to fulfill certain tasks at the local level in line with the goals set for them. This 

leads us to study the power relationship within authoritarian party structures through a 

principal-agent framework, which is a form of governance; i.e. governance as 

hierarchies. Yet, it must be noted that allocating the role of the principal to the party 

leader and the role of the agent to the local party actor is contrary to the conventional 

understanding of the PA approach in party politics. This contrast is because the 

conventional PA approach in party politics is derived from the democratic party 

structures in liberal democracies. Yet, this chapter has argued that the PA model must 

be applied in a reversed form to understand the causes of variance in authoritarian party 

structures. There are three reasons: First, it introduces the informational advantage of 

the agents – the local party actors – as an important power resource vis-à-vis the 

principals – national party leaders so that a challenge to party authoritarianism may 

occur. Second, it emphasizes the potential conflict of interests as a major reason for 

why the agents tend to shirk from the authority of the principals, which is helpful to 

understand why the local actors might be motivated to challenge their authoritarian 
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leaders. Third, it provides an explanation for how the party leaders as the principals 

may have to cope with the local party actors through introducing control mechanisms 

such as administrative and oversight procedures, positive and negative sanctions. 

Furthermore, it also explains how the interests of the principals and agents may overlap 

and therefore may not lead to any change within the power relationship.  

Still, the PA approach in general lacks a constructivist perspective, neglecting 

the role that ideas and values might play in shaping the interests of the actors. Therefore 

the PA approach requires to be modified through the integration of social interests, 

which also mold the behavior of the actors in the same degree as material interests. This 

modification will also clarify why conflict of interests are present in some power 

relationships whereas why they are absent in others; as the next chapter will explain. It 

will be argued that the variance in the interest configurations among the party actors 

based on the difference between social and material interests is one of main factors that 

cause variance in party authoritarianism. 
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CHAPTER V 

 

 

 

UNDERSTANDING THE VARIANCE IN PARTY  

AUTHORITARIANISM 

 

 

 

 As outlined in Chapter IV, party authoritarianism is a form of power relationship. 

The aim of this chapter is, first, to specify the core mechanism - the different types of 

interest configurations - that constitute different patterns of power relationships 

between the party actors; and second, the factors – exogenous and endogenous triggers 

– that cause a change in this mechanism. In this respect, this chapter seeks to explain 

the variance in party authoritarianism, using Wendt’s (1998) ‘constitutive and causal 

theorizing’ techniques.   

According to Wendt (1998), ‘constitutive theorizing’ has the objective to account 

for the properties of things by reference to the structures in virtue of which they exist. 

Constitutive theories, therefore, are static and seek to show how the properties of a 

system or a structure are constituted (Wendt, 1998:105). In other words, they take 

‘snapshots’ of existing systems or structures in an effort to explain how systems are 

constituted rather than explaining dynamic processes. As such, constitutive questions 

usually take the form of ‘how-possible?’ or ‘what?’: What constitutes the power 

relationship between the party actors? How is it possible that different power 
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relationships can exist within a party structure? What are the different types of interests 

that the principals and the agents have in the authoritarian party organization? How do 

the different types of interests shape intra-party conflicts?  

Causal theorizing, on the other hand, explains dynamic processes or changes in 

the state of a variable or a system. Recognized also as ‘transition theories’ (Cummins, 

1983, cited in Wendt, 1998), causal factors are independent of and prior to the 

transitions themselves; hence the terminology of ‘independent’ and ‘dependent’ 

variables is often used in causal theorizing. Causal theorizing answers questions of the 

form ‘why?’ and, in some cases, ‘how?’: Why does a variance in party authoritarianism 

occur? How do the power relationships between the party actors change? 

Through the use of causal and constitutive theorizing, this chapter explains the 

rise of four types of authoritarian party structures: clandestine, benign, challenged and 

coercive. In clandestine authoritarianism, the local party actors are not aware of or 

indifferent to the domination of the national party leaders. That is why the local party 

actors in this type of authoritarianism have no motive to change the power structure. In 

benign authoritarianism, the local party actors are subordinate to the power of the 

national party leaders due to the material benefits that they receive from the 

authoritarian party structure. That is why, even though they are aware of party 

authoritarianism, they do not take initiative to change the power structure. In 

challenged authoritarianism, the local party actors object to the authoritarian party 

structures as a result of the rise of conflicts between their interests and the interests of 

the party leaders. In this type of authoritarianism, the local party actors either take 

initiative or  have the motive to create change. Finally, in coercive authoritarianism, 

the party leaders exert explicit coercion over the local party actors who challenge their 

authority in the party.  



  

125 
 

Because the interest configurations constitute the power relationships within party 

organizations, the variance in the interest configurations leads to two types of party 

authoritarianism during the status quo, clandestine or benign. Depending on the nature 

of the exogenous and endogenous triggers in the political system, yet, it is possible to 

see a challenged and a coercive type of authoritarianism, because these triggers cause a 

change in the power equilibrium of party structures. In fact, some of these triggers may 

bring exits from authoritarianism to democratic party governance, as the next sections 

will elaborate.  

 

5.1. Interest Configurations in Party Governance 

The office-seeking, policy-seeking and vote-seeking interests of political parties 

(Strom, 1990; Müller and Strom, 1999) are based on a party’s position within the 

external competitive environment. In other words, these are the organizational interests 

or aims of a political party. These organizational interests may overlap with the party 

actors’ (leaders, activists, members) own interests, yet they may not necessarily have to 

be the same with personal-level interests. As Panebianco rightly asserts: 

 

… a plurality of aims are often pursued within an organization, sometimes as 
many as there are actors in the organization. The so-called organizational 
aims, therefore, either simply indicate the result, the complex effect which 
derives from the simultaneous pursuit of particular aims by the different 
actors (and in that case it would be equivocal to define such an effect as an 
“aim”), or else they are but abstractions lacking empirical evidence (1988:7, 
emphasis added).  
 

 Chapter IV indicated that the interests of the party actors, even the party leaders, 

need not be material. In other words, to some degree, their interests may also be shaped 

by ideas, norms and values. In this sense, the interests can also be social. The interests 

of the party leaders’ are usually elaborated as being overwhelmingly material. In other 



  

126 
 

words, it is argued that the true objective of an organization’s leaders is not to pursue 

the manifest aim for which the organization is established, but rather the organization’s 

survival and together with it, the survival of their own power positions (Michels, 1962; 

Panebianco, 1988:7). In this sense, the materialistic tendency of the party leaders is 

often taken-for-granted. Even when party leaders pursue policy-seeking aims, it is 

argued that it is not because they care for those policies, but rather it is because there 

are organizational constraints that they have to take into account in order to maintain 

the survival of their position (Strom, 1990; Panebianco, 1988:14; Haldrich, 1973). Yet, 

it is unrealistic to consider any party actor having only materialistic interests. Even in 

authoritarian party structures, the principals (leaders) and the agents (local party actors) 

may have both social and material interests, which bring about a major difference in the 

power relationship between the agent and the principal within the party.  

 Distinguishing the interests of party actors as ‘social’ and ‘material’ is helpful to 

clarify the confusion between ‘purposive (or ideological)’ and ‘solidary’ motives in the 

often-referred Clark-Wilson (1961) categorization of membership motivations. The 

assignment of questionnaire items according to the Clark-Wilson categorization does 

not show consistency in several studies (Costantini and King, 1984:81). For instance, 

some researchers consider the ‘sense of community obligation’ as a purposive 

(ideological) motive, while some locate it in the solidary category (see the examples of 

Hoftstetter, 1973 and Roback, 1980). Conway and Feigert (1968) assign ‘party loyalty’ 

to the purposive category, whereas most others label it as a solidary motive.  

 This study elaborates the ‘social interests’ of party actors as interests derived 

from shared ideas, values and norms, which constitute the identities and consequently 

the interests and interactions of such actors in the organization. The material interests, 

on the other hand, are purely derived from an individual-level cost-benefit calculus. 
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Table 4 shows the motives categorized according to the social and material interests of 

the party actors. 

Material Interests 
 

Social Interests 
 

 
• Search for power and influence 
• An interest in being appointed to 

a government office 
• An interest for running for public 

office 
• Being close to influential people 
• An interest for finding a job 

 
• An interest enhancing the 

actor’s status in the community 
• Strong loyalty to the party  
• Loyalty to party leadership 
• Concern for public issues 
• Sense of community obligation 
• Making social contacts and 

friends 
 

Table 4. List of Material and Social Interests of the Party Actors 
 

It is important to note that the items labeled under the ‘material interests’ within Table 

4 are different from Eldersveld’s (1964) description of ‘personal motives’ or motives 

that are derived from ‘self-enhancement’ (Costantini and King, 1984). ‘Personal 

motives’ or ‘self-enhancement’ have previously been labeled as material incentives, 

however, they include the interests derived not only from tangible rewards but also 

from intangible rewards such as status enhancement or community recognition 

(Costantini and King, 1984:86). However, such items are listed in the ‘social interest’ 

category in the above table because these are still the interests constituted by the 

socialization process of the actors.  

 Whether the party actors have social or material interests molds the interest 

configuration among the agents and principals within party organizations. Figure 8 

shows the different interest configurations between the principals and the agents in 

authoritarian party structures based on these social and material type of interests. In this 

respect, the figure takes into consideration that not only interests of the local party 

actors, but also the interests of the party leaders may vary between material and social 

types. 
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Figure 8. Possible Interest Configurations in an Authoritarian Party Structure 
 

 

 Strategic interest configuration: In a strategic interest configuration, both the 

principals and agents are primarily motivated by material interests. The behavior of the 

actors in the party is initially motivated by self-defined preferences, which consist of 

access to political power and public office. Party leaders (principals) behave in an 

authoritarian manner in decision-making processes because their desire for power or 

holding an office is more dominant than their social interests. In general, the office-

seeking or vote-seeking interest of the party organization overlaps with the material 

interests of the party leaders because they can have access to power only by achieving 

electoral success, which maintains the organization’s survival.  

 On the other hand, in this type of configuration, the agents (local party actors) 

with material interests in the party organization do not necessarily take the party rules 

and the decisions of the principals for granted. They conform with the decision of the 

principals only if it increases their political utility and on the condition that the costs of 

compliance are less than the costs of opposition. 
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 Within this purely zero-sum game between the principals and the agents, the 

principals employ a number of control mechanisms to win the submission of the agents 

to their authority. The administrative procedures – the discipline mechanisms already 

outlined in the party bylaws – may not be sufficient to control the possible shirk of the 

agents due to their informational advantage. Instead, providing ex ante positive or ex 

post negative sanctions is a convenient method. Positive sanctions (rewards or 

promised rewards) are important resources by which the principals affect the behavior 

of their agents. Appealing to the material interests of the agents, the positive sanctions 

are useful tools to help agents increase their utility, promising certain benefits in the 

power structure. These positive sanctions are also, in Panebianco’s words (1988:9), 

selective incentives, which are benefits that the party leadership distributes only to 

some of the participants and in varying amounts. Another control mechanism is to 

impose ex post negative sanctions, in the form of a threat of marginalization in the 

power structure of the party. The negative sanctions may become actualized and turn 

into negative incentives (Olson, 1965), such as imposition of coercion or repression 

over the local actors whose interests conflict with the party leaders’ interests. 

Hybrid Interest Configuration I: In this type of interest configuration, while the 

party leaders aim to seek power in the party and therefore materially motivated, the 

behavior of the local party actors is shaped by their social interests. This type of 

configuration is commonly observable in many party structures as it is often argued that 

party activists tend to be more policy-oriented or attached to the party ideology than the 

party leaders who are more office oriented (May, 1973; Müller and Strom, 1999). 

Members who are heavily motivated by non-material incentives, and are committed to 

the party ideology, may be less likely to be willing to compromise on issues (Hitlin and 

Jackson 1977; Roback 1975; Soule and Clarke 1970; Wildavsky 1965).  They may also 
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be the most likely to drop out if the party leadership does not take the policy positions 

that they favor, compared to the other members who are motivated by material 

incentives. The members with material incentives are more likely to remain involved 

even if their party takes policy positions that they do not fully support, as their 

incentives for involvement remain less affected (Conway and Feigert 1974). 

In authoritarian party structures in which the party leaders have material 

interests (e.g. desire for power and public office), the policy-oriented activists do not 

necessarily constrain the behavior of the party leaders, since the leaders would rather 

choose to marginalize the role of these activists than decentralizing policy decisions or 

ensuring their accountability towards them. It is because the costs of any action which 

constraints their decision-making behavior (e.g. decentralization) would be higher than 

facing with ‘agency costs’.  In this respect, it is reasonable to expect that the policy-

seeking members whose interests conflict with the party leadership choose the exit 

option from the party organization, and do not create a challenge to party 

authoritarianism. If this is the case, then why should this type of interest configuration 

matter for the analysis of authoritarian party structures? The reason is that, apart from 

being policy-oriented, the social interests of the party members may also be about 

‘enhancing social status’ or ‘loyalty to the party leader or ideology’ as described in 

Table 5.1. Such motives, in fact, have a great potential to serve to the material interests 

of the party leaders who seek to consolidate their power in the party. ‘Loyalty’ or 

‘social status enhancement’ of the party members and activists can be used in a 

strategic way by the party leaders. The distribution of collective incentives (both 

solidary and purposive incentives) to these socially motivated party members, then, 

keeps them loyal to the authoritarian behavior of the party leaders and becomes 

functional for the realization of the party leaders’ power-seeking goals. 
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 Hybrid Interest Configuration II: In this type of interest configuration, the party 

leaders have social, the members have material interests. The motivation of the party 

leaders to behave in an authoritarian way does not need to originate from power-

seeking aims. Party leaders, in many contexts, have to deal with the efficiency-

democracy dilemma of their party organizations (Blau and Meyer, 1956). In this sense, 

they may choose to maximize efficiency at the expense of intra-party democracy. To 

maintain their authority, they may use positive and negative sanctions to appeal to the 

materially motivated agents as outlined in the strategic type of interest configuration. 

Therefore, the outcome of this type of configuration can be expected to be similar to the 

outcome in the ‘strategic interest configuration’. 

 Non-strategic Interest Configuration: Within this type of interest configuration, 

both the party leaders and the party members have social interests. The authoritarian 

behavior of the party leaders is, again, derived from their norms and values rather than 

power-seeking aims (i.e. efficiency vs democracy). The members are ideationally 

subordinated to the decisions of the party and the party leader. In this respect, the 

outcome of this type of configuration can be expected to be similar to the outcome in 

‘Hybrid Interest Configuration I’. 

 The differences in the interest configurations collectively show that it is the 

interests of the agents that matter for the potential variance in the power structure of 

authoritarian parties. Authoritarian party leaders, either motivated by material or social 

interests, tend to repress or conceal any potential conflict within the party, yet, they 

have to take into account the types of interests in order to identify the true control 

mechanism for the potential shirk of the agents.  
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5.2. The Observable and the Latent Conflict in the Party Organization  

The party leaders must take into account the interests and values of the local 

party actors as a matter of the interactive power relationship between them. The 

potential effectiveness of the power of the party leaders, in other words, depends on the 

interests and values of the local party actors. The values of the local party actors have a 

constitutive effect on their identity; in other words, their behaviors are shaped by 

‘social interests’. The difference in the social and material type of interests among the 

local party actors affects the nature of conflicts and consequently the power structure of 

the party organization, which is to be explained now. 

The conflicts between the party leaders and local party actors can be either 

observable or latent in the party organization. The observable conflict may take place 

either on actual decision-making processes that are on the party agenda; or on potential 

decision-making processes. When it is the actual decision-making that leads to the 

emergence of an observable conflict, the conflict is exhibited in the actions of the party 

actors, and thus can be discovered by observing their behavior.  According to Lukes 

(1974:15), this is the one-dimensional view of power. Within this view, the party 

leaders exert their decision-making power over the local party actors and this type of 

power is visible through their behaviors: They can impose positive or negative 

sanctions like in the case of ‘strategic interest configuration’.  

However, when there is an observable conflict on potential issues rather than 

actual ones, the party leaders may choose to ‘confine the scope of decision-making to 

relatively safe issues’ and therefore exert their non-decision-making power (Bachrach 

and Baratz, 1970:6, quoted in Lukes, 1974:18). This is the two-dimensional view of 

power. It focuses on the ways in which decisions are prevented from being made on 

potential issues over which there is an observable conflict of interests (Lukes, 1974:20). 
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Even though the power of the party leader is not observable in behavior within this 

dimension, he needs to spend a certain effort to prevent potential conflicting issues 

from becoming actual. In this respect, positive and negative sanctions are still 

important mechanisms that the party leader uses in this two-dimensional view of 

power.  

It is when the conflicts are latent that the party leaders do not require using the 

control mechanisms to maintain their authority in the party. In other words, the 

conflicts can be prevented from arising in the first place, through distributing collective 

incentives to the socially motivated local party actors. This can be realized through 

manipulation, which makes conflict latent or unobservable and therefore the 

subordinate group is unaware of what its real interests are. According to Lukes 

(1974:24-25), this is the exercise of the often-neglected three-dimensional view of 

power. Lukes accepts the fact that it is difficult to identify the process or mechanism of 

the three-dimensional power (1974:50). Yet, he outlines its three distinctive features: 

Such an exercise, first, involves inaction rather than (observable) action. In other 

words, the failure to act in a certain way may well have specifiable consequences. 

These consequences can be identified by considering that the actions in question would 

have led to the appearance of a political issue. Second, the exercise of power is held 

unconsciously. In other words, one may be unaware of the real motive or meaning of 

the other’s action. And finally, power is exercised by collectives, such as groups or 

institutions. As Galbraith (1986:215) explains, organization itself, is the most important 

source for the exercise of the three-dimensional power in modern age: 

 
… when an exercise of power is sought or needed, organization is 
required. From the organization, then, come the requisite persuasion and 
the resulting submission to the purposes of the organization.  
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According to Galbraith, organizations are a means of exerting the three-dimensional 

power, which he calls as ‘conditioned power’. It is exercised by changing beliefs. The 

individuals are unconscious of their submission to a power because they submit through 

persuasion, training, or social commitment to what seems natural or right. The 

submission reflects the preferred course; yet, the fact of submission is not recognized 

(Galbraith, 1986:214).  

 The three features of the three-dimensional view of power have, in fact, been 

implied in Katz and Mair’s (1995) cartel party hypothesis. Intra-party democracy has 

lost its meaning with the exercise of the three-dimensional view of power since the 

party leaders are capable of manipulating the belief of the rank-and-file. Thus, 

introducing intra-party elections does not challenge their authoritarian position. In line 

with this hypothesis, the ‘Hybrid Interest Configuration I’ is illustrative of the exercise 

of the three dimensional power. The local party actors who possess social interests such 

as loyalty to the party ideology, enhancement of their social status or simply loyalty to 

the party leader can easily be manipulated via collective incentives. In this respect, the 

authoritarian party structure is clandestine, in which the local party actors are inactive 

and unconscious about the exercise of power. As the conflicts are made latent, there is 

certain inaction in a situation where the action in question would be to pose a challenge 

to the authority of the party leaders.  

 If the conflicts are observable between the party actors, in other words, if it is 

the one or two-dimensional view of power that is exerted by the party leaders, however, 

the authoritarian party structure becomes benign. The positive or negative sanctions 

provide the means to repress these conflicts. The local party actors usually have 

material interests as stated in the ‘Strategic Interest Configuration’. They are aware of 

the intra-party conflicts and tend to react to these conflicts. Within this type of 
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authoritarian party structure, the party leaders win submission of the local party actors 

either through threatening appropriate adverse consequences (negative sanctions) or by 

the offer of rewards (positive sanctions) (Galbraith, 1986:213). 

5.3. Explaining the Change in the Power Relationship 

 There is power equilibrium between the party leaders and the local party actors 

when the interest configuration based on the distinction between the social and material 

interests establish the status quo and constitute the major pattern in the power 

relationship, which is either clandestine or benign. Yet, under what conditions does the 

interest configuration change? When does a (new) conflict occur? Why does the agent – 

local party actor – tend to shirk from the authority of the principal? 

 The literature on institutional change emphasizes the significance of both the 

endogenous and exogenous factors, which are expedient in explaining the change in the 

power structure of parties as well.  

5.3.1. The Role of Exogenous and Endogenous Triggers 

The change in the party structure can be the consequence of exogenous or 

endogenous developments in a political system as well as a combination of both. Many 

substantial political shifts in policies, regimes or systems are explained by exogenously 

led developments such as wars, financial crises and environmental disasters (Krasner, 

1984, Hall and Taylor, 1996); which constitute critical junctures that alter the 

equilibrium in a path-dependent continuity (Collier and Collier, 1991). Such external 

shocks bring new actors, ideas and goals to the forefront and can produce a dynamic 

change (Howlett and Ramesh, 2002). Yet, the exogenous factors are not sufficient to 

explain the transformation of politics in the absence of such shocks. To demonstrate 

this argument, the focus of analysis also shifts to the examination of ‘endogenous 
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events’ that are developments internal to the institution itself as a potential source of 

change (Streeck and Thelen, 2005). Such events bring opportunities of change in the 

existing institutional structures when learning experiences of the agents lead them to 

challenge the ‘shared’ institutional template; or when the new conflictual ideas of the 

key actors question the existent frame (Carter, 2008:348).  

 Exogenous and endogenous factors are not necessarily at odds with each other. 

As illustrated in some seminal studies, not all exogenous shocks lead to change, even in 

extremely important shocks (Nohrstedt, 2008). This makes the patterns of response by 

the actors to the external developments extremely important because only the 

developments that carry certain meanings for these actors lead to a change (Sarıgil, 

N.d.). Thus, in some cases, the triggers for change might be exogenous; yet, it may also 

be the endogenous factors that shape the process of political change. As Williams 

(2009:48) asserts in his analysis of policy change; while the spark that starts policy 

change processes can be exogenous to the existing subsystem, policy change itself is 

still largely influenced by factors normally thought to be endogenous to the subsystem, 

the policy goals and strategies of the key actors. For instance, while factors associated 

with globalization fall under the category of exogenous developments, their effects on a 

policy system might create endogenous triggers in the long term such as entrance of 

new actors or new goals into the policy-making process.  

 Furthermore, the actors’ responses do not need to be based on rational 

calculations of interest since such responses may also be shaped by social interests. If 

new ‘cognitive scripts’ are constructed by the actors in a way that new institutional 

moral values are legitimized; the key actors can question the existent frame through 

mediating new and conflictual ideas (Carter, 2008:348). This type of adjustment, in 

return, can bring about transformative political change through ‘operationalizing’ 
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institutions, which gives effect to the new frame. As Carter (2008) has persuasively 

argued, the concepts, ‘framing’ and ‘operationalizing’ are important analytical tools to 

understand the mechanisms of change. The concepts indicate two sequential processes: 

Through ‘framing’, the actors create an identification (and resolution) of the new 

dilemmas and tensions that have internally arisen either due to exogenous or 

endogenous triggers. In other words, they begin to question the existing frame. 

‘Operationalizing’, on the other hand, gives effect to the new frame, based on the extent 

of new institution building. The processes of ‘framing’ and ‘operationalizing’ by the 

actors initiate political change. 

 The change in the power structure of political parties can also be based on 

exogenous and endogenous triggers that the political system produces. The endogenous 

triggers may come in the form of death of the party leader, corruption scandal, 

candidate selection, appointment of new powerful local actors, etc. The exogenous 

triggers also come in various forms such as, loss in an election, entrance of a new party 

into the system, or disappearance of an old one (Harmel and Janda 1994; Janda and 

Colman 1998; Koelble 1996). However, stating that such developments can bring about 

a change in the power structure of the parties is not sufficient to understand the change 

unless it is specified how they influence the internal mechanisms of the party 

organization. For instance, electoral defeats, as one of the most well-recognized 

external factors vital for the organizational structure of the parties, can affect the 

patterns in power relationships within parties because they simply erode the 

‘legitimacy’ of the ruling party elite’s authority due to having failed to realize the 

common goals of the organization. The position of a party may shift from being in 

government to being in opposition due to the electoral defeat. As Bolleyer (2009) has 

persuasively argued, in times of opposition, the party leaders may more easily be 
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challenged by the local party actors because their access to financial resources/state 

subventions is restricted. In other words, the local party actors begin to question the 

existing frame, which is known as the ‘framing’ process. In this sense, the capital, 

which is the primary power resource of the party leaders, needs to be replaced with the 

valuation of effectiveness, control of productivity, structured demands and the 

patterning of legitimation in the party. ‘Operationalizing’ occurs, when the party 

infrastructure becomes a core source of control by the party leaders either by reform or 

active implementation of the party rules on the ground (Bolleyer, 2009). The exogenous 

and endogenous developments, therefore, can bring a change in the interest 

configuration of the party organization, which makes adaptation necessary for actors 

against these shocks. The Figure 9 summarizes the relationship between interest 

configurations, exogenous/endogenous developments and the power relationship within 

parties. Interest configuration provides a constitutive explanation for the power 

relationship between the local party actors and the national party leaders. The third 

variable ‘exogenous and endogenous developments’ has, on the other hand, a causal 

depth because it appears to lead to the rise of a new type of party authoritarianism.  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Figure 9. The Effect of Exogenous and Endogenous Developments 
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The exogenous and endogenous developments act through interest configurations. 

Therefore, the causal priority belongs to the presence of exogenous and endogenous 

triggers in explaining the change in the power relationship between the party leaders 

and the local party actors. 

5.3.2. The Mechanisms for Change: Balancing Operations 

 The exogenous and endogenous developments may trigger new tensions and 

dilemmas within the party organization. Yet, how is it possible that the weak actors 

start challenging the authority of the strong actors in the party structure? How is it 

possible that for the weak ones to question the existing frame and operationalize change 

in the status quo situation of party authoritarianism, which is maintained either through 

clandestine or benign means by the strong ones?  

 Emerson’s (1962) explanatory framework of ‘balancing operations’ is a useful 

tool to understand the structural changes in power-dependence relationships within a 

party. In his analysis, the unbalanced power relationship may change for the advantage 

of the weaker side in four ways, which he calls as ‘balancing operations’. According to 

his analysis (1962:34), the tension involved in this kind of relationship can be reduced 

in two ways; either through 1) cost reduction or 2) balancing operations.  

 Cost reduction is a process involving change in values (personal, social, 

economic) which reduces the pains incurred in meeting demands of a powerful other. 

Yet, these adjustments do not necessarily alter the imbalance of the relation. The weak 

actor, here, continues to be submissive to the strong actor redefining her/his moral 

values with appropriate rationalizations and shifts toward group attachments. In other 

words, suppose that a local party actor with material interests is unhappy about his 

submissive role in the party because he does not receive any material benefits from the 

authoritarian behavior of the party leader. Therefore, a shift from material to social 
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interests would help this actor in reducing his costs of being a submissive actor. In 

other words, he can nonetheless continue to be the weak agent of the party leader, with 

an interest in enhancing his friendship circle rather than taking part in party decisions; 

i.e. sociability. In this sense, cost reduction, does not change the nature of the 

equilibrium in the power relationship. 

 Yet, balancing operations take place through the changes in the variables that 

define the structure of the power relationship. Emerson (1962:34-38) outlines four 

types of balancing operations. His analysis will be illustrated in the power relationship 

between the local party actors and party leaders in an authoritarian party structure: 

 1. In the first type of balancing operation, the weak actor reduces motivational 

investment in goals mediated by the strong actor. This is called ‘motivational 

withdrawal’. In this case, the weak actor loses some of his/her interest in the collective 

game under the impact of frustrations and demands imposed by the strong actor. The 

weak actor, in other words, begins to deny and move away from the dependency on the 

strong actor. The weak actor’s motivational orientation and commitment toward 

different areas of activity will reflect this process. With respect to the PA approach, this 

is the point where the ‘agency shirking’ starts.31 No matter how the rules and 

procedures outline the duties and responsibilities of the local party actor, the rise of a 

conflict in the interests between the central and local party actors may lead to the 

motivational withdrawal of the local actors, altering the unbalanced power-dependence 

relationship. 

 2. The second type of balancing operation takes place when the weak actor 

cultivates alternative sources for gratification of the goals mediated by the strong actor. 

As outlined in Chapter IV; information, money, enhancement of status, networking are 

                                                
31 See McCubbins and Schwartz, 1984; McCubbins, Noll and Weingast, 1987; Kiewiet and McCubbins, 
1991 for the reasons analyzing agency shirking. 
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important potential power sources for the local party actors (Bertrand de Jouvenel, 

1952; Dahl, 1961:229; Laswell and Kaplan, 1950). In fact, the informational advantage 

sets the fundamental basis of the PA approach (Laffont and Martimort, 2002), where 

local party actors are the most knowledged of their constituencies and their own 

actions. Still, economic well-being or social status are two other power resources that 

the agents can generate. These resources may help the local party activists to win the 

submission of the local party members, the loyalty of the voters in their constituencies 

and increase their popularity, thus their power vis-à-vis the party leaders. In other 

words, the collective goal of the party organization, that is to attract voters, is 

maintained through the sources of the local party activists rather than of the national 

party leaders.  

 An awareness or increase in the alternative power resources of the local party 

actors, therefore may alter the power balance in the authoritarian party structure. 

Another alternative power resource, yet, that can be generated, is the possibility of 

networking among the agents. As Emerson (1962:36) explains, a power network takes 

place with the connection of two or more connected power-dependence relations. The 

agents may extend the network through allying with other agents who are also 

dependent on the principals. In other words, new networks can be formulated by the 

formation of new relationships. The tensions of unbalanced relation between the strong 

A and the weak B as well as the weak C will make B and C ready to form new 

relationships, with an additional weak D or E, until it leads to a new ‘faction’ in the 

party. The lengthened network may move the unbalanced relations toward a new 

balance as these agents strengthen the position of the new faction vis-à-vis the national 

party leader.  
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 3. This situation takes us to the third type of balancing operation, which is 

‘coalition formation’ against the strong actor. That is, a balance can be maintained 

through collapsing the two relational network into one group-person relation with the 

emergence of the ‘collective actor’. Therefore, while the second type of balancing 

operation reduces the power of the strong actor through the creation or awareness of 

alternative sources, the third type increases the power of the weaker actor through 

collectivization (Emerson, 1962:37).  

 4. Finally, the fourth type of balancing operation, the weaker member’s power 

increases to such an extent that he is able to control the formerly more powerful actor 

through increasing the latter’s motivation in the newly formed power relation. This is 

normally accomplished through giving him status recognition in one or more of its 

many forms such as an increase in the degree and a change in the type of positive 

sanctions or rather a voice in the decision-making process. In authoritarian party 

structures, the accomplishment of the fourth type of balancing operation by the local 

party actors paves the way for intra-party democracy because it means that the 

necessary checks and balances have been maintained against the power of the national 

party leaders. 

5.4. Variance in Party Authoritarianism Across Space and Time 

The variance in party authoritarianism is subject to the scope and domain of the 

power relationship as well as to the timing of the power relations between the principals 

and agents. The next two sections will evaluate these two factors.  

5.4.1. The Scope and Domain Factor 

In explaining the nature of a power relationship and any possible changes that 

such relationship can go through, both scope and domain must be specified or implied 
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(Baldwin, 1979; Laswell and Kaplan, 1950:76; Dahl, 1957). The distinction of the 

scope and domain may seem obvious at first, but as Baldwin argues (1979) the 

insistence on these directs the study toward contextual analyses and helps to identify 

the major patterns in the power relations. 

 It is of crucial importance to recognize that power may rest on various bases, 

differing not only from culture to culture, but also within a culture from one power 

structure to another. Political analysis must be contextual and take into account of the 

power practices actually manifested in the concrete political situation (Laswell and 

Kaplan, 1950: 85). As Baldwin (1979:167) argues, although a contextual approach to 

power analysis would undoubtedly reduce the parsimony of theorizing about power, 

this disadvantage is less serious than it seems. Scope and domain, rather, can be defined 

more or less to suit the purpose of the analyst.  

 Identification of scope and domain in the power relationship between party 

leaders and local party actors can show that the presence of the local actors’ power 

resources is context-specific. A local actor may be more skillful or more advantageous 

in his relation with the party leader, compared to another one. Yet, possession of 

personal political skills may not be sufficient to make a local party actor more powerful 

than the other. As discussed in ‘balancing operations’, networking and status 

recognition are important initiatives that the local actor can take part in. However some 

local contexts may enhance the possibility of networking in a more effective way than 

the others. For instance, a local party organization located in a region where political 

conditions are more favorable to the development of alternative sources, i.e. status 

recognition or networking, is in a more advantageous position compared to the local 

organizations in other regions in terms of its potential power.  
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 In this sense, it is the ‘scope and domain’ that matters. The scope and domain of 

a power relationship between the party leader and the local party actor in the party 

organization varies across different (local) contexts. Therefore, party authoritarianism is 

not a uniform phenomenon even within a party. 

 Another example for the significance of ‘scope and domain’ in terms of the 

power structure of a party, is the relationship between the party leader and the voters in 

general. The context of this relationship is different from the context of the relationship 

between the party leaders and the party members. These two contexts, yet, may affect 

one another. For instance, the employment of ex post negative sanctions is an important 

power resource for the party leader to strengthen his authoritarian behavior over the 

local party actors within the party organization. Yet, the employment of this method 

undermines his legitimacy in the electoral arena, in other words weaken his power vis-

à-vis the voters. Repressing the observable intra-party conflicts through negative 

sanctions undermines both the democratic image and the legitimacy of the party. An 

undermined legitimacy in electoral politics, in return, may cause a defeat in elections 

for the party organization as a whole. The electoral defeats are, as discussed, exogenous 

triggers that change the interest configuration within the party and cause the reaction of 

a larger number of local actors attempting to challenge the authority of the party leader. 

5.4.2. The Time Factor 

 The party leaders as the principals and the local party actors as the agents form a 

contracted relationship based on the different interest configurations outlined in this 

chapter. However, the status quo in the power equilibrium (benign or clandestine 

authoritarianism) can be subject to change in time. The exogenous and endogenous 

triggers in the political system take place in certain times and change the interest 

configurations within the authoritarian party structures. Therefore, the benign or the 
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clandestine type of authoritarian party structure represents the first stage of the variance 

in party authoritarianism. In the time of an exogenous development, i.e. an electoral 

defeat, the agents with necessary power resources can challenge the authoritarianism of 

the party leaders. This is the second stage of party authoritarianism that can be labeled 

as ‘challenged authoritarianism’. The challenge occurs when the conflict between the 

principal and agent becomes observable, and the agent’s resources of power create a 

motivational withdrawal from the goals of the party leaders. 

 Thus, the PA relationship in an authoritarian party is constituted of an 

equilibrium power structure at the original stage, as maintained in the benign and 

clandestine authoritarianism. As the sources of power change in favor of the agents, the 

conditions force a change in the authoritarian nature of the party. For the power 

equilibrium to exist at the original stage, there must be a consensus between the 

principals and the agents on the authoritarian nature of the party organization; and the 

benign and clandestine type of authoritarianism provide that consensus. 

 Challenged authoritarianism, following the change in the power structure 

constitutes an unsettled dispute between the party on the ground and the party elite, 

similar to the structure of the catch-all party. The local party actors have the desire for 

autonomy. Since the conflict takes place in an authoritarian structure, the party elite as 

the principal can uses different control mechanisms to eliminate the possibility of 

challenging behavior. The administrative procedures, such as the party bylaws already 

limit the scope of the activities of the party activists as agents, and there are discipline 

mechanisms outlined in these procedures in case their activities go beyond the legal 

framework. Yet, when the challenge becomes obvious, principals can use negative 

sanctions to control the agent’s shirking behavior. The ‘police-patrol oversight’ is one 

of the mechanisms that the principal uses, actively monitoring the agency behavior with 
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the aim of remedying and detecting violations (McCubbins and Schwartz, 1987: 427). 

Finally, the party elite may attempt to use coercion to repress the challenging voice of 

the local party actors, which is based on ‘threats of expulsions’ or ‘maginalizing the 

role of the activists’. Coercive authoritarianism derives from ‘condign power’, which 

wins submission by inflicting or threatening appropriately adverse consequences 

(Galbraith, 1986[1984]:213). 
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Table 5. Variance in Party Authoritarianism in Four Stages 

 

Table 5 summarizes the variance in party authoritarianism as a four-staged process. The 

stage four shows the two possible consequences of coercive authoritarianism, based on 

whether the agent has become successful in shirking from and thus challenging the 

authority of the party elite. If agent is successful, then the consequence may be exit 

from authoritarianism and the emergence of intra-party democracy. If the agents are not 

successful in their attempts and can’t stand against the coercion, then the party 

authoritarianism prevails. The success of the agents depends on the degree of the 

change in the agents’ sources of power, which have been outlined as information, 

money, enhancement of status, networking, etc. If the change in the power structure is 

high to the extent that the agents can resist against coercion, the chances of exit from 

authoritarianism are higher.  
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5.5. Conclusion 

 It is possible to see variance in party authoritarianism in a given political system 

due to the variance in interest configurations derived from the different types of 

interest: social and material. The possession of social interests by the local party actors 

may lead the party leaders to manipulate these actors in order to consolidate their power 

in the party. In other words, the conflicts can be made latent when party leaders 

distribute collective incentives to these socially motivated local party actors. This 

situation constitutes a clandestine type of party authoritarianism. On the other hand, the 

materially interested local party actors may also be submissive to the authority of the 

party leaders if they receive sufficient material benefits or be subject to negative 

sanctions. In this type of benign authoritarianism, the conflicts are observable but 

repressed through positive sanctions by the party leaders. The exogenous and 

endogenous developments, i.e. electoral defeats, or becoming a government or an 

opposition party, may alter the interest configurations in the status quo time. Together 

with such triggers, the local party actors can question the existing frame; and those with 

necessary power resources can challenge the authoritarianism of the party leaders. The 

party leaders, in the next stage, will have to exert coercion (coercive authoritarianism). 

Depending on the availability of resources, the outcome of the coercion can either be a 

return to the status quo party authoritarianism or the emergence of intra-party 

democracy. 

 It must be underlined that these variance in party authoritarianism is not static 

and takes place following a certain sequence of events. Furthermore, the scope and 

domain of the power relations between the local party actors and the party leaders is 

significant as it affects the availability of power resources of the local party actors. In 

this sense, while an exogenous or an endogenous event can create a variance in party 
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authoritarianism in one local context, it may not do so in another one. The validity of 

these arguments will be established in the next chapter analyzing the empirical case of 

Turkey.
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CHAPTER VI 

 

 

 

PARTY AUTHORITARIANISM IN TURKEY: 

EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

 

 

 

This chapter aims to outline the empirical findings on the variance in authoritarian party 

structures observed within and across four political parties in Turkey. As discussed in 

Chapter V, these patterns show variance across space and time; and this study identifies 

four types of party authoritarianism: clandestine, benign, challenged and coercive.  

 According to Duverger, those who are most knowledged about the power 

structure and organizational dynamics of parties are the experienced party members and 

activists (Duverger, 1963:xvi). In line with this statement, in order to find out different 

patterns of party authoritarianism in Turkey, the empirical research consisted of 91 in-

depth interviews with experienced local party members (LPMs) and local party activists 

(LPAs) from four political parties – Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve 

Kalkınma Partisi - AKP), Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi - CHP), 

Nationalist Action Party (Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi - MHP), Democratic Society Party 

(Demokratik Toplum Partisi - DTP) and in four selected districts – Tarsus (Mersin), 
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Karşıyaka (İzmir), Merkez (Diyarbakır), Ümraniye (İstanbul) – of Turkey.32 The 

interviews took place within a three-month period of time in the aftermath of 2007 July 

national elections. 

 In order to understand the nature of party authoritarianism, the two measures of 

intra-party democracy; ‘candidate selection’ and ‘policy formulation’ processes have 

been emphasized in the interview questions, hoping to shed light on how the local party 

actors evaluate the power structure of their parties (See Appendix C for a detailed list of 

interview questions): Do they think their party is authoritarian at all? How should an 

ideal candidate selection process be like in their party? Do they think the candidate 

selection process was democratic in the last election? Do their attitudes on policy issues 

ever conflict with their leaders’ attitudes in the party? Do they ever defend their 

position when their attitudes conflict with their leaders’ on policy issues? The answers 

that have been received to these questions helped to reveal the different patterns of 

authoritarianism across and within parties.  

 This chapter is organized in the following order: The first section depicts some 

important methodological notes on the conducted field research, such as the political 

context when the interviews were carried out, the characteristics of the selected districts 

and the sample of interviewees. The second section introduces the variance in party 

authoritarianism analyzing the statements of local party activists/members (LPAs and 

LPMs) across and within the selected four party organizations in accordance with the 

answers given to the interview questions. The third section, finally, elaborates on the 

observed patterns of party authoritarianism and reviews the results in the form of a 

                                                
32 The degree of experience among the interviewed local party activists is extensively outlined in Graph 
Numbers: 17-20 and 21-24 for each party and district in Appendix B. According to these graphs, the 66 
of the interviewed party activists have worked more than 5 years for the party that they are affiliated with 
and 74 of them spend more than 10 hours for party activities every week. 
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transition to the next chapter, which will explain the reasons for this variance and test 

the empirical plausibility of the theoretical arguments presented before. 

6.1. Methodological Notes on the Field Research 

6.1.1. The National Political Context in Turkey at the time of the Field Research 

 Through scrutinizing the period before and after the 2007 parliamentary 

election in Turkey, this field research has found out four patterns (clandestine, benign, 

challenged, coercive) of party authoritarianism across and within parties. The period 

before the 2007 election provides a fruitful analysis because it includes the dynamics 

related to candidate selection processes within the selected parties. The period after the 

2007 election, on the other hand, brings forth the possibilities of change in the power 

equilibrium within a party due to a number of exogenous and endogenous events in the 

political system: an electoral defeat or an electoral success, the emergence of new 

parties in the parliament, withering away of the old ones, party leadership crises. The 

interviews were conducted in a two-month time in the selected districts, following the 

22 July 2007 parliamentary election in Turkey. The early timing of the interviews in the 

post-election period particularly helped to obtain accurate information from the 

refreshed memories of the local party actors based on candidate selection processes in 

the pre-election period. 

 In the 2007 parliamentary election, the Justice and Development Party (AKP) 

received the majority of votes and came to power as the single party in government. 

The Republican People’s Party (CHP), the Nationalist Action Party (MHP) and the 

Democratic Society Party (DTP) held the second, third and fourth positions in the vote 

share respectively and entered the parliament as opposition parties. These three parties 
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were also the only ones, which were able to form a party group in the parliament.33 The 

representation of four parties in the parliament after the election, to some extent, 

strengthened the claim that the Turkish party system is comprised of a two-dimensional 

ideological competition: 1) Secularist versus pro-Islamist cleavage, 2) Ethnic cleavage 

which sets the Turkish and the Kurdish identities in opposition to one another 

(Çarkoğlu and Hinich 2006, Çarkoğlu 2007). During the electoral campaigns in 2007, 

the first dimension was observable in the rhetoric employed by the pro-secular CHP 

against the AKP; whereas the second dimension was observable in the electoral 

discourse of both the MHP and the DTP. 

The parliamentary election took place in a polarized atmosphere, following the 

failure of the parliament to elect a new president in April 2007. The roots of this 

political crisis lay in original tensions between secularist and Islamist influences in 

Turkey: In 2001, the AKP came out of the reformist wing of a political party that 

represented the pro-Islamic movement in Turkish politics, known as the ‘national view’ 

movement. The parties established under the ‘national view’ tradition in Turkey have 

experienced a long record of being banned from politics by the secular state elite 

because of their “strong Islamic references”.34 The last one of these banned parties was 

the Virtue Party (Fazilet Partisi – FP), which was split into a traditionalist and a 

reformist faction, and out of the latter, the AKP had emerged.  

Aware of the ‘national view’ background of the party, Turkey’s secular elite 

kept an anxiety and skepticism about the real intentions of the AKP government since 

the day the party first came to power in 2002. Yet, the AKP leaders declared to have no 

bonds with the ‘national view’ movement. The national view traditionally emphasized 

                                                
33 According to the Provision 22 of the Law on Political Parties (Siyasi Partiler Kanunu No: 2820), 
parties with at least twenty parliamentarians are allowed to form party groups in the parliament.  
34 It has traditionally been the military and the bureaucratic elite that represent the secular state elite 
referred as the bureaucratic center in Turkey (Heper, 1992). 
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the national and spiritual development of the society based on Islamic values and 

showed reservations for Turkey’s membership in the EU (Doğan, 2005). On the 

contrary, the AKP leaders adopted a discourse showing strong devotion to the principle 

of secularism and a pragmatic approach to politics, combining the effort for EU 

membership with neo-liberal economic policies (Heper, 2005).  

Still, the pious personalities of Erdoğan and Gül as well as the headscarves of 

their wives made the secular elite skeptical of the new AKP government.35 The 

skepticism over the AKP’s pro-Islamic identity was prevalent in the bureaucratic center 

when the AKP majority in the parliament announced Abdullah Gül, who was by then 

the minister of foreign affairs, as the candidate for presidency. The President of the 

Republic of Turkey, as a constitutional rule, has to be a secular person, representing the 

unity of Turkey, standing at equal distance from all political parties and ideologies.36 

The secularist camp was highly uncomfortable with the choice of Gül because 

he had an influential character within the AKP. Therefore, the main opposition party 

CHP boycotted the first round of voting by the parliament for presidency with a strong 

rhetoric on secularism. Political tensions rose markedly at once thereafter with the army 

issuing a memorandum on its website in the form of a threat to the civilian AKP 

government. Mass demonstrations from the secular groups followed in Istanbul and 

other major cities. The election failed after the Constitutional Court, on 1 May, on 

application by the CHP, stated that the first round of voting was invalid, on the grounds 

that a quorum of two-thirds of the membership of the parliament was necessary in the 

first round of voting, which was not achieved because of the opposition boycott. 

                                                
35 For the first time in the Republic’s history, the prime minister’s wife was wearing a headscarf, which 
was, according to the secular elite, against the modernist Kemalist principles. The headscarf is banned in 
the universities in Turkey because it is considered as a symbol of political Islam. 
36 Constitution Article No: 103 
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Therefore, the candidacy of Abdullah Gül was withdrawn and the crisis led to early 

parliamentary elections. 

The political campaigns further polarized the electoral process. While the AKP 

leader, Erdoğan, underlined the party’s record of economic stabilization, improvement 

in living standards and infrastructure development, the CHP leader, Deniz Baykal, 

based its campaign on the argument that the AKP had used its powers to erode the 

Republican principle of secularism. Yet, winning 46.6 percent of the votes, up nearly 

13 points on the 2002 electoral results, the AKP’s electoral victory delivered a major 

rebuff to the CHP. While in the 2002 election, the CHP had received 19 percent of the 

votes, in 2007, despite its cooperation with the Democratic Left Party (Demokratik Sol 

Parti - DSP), the CHP was only able to increase its share of the vote slightly (21 

percent) (See Appendix A). 

On the other hand, regarding the ethnic dimension of the ideological spectrum 

of Turkey, the discourses of the DTP and the MHP were very influential on the 

campaigns during the 2007 elections. The DTP, whose support base is largely based on 

the Kurdish population from the Southeastern Anatolia and the Kurdish migrants living 

in metropolitan cities, was established in 2005. The party acts as the successor of the 

People’s Labor Party (Halkın Emek Partisi – HEP), Democratic Party (Demokratik 

Parti – DEP), People’s Democracy Party (Halkın Demokrasi Partisi – HADEP) and 

Democratic People’s Party (Demokratik Halk Partisi – DEHAP) which were all closed 

by a court decision on the grounds that they all posed a divisive threat to the national 

unity of Turkey (Güney, 2002). The party had participated in 2002 as DEHAP but 

failed to pass the 10 percent threshold, but won massively in some cities in the south-

eastern regions of Turkey in local elections. In 2007, the DTP ran only through 

‘independent’ candidates in order to get over the 10 per cent threshold and entered the 
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parliament, forming a party group of Kurdish interests in Turkey’s national parliament. 

However, the party had to confront a great loss of votes in the Southeast region of the 

country where the pro-Kurdish votes traditionally supported the DTP. This time, many 

of the Kurdish citizens who voted for DEHAP in 2002, cast their votes to the AKP in 

this region (Milliyet, 31 July 2007; Yenişafak, 31 July 2007).  

The MHP, on the other hand, is Turkey’s major right-wing party founded in 

1969, defending the principles of nationalism and patriotism. The party is known as the 

representative of radical nationalist front in Turkey in the 1970s under the leadership of 

Türkeş. Yet, until recently, the party’s current leader, Devlet Bahçeli has displayed a 

more moderate nationalist identity to the party (Heper and İnce, 2006). Just as the DTP, 

the MHP had failed to pass the threshold in 2002. The 2007 election can be considered 

as a success for the MHP due to its appearance in the parliament with a party group; yet 

the level of this success is definitely not as high as the AKP’s. 

In sum, in 2007 parliamentary elections, it was observed that the AKP and the 

MHP increased their number of votes, the DTP experienced a decline in its support 

base, and even though the CHP experienced a slight increase in its votes, the extensive 

degree of the AKP success caused a major shock to the party, which had acted as the 

only opposition party in parliament prior to the election. These four parties entered the 

new parliament in 2007. The interviews with the local party actors on the power 

structures of their parties from the AKP, CHP, MHP and DTP were conducted right 

after the electoral process within such a polarized political context.  

6.1.2. The Characteristics of the Selected Districts 

 The interviewed local party actors in this empirical study are selected from local 

party organizations in the four districts of Turkey: Karşıyaka, Diyarbakır-Merkez, 

Tarsus, Ümraniye. These districts are located in four geographically distant provinces 
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with metropolitan characteristics in Turkey. The selection of the four districts depends 

on two criteria: the degree of urbanization and the local political culture.  

6.1.2.1.The Degree of Urbanization within the Districts: 

 There is a need to distinguish the structures of local party organizations located 

in urban areas from those located in rural areas in Turkey.  Those located in urban areas 

are more organized and less shadowed by one-person rule, in other words they are least 

likely to be local oligarchies (Bektaş, 1993:113). Therefore for practical purposes to 

find a diversity of local party members and leaders, the districts are chosen from areas 

with a high level of urban population in Turkey. The urban population within these 

districts is shown in Table 6. The selected districts are also located in big urban 

provinces, each of which is revealed in parentheses in the table. Among these districts, 

Tarsus is the least urbanized district with the least population size. On the opposite end, 

Karşıyaka is the most, almost fully, urbanized district. 

 

District Total population Urban Population 
Ratio of the urban 

population to the total 
population (%) 

 
Ümraniye 
(İstanbul) 

605.855 440.859 72.77 

 
Karşıyaka 

(İzmir) 
438.764 438.430 99.92 

 
Tarsus (Mersin) 348.205 216.382 62.14 

 
Merkez 

(Diyarbakır) 
721.463 545.983 75.68 

Source: Turkish Statistical Institute, 2000 

Table 6. Urban Population within the Selected Districts 
 
 

In spite of some apparent differences between the districts in terms of their degree of 

urbanization, they still constitute the most adequate sample for this empirical study due 

to the specific political contexts that they are based upon, which takes us to the second 

important criterion for district selection. 
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6.1.2.2. The Local Political Culture within the Districts 

 As outlined in Chapter V, power is a relational phenomenon and power 

resources of the actors may vary according to different contexts, which lead to different 

types of power relationships. The local political culture can be an influential factor in 

providing power resources to the local party actors: For instance, a party may receive a 

major defeat in elections at the national level while at the same time gain the majority 

of votes in one local constituency due to the presence of a dominant political ideology 

or a specific social and economic context. This situation may increase the legitimacy of 

the local party activists, and at the same time, decrease the legitimacy of the national 

party leaders in that local constituency, altering the equilibrium in the power 

relationship in favor of the agents. 

 
 

Source: Supreme Board of Elections Website 
Notes: 
* In 2002 elections, the MHP and the DEHAP could not overcome the 10% 
threshold and be represented in the parliament. 
** DEHAP was closed by a court decision and replaced by the DTP in 2005.  
*** In order to overcome the %10 threshold, the MP candidates of the DTP declared 
to participate in the elections as independent candidates. The percentage of votes for 
the independents does not represent the whole DTP. Yet it shows the closest results 
for the DTP votes. 

 
Table 7. 2002 and 2007 Election Results in Four Selected Districts 

 

 

2002 National Election Selected Results over Districts* 
 

  
AKP 

 
CHP 

 
MHP 

DEHAP** 
(DTP) 

Ümraniye %44,56 %21,98 %4,25 %7,46 

Karşıyaka %15,79 %36,79 %6,50 %5,06 
Tarsus %12,57 %22,35 %22,58 %11,23 

Diyarbakır  
Merkez 

%16,14 %5,08 %1,16 %60,98 

2007 National Election Selected Results over Districts 
 

  
AKP 

 
CHP 

 
MHP 

DEHAP 
(DTP)*** 

Ümraniye %51,80 %23,85 %7,96 %6,42 
Karşıyaka %27,121 %43,569 %11,824 %3,267 

Tarsus %22,585 %23,598 %36,873 %6,047 
Diyarbakır 

Merkez 
%37,993 %1,941 %1,841 %51,968 
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That is why, the selection of districts also took into consideration the local 

political culture in which the local party organizations operate.The four chosen districts 

represent four major ideological trends in Turkey, chosen according to the 2002 and 

2007 national election results. In each district, a different political party has electoral 

supremacy over the others (See Table 7).  
 

  The Local Political Culture in Karşıyaka: The polarization between the 

secularist and pro-Islamic dimension in the political context of Turkey is one of the 

highest in Karşıyaka, or to a larger scale in the province of İzmir. İzmir was one of the 

five provinces where the CHP emerged as the first party from the ballot box in the 2007 

election. Karşıyaka, a highly urbanized district of İzmir, is also largely dominated by 

the populism of the CHP, which grounded its ideology on the Kemalist principle of 

secularism in the last decade (Ayata and Ayata, 2007). Yet, the gap between the AKP’s 

and the CHP’s vote shares declined from 21 per cent to nearly 16 per cent from 2002 to 

2007. Therefore the election result shows that the AKP was slightly more successful 

than the CHP in the 2007 election in Karşıyaka, no matter the CHP votes still 

outnumber the AKP votes. The reason for the AKP success can be explained, as rightly 

argued by Tosun and Tosun (2007:278), as its ability to provide an alternative vision of 

modernity, touching voters in social terms in İzmir rather than the rural-urban 

distinctions, which does not exist in Karşıyaka at all. On the other hand, the CHP holds 

its strength in the district, deriving its strength from the static support base of İzmir that 

is skeptical of the AKP’s policies and the secular character. 

 The Local Political Culture in Ümraniye: Both in 2002 and 2007 parliamentary 

elections, the AKP maintained a high level of electoral supremacy over the other parties 

in Ümraniye; even increasing its votes by a seven per cent margin in 2007.  Ümraniye 

is one of İstanbul’s rapidly urbanizing districts with a continuously growing population, 
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yet the district is a model for a type of urbanization in which the traditional customs of 

the rural community life are greatly conserved.  From 1989 to the 2000s, the voting 

preferences in Ümraniye have shifted from the left-wing toward pro-Islamic parties. 

1989 was the first year that the district participated in an election, the local election in 

which the Social Democratic People’s Party (SHP) captured a great majority of votes. 

Yet, in the local elections of 1994 and 1999, the pro-Islamic Welfare Party (RP) and its 

successor the Virtue Party (FP) achieved major victories respectively. In fact, the 

Islamic resurgence in Ümraniye was reflecting the change in the whole country where 

the RP and then the FP maintained the support of many segments of the society, either 

from the right or the left. With an emphasis on income distribution and the moral 

necessity of improving the material position of the poor, the RP was not fundamentally 

different from a typical social-democratic; yet its major emphasis on free enterprise and 

private capital as the principal engine of growth drew parallels with right-wing politics 

(Öniş, 1997:753). When the populist appeal of the pro-Islamic parties was combined 

with Ümraniye’s conservative social values, the electoral support for such parties 

became almost inevitable in the district. Moreover, these parties have developed wide 

societal networks both through the parties’ local branches as well as the foundations 

and associations, reaching the demands of the citizens through vernacular politics 

(White, 2002). The AKP, founded in 2001 through the reformist faction in the pro-

Islamic FP, has successfully pursued the same organizational and populist appeal to the 

residents of Ümraniye and become the dominant party in the district since 2001. 

 The Local Political Culture in Tarsus: In 2007 elections, the MHP showed a 

great success in Tarsus, increasing its votes approximately by 14 per cent since 2002, 

maintaining the highest ratio in the vote share (36.9 percent) and defeating the AKP 

(22.6 per cent), which had been declared as the most successful party at the national 
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level. The AKP had increased its votes by 10 per cent in Tarsus as well but it was still 

far behind the votes of the MHP. While the CHP held an unchanged position with 

around 23 per cent of votes in 2007, another noteworthy change in Tarsus was the 

decline of the DTP vote share from 11 percent to 6 per cent.  

 During the field research in Tarsus, it was observed that there were several 

different claims for the power of the MHP in the district. The representatives of the 

Tarsus Ekspres Gazetesi, the most well known local newspaper in Tarsus stated that the 

local people were not really interested in politics, which was obvious from the 

newspaper’s low level of circulation in Tarsus. In other words, there is a problem of a 

depoliticized society. They describe Tarsus as ‘an isolated, underdeveloped district torn 

between two big cities, Adana and Mersin’.37 They further stated that, since the mayor 

of Tarsus had a big popularity at the local level, even the people who did not form the 

MHP support base in Tarsus voted for this mayor in local elections.38 Due to his 

influential personality, he has been the mayor since 1994; and continued to be elected 

in 1999, 2004 and 2009 local elections.  

 According to the claim of the CHP representatives, though, there was obvious 

fraud in elections and that the sudden increase of the MHP votes from 15.000 to 38.000 

between 1994 and 1999 raised question marks.39 Another claim made by the CHP in 

Tarsus was that in 1999 general elections, the DEHAP (representing the DTP at that 

time) protested the elections and cast empty votes, which were later on converted to 

MHP votes at the district election boards by the representatives of the MHP.40 The 

representatives of another small-scale local newspaper Çağdaş Bağımsız Gazete in 

Tarsus, on the other hand, stated that it was possible to see several constraints on 

                                                
37 Interview conducted on October 8, 2007 in Tarsus. 
38 Interview conducted on October 8, 2007 in Tarsus. 
39 Interview conducted on October 9, 2007 in Tarsus. 
40 Interview conducted on October 9, 2007 in Tarsus. 
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freedom and press in Tarsus due to the cartelization of the MHP in local politics and 

that their newspaper was subject to several investigations.41 

 Due to the migration of many Kurdish citizens from the southeast of Turkey to 

Adana and Mersin, there is a certain support base for the DTP in Tarsus. Yet the DTP 

is represented very poorly because of the financial and organizational constraints that 

the party is faced with in Tarsus. When the party representatives were asked why their 

vote share had declined in Tarsus in 2007 elections, they replied that it was due to the 

decreasing level of their party effort at the grassroots level.42 The party representatives 

seemed to be hopeless about any kind of electoral success in Tarsus in the future due to 

the MHP dominance in politics. The MHP representatives, on the other hand, stated 

that it was through their own party efforts that the DTP could not be an influential 

political actor in Tarsus.43  

 Another fact about the local political context in Tarsus was that the AKP 

seriously increased the number of votes in the 2007 national election. The 

representatives of the Tarsus Ekspres Gazetesi stated this result was largely due to the 

effective use of the associational and foundational networks by the AKP during the 

election time, in other words, another good example for vernacular politics.44 Yet one 

of the AKP activists stated that it was still very difficult in Tarsus to break the MHP 

influence over the society.45 In fact, in 2009 local elections, the AKP received 27 per 

cent of the votes while the MHP was still dominant with 41 per cent, leading to the re-

election of the same mayor for the fourth time in Tarsus. 

                                                
41 Interview conducted on October 7, 2007 in Tarsus. 
42 Interview conducted on October 8, 2007 in Tarsus 
43 Interview conducted on October 11, 2007 in Tarsus. 
44 Interview conducted on October 8, 2007 in Tarsus. 
45 Interview conducted on October 10, 2007 in Tarsus. 
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 The Local Political Culture in Diyarbakır-Merkez: In Diyarbakır-Merkez 

(central district of Diyarbakır), the DTP is the dominant party due to the presence of a 

wide pro-Kurdish population. Since the pro-Kurdish parties became important players 

within the Turkish political system, most of the citizens with Kurdish origin have voted 

for these parties (DEHAP, HADEP, DTP). In the Southeast region of Turkey, the 

Kurds are largely populated. Diyarbakır as a province is regarded as the headquarters 

for pro-Kurdish parties, where the politics for the whole Southeast of Turkey is 

produced. In the province of Diyarbakır, in the 1999 and 2004 local elections, it was 

the HADEP and its successor DEHAP respectively that achieved the highest number of 

votes and therefore conquered the municipal governments.  

 However in 2007 national elections, the DTP (successor of DEHAP) was 

confronted with a decline in its votes in the whole region and including Diyarbakır’s 

central district Merkez. It was rather the AKP, which had become an influential party 

increasing its votes, and challenging the DTP’s dominant position. During the field 

research in Diyarbakır-Merkez, the reasons for the decline of the DTP votes were 

sought: On the one side, the DTP made strategic mistakes in appealing to the Kurdish 

citizens through the top-down determination of the candidates in the party; on the other 

side the AKP approached its potential voters in a very organized and professional 

manner, as the chief editor of a local newspaper explained.46 

 Another reason for the decline in the DTP votes was, as explained by a local 

NGO representative, the party’s use of the “old-fashioned” discourse based on the 

significance of ethnic identities during the electoral campaigns.47 In this way, the DTP 

                                                
46 Interview conducted on September 25, 2007 in Diyarbakır. The name of the interviewee is not 
revealed upon his request.  
47 Interview conducted on 25 September 2007, Diyarbakır-Merkez. The names of the interviewee and the 
NGO are not revealed upon request. 
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fails to be a party of Turkey incapable of producing effective policies and comes to a 

deadlock by adopting the same ethnic discourse in every election. 

 On the other hand, the reason for the rise of the AKP votes in the district was 

explained by some local pundits both through the organizational achievements of the 

party at the grassroots level and the prime minister Erdoğan’s policy approach toward 

the regions populated by the Kurds. The human rights and democracy discourse that 

Erdoğan and the Deputy Ministers used was highly influential in raising people’s 

support for the AKP. Besides, contrary to the DTP, the AKP representatives paid 

special attention to merge with the local people. The party was very well organized, 

making very good use of information technologies during the campaigns, sending SMS 

messages to all reporters and newspaper editors informing the time and place of the 

rallies.48  

 Another important information about the context in Diyarbakır-Merkez is about 

the position of the MHP and the CHP in the political and electoral spectrum. 

Interestingly, in 2007 elections, the nationalist MHP became more successful than the 

CHP in Diyarbakır-Merkez, in fact, in the whole province of Diyarbakır. The CHP 

votes decreased by a three percent margin whereas the MHP votes increased by a 0.7 

per cent margin. It was observed that this slight increase in the MHP votes was 

associated with the personal character of the MHP provincial party chair in 

Diyarbakır.49 On the other hand, the CHP leader Baykal’s policy approach toward the 

pro-Kurdish region and intolerance against the DTP organization reduced the support 

for the CHP in Diyarbakır-Merkez.50 

                                                
48 Interview with the local newspaper representative, 25 September 2007, Diyarbakır-Merkez. 
49 The information is based on the interviews with local NGO members and local media representatives 
conducted on 25-26 September 2007 in Diyarbakır-Merkez. 
50 The interviewed representatives of the CHP district party organization all agreed on this fact regarding 
the failure of the CHP in Diyarbakır-Merkez. Interviews took place on 27-28 September, 2007 in 
Diyarbakır-Merkez. 
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 Since the selected districts are quite different from one another in terms of the 

local political culture that they represent, one might expect the variance in party 

authoritarianism to take place as a result of these differences. Yet, in this study, the 

potential effect of the local political culture on party authoritarianism is controlled 

through conducting interviews with party activists/members from four different party 

organizations (AKP, CHP, MHP, DTP) in each selected district.  

6.1.3. The Selected Sample of Party Activists/Members 

 The number of the party activists to be interviewed in each district from each 

party was determined in an even and balanced manner for each of the four parties: The 

objective was to conduct a total of 96 interviews; which would make six interviews for 

each party in each district: Three party officials from local executive boards 

(representing the local party activists - LPAs) and three active members, usually but not 

necessarily from the women or youth wings were to be selected to represent the local 

party members - LPMs. The number of the successful interviews was 91 in total (See 

Table 8). The profile of the interviewees (gender, education, age, income level, etc) is 

further illustrated with detailed graphs in Appendix B.  

 
 Local Political Context AKP 

 
MHP 

 
CHP DTP 

 
LPO in 

Karşıyaka 
Secularism 

(CHP support) 
 

6 
 

6 
 
4 

 
6 

LPO in 
Diyarbakır-

Merkez 

Pro-Kurdish Stance 
(DTP support) 

 
7 

 
4 

 
6 

 
6 

LPO in 
Tarsus 

 

Nationalism 
(MHP Support) 

 
5 

 
6 

 
6 

 
5 

LPO in 
Ümraniye 

 

Religious Conservatism 
(AKP Support) 

 
6 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 

 
LPO=Local Party Organization, AKP=Justice and Development Party, MHP=Nationalist Action 

Party, CHP=Republican People’s Party, DTP=Democratic Society Party 
 

Table 8. The number of interviews conducted with local party activists and members 
across parties and districts 
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 The reason why in some districts, the goal of interviewing six activists was not 

achieved is twofold: First, in some places, it was not possible to find an activist at all, 

just like the case with the MHP in Diyarbakır-Merkez. The MHP local chair explained 

that there were no women wings or youth wings of their party in the district. Second, in 

some places like the CHP in Karşıyaka, the party activists were unwilling to speak to or 

give information about their organizational structure to an “outsider”. Such behaviors 

also gave important clues about the type of authoritarianism within the party as will be 

explained in the next section.  

6.1.4. Interview techniques 

 Sometimes party members, activists, leaders may be reluctant to reveal the truth 

about their parties during the interviews. They may, in addition, find it difficult to 

maintain their objectivity while speaking about party affairs (Duverger, 1963:xvi). 

When the interview techniques are considered as a whole, this is not an unusual or an 

uncommon problem that the interviewer faces. The answers of the interviewees can be 

based on formalistic statements, either because they may have been instructed to give 

formalistic replies, or because the real answer is not something that they can make 

public (Rubin and Rubin, 1995: 221). Party members and activists are, in fact, bound 

by the party bylaws that they have to obey and subject to the authority of their national 

party leaders.  

 In order to overcome the problem of objectivity and obtain high quality 

information in interviews, interviewer has sought the cooperation of the conversational 

partners (Rubin and Rubin, 1995:93). Their permission was asked in recording the 

interview and they were informed about the intended use of the research. In many 

instances, the interviewees have requested not to reveal their identities and to turn off 

the recorder in case the information they provide may simply get them in trouble. In 
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line with the ethical obligations (Neuman, 1994; Rubin, 1983), the interviews have 

been conducted ensuring that the interviewees – local party members and activists – are 

protected from any harm. The identities of the interviewees are concealed in this study. 

6.2. Observing the Variance in Party Authoritarianism in Turkey 

 As discussed in Chapter III, the political culture in Turkey has not only led to 

the emergence but also the acknowledgement of authoritarian party structures in the 

political society. The citizens perceive the exclusive and top-down nature of candidate 

selection and policy formulation processes as what is right or what is normal. Candidate 

selection is vital for the development of democracies in the way that Rahat (2007:157) 

explains through the analogy of a restaurant: 

 
If democracy can be compared to a restaurant where customers (voters) 
order from a menu of parties and candidates, the process of choosing 
which candidates will be on the ballot is like that of devising the menu 
itself. 

 

In Turkey, devising the menu is under the tight control of the party leaders since the 

party leaders do not hold any accountability to the party members and the activists. 

With regards to the authoritarian manner of parties in the candidate selection practice, 

the evaluation report of the OSCE/ODIHR (2007:13-14) on Turkey’s 2007 election 

states that: 

 
The OSCE/ODIHR EAM heard numerous concerns about the top-down 
manner in which candidates’ lists had been drawn up… parties did not hold 
pre-elections or primaries, but reportedly determined candidates by decision 
of the party leaders. This led to frequent calls for more internal party 
democracy…  

 

Thus, the candidate lists for the parliamentary office were highly controlled by the 

national party leaders during the 2007 elections. The AKP declared its methods as the 
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central and organizational enquiry to determine the deputy candidates.  Yet, it was 

solely based on the decision of the party leader, Erdoğan, himself to determine the 

candidates (Sabah, 6 June 2007). He kept the candidate list as secret until the last day 

of submission of the lists to the Supreme Board of Elections and the declared results 

were known to be surprising even for the other influential actors in the elite cadre, such 

as Bülent Arınç and Abdullah Gül (Milliyet, 7 June 2007). Most interestingly, out of the 

existing 341 parliamentary deputies of the AKP in the 2002-2007 parliamentary term, 

Erdoğan removed 166 of them from the new candidate list. Later on, his decision was 

boycotted by these removed deputies. In a meeting with ex-deputies, he stated his 

justification for the removal as: 

 
Do not consider this issue as something personal, there was a need for 
renewal in the party. We were satisfied with your performance but this is a 
relay race. These seats are not permanent for anybody. You might 
consider it as a mistake but there is nothing intentional against you 
(Radikal, 15 June 2007). 
 
 

During the candidate selection process, yet, the AKP leaders conducted opinion surveys 

among the local party activists. The agenda of these surveys varied from candidate 

selection issues to other strategic party decisions. For instance, an activist in Ümraniye 

explained the content of the surveys as follows:   

 
‘The surveys that the central party committee carried out during the 
candidate selection process contained questions like what a parliamentarian 
should be like and where he or she should be from. There were no 
suggestions or names of the possible MP candidates on the surveys.’51 

 

Thus, rather than providing an opportunity to influence the decisions, the surveys 

conducted within the local party organizational units seemed to provide social 

incentives, a sense of belonging to the party for the rank-and-file. 

                                                
51 Interview with another local party member from the AKP, Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
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 The CHP was no different from the AKP in candidate selection process. The 

lists were under the tight control of the party leader, Deniz Baykal. Only in a few cities, 

the CHP executive committee decided to organize primaries for the determination of 

candidates. But these primaries did not affect the final decision of the party leader. One 

local party executive in Tarsus explained the nature of primaries as follows: 

 
‘The candidate selection process was not democratic at all. Yes, the 
primaries were held but they did not determine anything. One of the 
candidates, who was in the 16th rank according to the primary results, 
was nominated in the 1st rank by the party leader. One can hardly call 
this “internal party democracy.”’52 
 
 

The MHP introduced an electronic voting system for its members to determine the 

candidates, as pointed out by the party members interviewed by the author. However 

democratic this process may seem, the final decision belonged to the party leader 

himself. As one local leader in Ümraniye stated: 

 
‘I appreciate the e-voting system that our leader introduced to us in this 
election. Yet, this e-voting system was only a formal democratic 
procedure. Just like in other parties, our party members have not 
influenced the final decision of the party leader in this candidate 
selection process.’53 

 

Furthermore, in Tarsus too, the top-down nature of the candidate selection was clear 

despite the e-voting system: 

 
‘The central executive committee nominated a candidate that the people 
in Tarsus did not approve. The nominated candidate was not one of us. 
He might be a well-educated person but since he is not one of us, I am 
not sure whether he will be able to appeal to our concerns. The party 
members voted for another candidate during the e-voting process but it 
is evident that the central executive ignored those results.’54 

 

                                                
52 Interview with a local party member in the CHP district party organization in Tarsus, 10 October 2007.  
53 Interview with a local party activist from the MHP in Ümraniye, 18 October, 2007. 
54 Interview with a local party member from the MHP, Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
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The DTP party leadership was another example for the authoritarian behavior of the 

national party leaders during the candidate selection process. However, unlike the other 

parties, the DTP organization strictly obeyed the party bylaws, which emphasized a 40 

per cent gender quota in the candidate lists. A provincial executive committee member 

explained the process as follows: 

 
‘To be honest, the candidate selection process in our party was not 
democratic. I believe that our party sometimes makes mistakes; 
unfortunately the organizational characteristics of the DTP have begun 
to resemble other party organizations in the political system. This is the 
mistake made by our leaders in the central executive committee. The 
candidates that were determined in this election were the ones with 
significant ties with the party elite…. However, I am proud of our 
gender quota and we as local units pressurized the national party leaders 
to apply the gender quota required by our by-laws. For instance, we 
wanted Sevahir Bayındır to be placed in the candidate list of Şırnak. The 
central committee insisted to place her in the list of Bursa. But we knew 
that it was not possible for her to be elected from Bursa. In the end, our 
demand was realized and she is now an elected parliamentarian from 
Şırnak. We are strict about the 40 per cent gender quota.’ 55 

 
 

As this activist clearly explains, the DTP, in many instances, had to pay special 

attention to the candidate lists in the Southeast region (Şırnak is a province located in 

this region) since a large portion of the DTP support base resides here. In other words, 

for the specifically desired candidates to be elected, they needed to be placed in the lists 

of the pro-Kurdish provinces. Even though this activist living in Karşıyaka mentioned 

that they were successful putting organizational constraints on their leaders about their 

preferences, for the people of Şırnak, it might not be the case as the candidate appearing 

in the top rank of the list is an unknown, unpopular name for them. This situation, in 

fact, strengthens the claim that party authoritarianism is a relational phenomenon.  

 Looking at these examples from four parties, it is possible to see that the local 

party activists and members were excluded from the decision-making processes during 

                                                
55 Interview with a local party member from the DTP, İzmir, 7 October 2007. 
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the 2007 elections, being subject to certain authoritarianism of their leaders. In order to 

reveal the possible variance among these authoritarian structures; the local party 

activists and members from four districts were asked to respond to the following 

questions: 

1. How do you think an ideal candidate selection process should be like? 
2. Do you think the candidate selection process was democratic in your 

party? 
3. Do your opinions ever conflict with the policies formulated by the 

central executive committee? Do you display any actions in conflictual 
situations? 

4. Do you see any traits of leadership domination (liderlik sultası) within 
your party? 

 

Analyzing the responses, four patterns were observed not only across but also within 

the party structures: Clandestine, benign, challenged and coercive. These patterns are 

discussed below, with illustrations on the statements made by the local party actors 

during the interviews. 

6.2.1. Instances of Clandestine Authoritarianism 

It has been outlined in Chapter V that in clandestine authoritarianism, the local 

party actors are indifferent to the authoritarian behavior of the central party. The local 

party actors fulfill their tasks in the way they are asked to do so and do not question the 

authority of the party leaders. The conflict is latent between the two levels of party 

organization. During the field research, clandestine type of authoritarianism was 

observed within the power structure of three party organizations: The AKP, the DTP 

and the MHP. Yet, clandestine authoritarianism was explicit in the relationship between 

the national party leaders and only in the district party organizations in these party 

structures. For the AKP, it was observable in Diyarbakır-Merkez and Ümraniye; for the 

MHP, it was observable in Karşıyaka and for some party members in Tarsus as well; 

for the DTP it was observable in Karşıyaka, Tarsus and Ümraniye.  
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6.2.1.1. The Justice and Development Party (AKP) 

Within the AKP organization in Diyarbakır-Merkez, the opinions of the AKP’s 

local party members (LPMs) rather than the local party activists (LPAs) on the 

candidate selection process provide important insights for clandestine authoritarianism.  

For example, one district party member in Diyarbakır-Merkez stated that: 

 
Of course, our party leader should have the weight in candidate selection 
process. We would not be working for the party unless we believed in our 
leader’s decisions. Our leader and his perspectives are the reasons for 
why we are here today.56  

 

A similar attitude from another district party member in Diyarbakır-Merkez on the 

candidate selection process is as follows: 

 

‘The central party committee asked our opinions on candidate selection 
before the elections. Our opinions are partly influential; we fill out 
surveys about the candidates and the results of these surveys are 
evaluated at the central level. But I believe that the central committee 
should give the final decision. I do not think leaders’ dominance is the 
case for my party.’57  

 

The head of the youth wings, on the other hand, from Diyarbakır-Merkez stated that: 

 

The candidate selection process was democratic. There were small 
problems in the process but they are unimportant details. I believe that the 
AKP is unique, the first of its kind. It will show us the way to true 
democratic values. We work for this party because we believe in it and we 
are content with the direction it leads to.58 

 

On the question of whether they see any traits of leaders’ dominance in their party, 

most AKP party activists in Diyarbakır-Merkez reacted that their party was the most 

                                                
56Interview with a local party member from the AKP, Diyarbakır, 28 September 2007. 
57Interview with another local party member from the AKP, Diyarbakır, 28 September 2007. 
58 Interview with an activist from the youth wings, AKP Diyarbakır, 28 September 2007. 
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democratic one among others. For instance, two different members from the women 

wings stated that:  

 
If you asked about the other party organizations, I would say yes. In other 
parties, the leadership system is similar to the processes in which the 
authority descends from father to son. I can’t say the same thing for the 
AKP. Because our leader Erdoğan fulfils his duties deservedly.59  
 
Absolutely not! Our leaders ask our opinions on every issue one by one.60 
 
  

In addition to Diyarbakır-Merkez, many local party members as well as activists in the 

Ümraniye organization of the AKP gave similar answers, showing another instance for 

clandestine authoritarianism. The survey method that the AKP central party committee 

employed seemed to make the party activists content with the authoritarian behavior of 

the party leaders. One of the district executive board members stated that:  

 
I cannot say that our party is not democratic because our opinions were 
evaluated on several issues through the surveys that the central executive 
committee conducted. For instance, the central executive committee asked 
our opinion on the presidency issue; whether it should be Abdullah Gül 
whom the party nominates for presidency in the parliament. We all 
supported his candidacy for presidency because we did not want our prime 
minister (the party leader Erdoğan) to leave the party. In fact, he could 
easily have nominated himself if he wanted; but our leader values our party 
so much that he did not choose to do so. He had that power but did not use 
it. He thought of us. There is no other example for such generosity in this 
world.61 

 

In his statement, the activist refers to one of the highly important decision-making 

processes within the AKP, nomination for presidency, which occupied the political 

agenda of Turkey both before and after the 2007 elections. Since the AKP formed the 

majority of seats in the parliament; the AKP’s nominee for presidency had the highest 

chance of being elected by the parliament. Therefore, the public opinion expected the 

                                                
59 Interview with a board member from the women wings AKP Diyarbakır, 30 September 2007. 
60 Interview with another board member from the women wings AKP Diyarbakır, 30 September 2007. 
61 Interview with the district board member from the AKP, Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
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leader Erdoğan himself to be the AKP’s nominee because he had the power to decide, 

as this activist mentions. What affected his final choice is not known; whether the 

survey results or his own calculations; yet even though the final decision was made by 

the central executive committee, Erdoğan seemed to gain the admiration of many local 

party activists like this example shows for not nominating himself. This situation is a 

clear evidence for clandestine authoritarianism because the activists not only do not 

question the leaders’ ultimate power in making the decisions but also intensify their 

commitment to authoritarianism through idolizing their leader. 

 Another district board member in Ümraniye stated that he did think his party 

had a democratic structure due to the surveys that they completed even though he did 

not hesitate to criticize the AKP’s candidate selection process. He, in fact, challenged 

his own statement at the end: 

 
I really hope to see primaries in the future in candidate selection processes. 
In the last election, the candidate supported by our district was placed in 
the 24th rank in the candidate list although the party gained 55 per cent of 
the votes in this district. As a result of this high percentage, we think it is 
our right to decide on the rankings among the candidates. … I do not think 
authoritarianism exists in our party. Our leader values our opinions. If we 
particularly compare our party with other parties, ours is democratic, after 
all, we complete opinion surveys that are evaluated by our leaders.62 
 

The other party members in the Ümraniye organization also supported the claim that 

their party was democratic. Another district executive member stated that: 

 

In our party, the method used to determine the candidates was 
organizational enquiry. We were asked about our own choices. The other 
party leaders in other organizations do not even ask the opinions of their 
members.63  
 

                                                
62 Interview with another district board member from the AKP, Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
63 Interview with another district board member from the AKP, Ümraniye, 18 October 2007. 
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On the question about “leaders’ dominance”, an executive board member of the women 

wings stated that: 

There is absolutely no such dominance. Consider other parties, particularly 
the CHP. That structure is shaped by leadership domination. Our party 
cannot be compared with such parties.64 

 

In addition to the rejection of authoritarianism within their party structures, one of the 

activists on the question of whether the candidate selection process was democratic in 

their party responded quite differently from his colleagues. Such response, in fact, 

showed an instance for awareness about the authoritarian decision-making structure. 

Yet, authoritarianism was what should be for this activist. He believed that the 

candidate selection should be made by the sole decision of the leaders. The response 

came from one of the board members of the district party organization in Ümraniye: 

 
Yes, leadership domination is a clear fact. But this is how it should be. It is 
the right of the leader to make the final decision. First of all, he derives his 
power from the people. Only if he abuses that power, there is a problem. 
But our leader makes several inquiries in the organization and then gives 
his decisions.65 

 

Stating that their party leader derives his authority from the people, this party activist 

clearly confuses the delegation of authority that comes through general elections with 

the one that comes through the elections that take place within the party structure. 

Furthermore, stressing that “only if he abuses that power, there is a problem”, the 

activist, in fact, admits that the party leader can abuse his power if he wants but since 

he does not do so, he has clear legitimacy in making the final decisions. This attitude is 

also far away from desiring the necessary checks-and-balances in the party structure 

                                                
64 Interview with a board member from the women wings AKP, Ümraniye, 18 October 2007. 
65 Interview with a district board member AKP, Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
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because when it is further questioned “what would happen if the party leader abused his 

power”, the answer is similar to an expression like “but he does not abuse his power”.  

 A similar attitude was observed in the statement of an activist from the youth 

wings when he was asked whether his opinions ever conflicted with the policies 

formulated by the central executive committee. He stated that: 

 

My opinions are mostly in tandem with our leader’s decisions. But even if 
it conflicts, I believe he will make the right decision. I think it is necessary 
to have an authoritarian structure. The leader must have the dominance in 
giving the decisions.66 

 

In this sense, both responses show that the trust in the party leader’s authority brings 

clandestine authoritarianism, in which the activists do not question the authority of their 

leader. 

6.2.1.2. The Nationalist Action Party (MHP) 

Within the MHP, clandestine authoritarianism was observed particularly in the 

district party organization in Karşıyaka. The loyalty to the party leader was what 

mattered most to the local party activists and members in this district rather than 

questioning the authority. Such an attitude is in fact in line with the nationalist ideology 

of the MHP. One local party activist from the MHP in Karşıyaka clearly stated that: 

 
Any decision made by our leader is right. I am not smarter than Devlet 
Bahçeli. He gave us the right to vote electronically on the candidate lists 
prior to the elections. He provided this opportunity to us… 
Authoritarianism? I am irritated by this word. Any person who has the 
capability, wisdom and foresight becomes the leader. This is natural. We 
need a leader to govern us. Atatürk was a leader, he saved this country on 
his own. Nobody can object to this fact. Today as well, only one man can 
save us all.67 

 

                                                
66 Interview with an activist in the district youth wings AKP, Ümraniye, 18 October 2007. 
67 Interview with the MHP district party chair in Karşıyaka, 6 October, 2007. 
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Another local MHP leader in Karşıyaka stated that: 

 
‘I was quite satisfied with the candidate list. I did not have any preferences. 
I do not think there is authoritarianism in our party, it is loyalty to the 
leader that matters. Furthermore, our party can be considered as democratic 
because our leader does not make the decisions on his own, he makes them 
after negotiating with his advisors in the central executive committee.’68 

 

Another local party member in MHP-Karşıyaka, on the other hand, stated that: 

The central party organization conducts a research in cities and districts 
while preparing the candidate lists. This research is something above us. 
We are probably unaware of several things while the decisions are made. 
But I was satisfied with the list and I believe in the sincerity of our 
leader.’69 

 

These examples show that even though the decision-making on the candidate selection 

process was under the strict control of the party leaders – no matter electronic voting 

was offered to the party members – the local party actors did not believe in the 

authoritarianism within their party, satisfied with the decisions made, mostly because 

they trust their leader.  

 Within the MHP, clandestine authoritarianism was also observed in the 

relationship between the local party members (LPMs) rather than the activists in Tarsus 

and the national party leaders. The degree of loyalty to the party leader was higher than 

the need for democratization within the party according to these members. In response 

to the question of whether there is leadership domination in the MHP, two party 

members emphasized the same statement: 

 
Of course there is. The leader, the doctrine and the organization… These 
three cannot and must not be questioned.70 
 
 

                                                
68 Interview with a member of the local executive board, MHP Karşıyaka, 6 October, 2007. 
69 Interview with a local member, MHP Karşıyaka, 6 October, 2007. 
70 Interview with an active party member, MHP Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
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The dominance of the leader in our party is, of course, a true phenomenon. 
This country brings up leaders. Devlet Bahçeli has become the leader to fill 
the void of Türkeş. And it is us, the activists, that establish the ground for 
leaders’ dominance. We follow the policy orders of our party leader. We 
do not step out of his words.71  
 
 

The latter of the two activists, in fact, openly confirms that his party is structured on the 

notion of leaders’ dominance and therefore it is the duty of the party activists to follow 

the decisions of the party leaders. These members, therefore, believe that they are 

following the rules and norms upon which their party’s ideology is constructed. 

6.2.1.3. The Democratic Society Party (DTP) 

The local party actors in the local DTP organization in Karşıyaka, Tarsus and 

Ümraniye also provide three instances of clandestine party authoritarianism, analyzed 

through the attitudes of the local party actors. Even though the candidate selection took 

place in a very top-down manner, the local party members (LPMs) and the local party 

activists (LPAs) all gave very similar answers to the questions on the power structure of 

their parties, stating that no matter how centralized the process was, their party, with all 

its members, accept these decisions because they are all united with the ideology and 

goal of their party. In addition, party authoritarianism was fully rejected by the LPAs 

and the LPMs in any case. They have stated that, compared to other parties in the 

political system, the DTP was the most democratic one because they believed their 

opinions were valued. The following quotations from the conducted interviews in 

Ümraniye, Karşıyaka and Tarsus indicate this common view within the party. 

 In Tarsus, in response to the questions on how candidate selection is and should 

be conducted within their party, the interviewed DTP activists were nearly in agreement 

                                                
71 Interview with another active party member, MHP Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
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about the democratic nature of their party structure except one. One of activists who 

agreed with the democratic structure of the party stated that: 

 
There were meetings and conventions held in towns and neighborhoods 
during the candidate selection process. The central executive board asked 
whether we accepted the choice they made. There were a total of 21 
candidates in Mersin and among them it was Orhan Miroğlu that was 
chosen by the central party organization. During the inquiries, most people 
preferred Miroğlu in line with the central party’s choice and we decided 
our best to have him elected during the campaigns.72 

 
 
Even though the process that the member of the local executive committee describes 

seems to have some democratic traits, in terms of Miroğlu’s candidacy, another activist 

mentioned that it was the party center that pressured the local party organization to 

accept his candidacy. Therefore this activist rejected the claim that the candidate 

selection process was democratic. He stated that:  

 
I was against Miroglu’s candidacy. He is neither from Tarsus, nor from the 
province of Mersin. I told the party center that Mersin had a great potential 
of votes and the candidate should be someone determined by the local 
people and organizations. The central party organization must respect this 
process. If the final decision is to be made by the central party executive, 
then why are we trying so hard here? Such a behavior disappoints the 
people as well.73 

 
 
Apart from this deviational statement, it was observed that the other DTP activists in 

Tarsus tried to protect their party and did not want to describe their structure as an 

authoritarian one during the interviews. In fact they have found reasons above their 

party structure for the non-democratic manner in the candidate selection process. One 

activist explained that the authoritarian decision-making processes in their party 

derived from the legal and institutional framework of Turkey. He implied that if there 

                                                
72 Interview with the member of a local executive board DTP Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
73 Interview with a district board member DTP Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
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had been no constraint like the 10 per cent threshold to enter the parliament, their party 

would be much more democratic. He explained his point of view as follows: 

 
You know we took part in the elections only through independent 
candidates. The central executive board must list some important 
candidates in the lists of the provinces where there is potential for success. 
In short, it depends on the needs of the party. If there were no threshold, no 
constraint for our party to enter the parliament, it would have been 
different; we would have had primaries at the local level. 74 

 
 
Another district party activist also gave a similar statement: 

Our party is democratic if you compare it with the other parties in the 
system. For our party to be fully democratic, this constraining process over 
the DTP must be over. We do not have the opportunity to be democratic. 
Most of our parliamentarians are under investigation. Under such 
circumstances, we cannot actualize democracy in the party. That is why we 
have witnessed so many impositions by the central executive committee 
over the local units on selecting candidates; not only in this election but in 
all previous elections as well. I can say this election process was far better 
than the previous ones in terms of the degree of democracy in our party. 
Our opinions were asked to a higher degree.75 

 
 

Another district executive member of the DTP in Tarsus, yet, described the latest 

candidate selection process as very democratic; stating that it was the provincial and 

district party chairs that determined the candidates. In response to the question on 

whether he finds his party democratic, he simply stated that: 

 
If there were no democracy within the party, what would I be doing here? 
Why would I be trying this hard for my party? It wouldn’t be worth to this 
time and effort I have been spending.76 

 
 
In sum, the responses of the DTP party activists and members in Tarsus to the 

questions regarding the power structure of their parties have been largely inconsistent. 

Yet, the common ground of their responses was that they did not want to reveal any 
                                                
74 Interview with a district party activist DTP Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
75 Interview with the district party activist DTP Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
76 Interview with a district board member DTP Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
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discontentment about their party structure (except one) and that it was the goal and the 

ideology of the organization that united them in that party. Parallel to the features of 

clandestine authoritarianism in which the party activists do not question the 

authoritarian behavior of the central party elite; they rather blame the external factors 

and effects. 

 The DTP party activists in Karşıyaka and Ümraniye gave very similar responses 

to the ones in Tarsus. They described a candidate selection process in their local 

constituency, which was very identical with the process that some of the activists 

described in Tarsus. The decision on the selected candidates was made by the central 

executive committee; following such decision, the opinions of the local party activists 

and members were asked on these choices. Yet, just like in Tarsus, the responses for 

the question on ‘who determines the candidates in your party’ were not clear due to the 

nature of this candidate selection process. Some activists thought they were influential 

in the decision-making process; some thought not. One of the district board members in 

Karşıyaka stated that: 

It is the people that decide on the candidate lists in the DTP. After all, 
many public meetings and negotiations were held on this issue even though 
the final decision on the candidate lists was made by the election 
committee of the central party office… It is true to state that the party 
structure is centralized. However, in our party, all local leaders, members, 
national party leaders as well as the representatives of public office think in 
the same line. We are all united on these decisions.77 

 

Yet another district board member in Karşıyaka stated that: 

 
It was the central party office that determined the candidates in our party. 
Primaries could have been an alternative, but we supported the selected 
candidates. The central party office issues a notice about the decisions, and 
we fulfill our duties according to these decisions… I do not think this is an 
authoritarian process.78 

                                                
77 Interview with the district board member DTP in Karşıyaka, 5 October, 2007. 
78 Interview with another executive committee member DTP in Karşıyaka, 6 October, 2007. 
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Evidently, it did not matter for such activists whether the final decision should be 

controlled by the national party leaders or not; what mattered most was that they were 

all united under the party goals. Besides the activists in Karşıyaka gave similar 

responses with the activists in Tarsus on the question of whether their party structure 

was democratic or not. An active member on this topic stated that: 

 
The parties have an authoritarian structure in Turkey; there is no alternative 
to authoritarian structures. But this is not the case in our party. The leaders 
do not have the ultimate power in our party, the decisions are made through 
negotiations, in a democratic manner.79 
 
 

The activists and members in the Ümraniye organization of the DTP further stressed on 

how they were united as a party and the decisions of the party leaders bound them all 

even though they were excluded from the decision-making process. The two DTP 

district board members in Ümraniye respectively stated that: 

 
 
The candidate selection process was initiated collectively. We all shared 
our ideas on who should be on the list. Yet, there was an election 
committee formed by the central office and the committee gave the final 
decision. Some problems do arise when the decisions are not welcome. But 
we all agree on the list at the end. This is not authoritarianism.80 

 
 

I think that the candidate selection process should be democratic, the 
opinions of the local party activists must be given due recognition. DEHAP 
and HADEP [predecessors of the DTP] were centralized; but the DTP is 
organized in a horizontal way. The central election committee asked our 
opinions… We rarely disagree on the outcomes. In the end we all come to 
agree with the decisions and that’s how we compete in elections, as a 
united front.81 

 

The expression that ‘we rarely disagree on the outcomes’ not only points to the 

exclusive nature of candidate selection process as the activists in local units are asked 

                                                
79 Interview with a DTP local member in Karşıyaka, 5 October, 2007. 
80 Interview with a DTP district board member in Ümraniye, 17 October, 2007. 
81 Interview with another DTP district board member in Ümraniye, 17 October, 2007. 
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to agree or disagree with the final decisions of the central executive committee but also 

imply that the activists do not challenge the current structure and usually remain 

content with the decisions due to their commitment to the party, as observed in a 

clandestine pattern of party authoritarianism. 

6.2.2. Instances of Benign Authoritarianism: 

As outlined in Chapter V, benign authoritarianism is based on the material gains 

of the local party actors. The party leaders, by providing material incentives to the local 

party actors, either seek to maintain their power and or the organizational survival of 

their party. Even though the conflict is observable, the local actors choose to 

subordinate to the authoritarian decision-making processes because the leaders simply 

purchase their subordination in the form of monetary benefits or promises for concrete 

positions in public offices.  

 During the interviews, even though the materially motivated local party 

members and the local party activists usually intended to conceal their true aim in the 

party, their materialistic interests could be recognized when they revealed their interest 

in public office, job opportunities that the party organization provided or mentioned 

that they had close ties with influential party actors. These activists were aware and 

critical of the authoritarianism that they experienced in the 2007 candidate selection 

process as well as some policies of the central executive committee, yet did not 

challenge the structure due to the selective benefits they received from the party.  

 Within the AKP, benign authoritarianism was observed in the relationship 

between the central executive board and some local party actors in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 

as well as most local party actors in Tarsus. It was also observable within the CHP in 

Tarsus and the DTP in Diyarbakır-Merkez. 
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6.2.2.1. The Justice and Development Party (AKP) 

In Diyarbakır-Merkez, the statements of the local party members showed a 

clandestine pattern of authoritarianism in the relationship between the AKP’s central 

leaders and the local party members. Yet, the relationship between the central executive 

committee and the local party activists was constructed on a benign type of 

authoritarianism during the time the interviews were conducted. It was observed that 

the local party activists such as the district party chair or members of the executive 

boards, often preferred to have close ties with the AKP central party office because the 

AKP had become the single party in government after the 2007 elections and gained 

major access to state resources. Diyarbakır as a province is located in a strategic region, 

the Southeast of Turkey, where the number of votes for the AKP started increasing, and 

it was in the interest of the national party leaders to make more investment in this 

province to win the upcoming 2009 local elections. The AKP bylaws designate the 

allocation of 30 per cent of the party budget to the local party organizations;82 and the 

information received from the interviewed party activists was that, the Diyarbakır 

provincial organization was particularly one of those organizations, which received its 

share from this budget to a certain degree; creating a great selective incentive for the 

local party activists to have good relations with the central executive board of the party. 

It was further observed that the district party organization was receiving other types of 

state resources as well. An activist from the district executive board stated that: 

 
There were funds allocated to us from the Ministry of Agriculture in the 
previous term. Besides, the parliamentarians and some ministers provide 
financial assistance to a great extent. The governorship of Diyarbakır also 
sponsors our activities on some occasions.83 

 

                                                
82 See Article 134/8 of the AKP Bylaws. Ak Parti Tüzüğü,  
http://www.akparti.org.tr/tuzuk.asp?dizin=193&hangisi=2  (accessed 31 March 2009). 
83 Interview with a district board member, AKP, Diyarbakır-Merkez 29 September 2007 
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Together with the legal monetary share received from the central party budget, many 

rich businessmen donated to the AKP. Another district party activist stated that: 

 
Our central party committee distributes a certain amount of money to the 
district and provincial party organizations, as stated in the AKP by-laws. 
But in Diyarbakır, there is a high density of action and movement in the 
political arena. The province and the district welcome many visitors such 
as high-level officials and delegations. So we need more than those 
allowances given to our organization. Fortunately, the businessmen, who 
are highly committed to the party, make donations as well.84 

 

Apart from the rich financial resources that the AKP organization in Diyarbakır-Merkez 

had, the local leaders had close ties with the deputies in the parliament as well. A 

district party activist in Diyarbakır-Merkez, for instance, stated that: 

 
I have been an active member in this district organization since 2004. I was 
very affected by the hardworking spirit of our party leader when he was the 
mayor of Istanbul. Furthermore, the AKP deputy of Diyarbakır, who is as 
hardworking as our leader himself, offered me to work together in the 
AKP.85  

 

Two prominent local leaders in Diyarbakır-Merkez also mentioned in the interviews 

that they were spending their entire time for the party. These statements raise 

skepticisms regarding the real source of their own personal income because they indeed 

had professions outside of the political arena in jobs related to commerce and 

construction. The two respectively stated that: 

 
‘I spend all my time on party activities. Everyday, I either work in the local 
office or attend outdoor party activities. Since the previous chair resigned 
after declaring his candidacy for the parliamentary office, I have been 
appointed as the new chair of this district party organization. Since then, I 
am very busy.’86 
 

                                                
84 Interview with the AKP district activist in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September, 2007. 
85 Interview with the AKP district party chair in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September, 2007. 
86 Interview with the AKP district party activist in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September, 2007. 
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I am an architect. Before I became a member of the AKP in Diyarbakır, I 
was working in the construction business. Now I spend my entire time in 
the party.87  

 

When the local leaders were asked what their opinions were on the authoritarian nature 

of their party’s structure, they did not hesitate to criticize the current system in 

candidate selection. The district party chair clearly stated that: 

 
There were 86 applications for candidacy in the Diyarbakır province. 
Surveys were conducted in a way to determine the first 10 positions in the 
candidate list. Our provincial party chair was a candidate himself and he 
maintained the highest rank in the surveys…. However, I should say the 
central executive board has control over the list. Our provincial party chair 
who was supported at the highest level by our local party organization did 
not appear in the first rank in the candidate list.88 

 

Even though the district party activist was not content with the fact that the provincial 

party chair in Diyarbakır was not placed in the first two ranks, he did not initiate any 

challenge against the authoritarian candidate-selection process due to the expected 

material benefits he could be receiving from an important position he had in a 

prominent district. In this respect, this type of relationship between the local and central 

party committee is an example for benign authoritarianism. 

 The AKP organization in Tarsus was also based on a benign type of party 

authoritarianism due to the activists’ material interests in being a part of the AKP. In 

Tarsus, unemployment constitutes one of the most solemn social problems, particularly 

among youth. In this respect, many young people seek jobs through the channels of the 

AKP local organization. Yet, just like the local party activists in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 

they do not criticize the candidate selection process in their party. An activist from the 

youth wings stated that:  

                                                
87 Interview with the AKP district party activist in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September, 2007. 
88 Interview with the AKP district party activist in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September, 2007. 
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I can’t say that the candidate selection process was democratic in the last 
election. But these things are accepted as they are. I hope in the next 
elections, we will experience a democratic process.89 

 

No matter how unsatisfied he was with the candidate selection process, this 

young party activist did not put any effort to challenge the system and ‘accepted things 

as they are’ because he was actually looking for a job position within the party 

organization in Tarsus. As an unemployed high school graduate, he mentioned that he 

had worked as a serviceman within the party before. In fact, his friend, another activist 

of the youth wings of his own age, continues to work as a party personnel in the data 

processing section of the AKP Tarsus organization.  His friend also stated the same 

criticism on the party’s candidate selection process: 

 
The candidates should be determined through the organization not only by 
the central executive committee. But unfortunately, it is not processed in 
this way in our party.90  

 

Yet due to the benefits he gets from the party in terms of having a job, this 

youth activist also does not challenge the authoritarianism within the party. A similar 

attitude came from the executive board member of the women wings who stated that: 

 
I think there should be primaries for selecting candidates. It should be the 
people that decide. Even though there was an organizational enquiry on 
determining the candidates, the final list was prepared by the central 
executive committee, which was highly different from the list we 
prepared.91 

 

While this activist from the women wings stated her criticism in this realm, she 

also did not challenge the party structure because later on she mentioned she had close 

ties with one of the AKP parliamentarians.  

                                                
89 Interview with the AKP activist from the district youth wings, Tarsus, 10 October, 2007. 
90 Interview with another AKP activist from the district youth wings, Tarsus, 10 October, 2007. 
91 Interview with the AKP district women wings executive member, Tarsus, 9 October, 2007. 
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6.2.2.2. The Republican People’s Party (CHP) 

The CHP district party organization in Tarsus is another example for benign 

authoritarianism. In the district, a close relationship between the local party 

activists/members and one of the CHP parliamentarians was observed. In fact, the local 

chair in Tarsus has mentioned his kinship with this parliamentarian. Being close to 

influential people, the district party activists and members in Tarsus have the 

motivation to work for the party, despite the accepted nature of the authoritarianism 

that the central party office pursues in decision-making processes. In fact they openly 

criticized their party’s authoritarian structure. One of the members of the district 

executive committee openly stated that: 

 
The district party organizations are subject to the policy program that is 
prepared by the central party office. We do not take part in policy 
formulation processes. In this sense, it would be true to say that there is 
authoritarianism within the CHP.92 

  

Another active member stated that: 

Mersin (where Tarsus is located) is one of the provinces where our party 
held primaries, you know. We sent the results to the central executive 
committee but unfortunately the central party organization, following the 
orders of the party leader made changes on the candidate list. I think this 
was a huge mistake made by the central party organization. I do not know 
why they did so. Of course the central party must have some certain 
influence but not in this way, it should respect the primary results. I am not 
saying that the change in the candidate list was the sole decision of the 
party leader; I am sure his advisors affected his decision too.93 

 

The undemocratic candidate selection process was critically described in details 

by one of the district delegates of the CHP organization in Tarsus:  

 
The candidates were determined in a highly undemocratic manner in the 
last election. The central party organization intervened in the list, which 
had come out as the result of the local primaries. For instance, the 

                                                
92 Interview with the CHP district board member Tarsus, 9 October, 2007. 
93 Interview with a local CHP member in Tarsus, 10 October, 2007. 
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candidate who was in the first rank of the list was dropped down to the 
second place. The candidate in the second rank was placed in the fourth. 
The candidate, whose name ranked in the 16th place, suddenly emerged in 
the 1st place.  Similarly the candidate who was ranking in the 9th place went 
up to the 3rd place.94 

 

During the informal conversations with the local party activists in Tarsus, it was 

later on, observed that the parliamentarian who had close ties with this district was the 

one who got the first rank in the primaries but then dropped down to the second place 

after the central party organization’s intervention. Since the CHP gained three seats 

from Mersin in the parliamentary election, the candidate supported by the Tarsus party 

organization could be elected as a parliamentarian. Due to the close relationship with 

this parliamentarian, the activists and members in the district party organization expect 

to have material benefits and continue to be an active member of the CHP in Tarsus, 

without initiating any challenges to the authoritarian party structure. In fact, the activist 

profile in Tarsus was largely composed of the relatives and the close friends of this 

parliamentarian. 

6.2.2.3. The Democratic Society Party (DTP) 

The last example for benign authoritarianism is the district party organization of 

the DTP in Diyarbakır-Merkez. In fact, almost all DTP activists and members in each 

of the four districts underlined that their party had a very democratic structure 

compared to other parties in the system and that the members act as a united front, 

defending the rights of the Kurdish people and further democratization for their rights. 

Even though the candidates were determined in a very exclusive manner, the local party 

actors were almost of the same opinion on the internal democracy of their party (with a 

few exceptions). The rhetoric on internal democracy also included two more issues: 40 

                                                
94 Interview with a local CHP delegate in Tarsus, 9 October, 2007. 
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percent gender quota in the candidate lists and the party’s co-leadership system. The 

indifference toward the exclusion of the local members and activists from decision-

making processes, thus, moves the party toward a clandestine type of authoritarianism. 

The district party organization in Diyarbakır-Merkez also, at first glance, showed 

similar patterns with clandestine authoritarianism. In fact, regarding the question on 

‘how is and should be the candidate selection process in your party organization’, the 

DTP activists in Diyarbakır-Merkez again responded staying in the habitual line of 

answers. Two active members respectively stated that: 

 
The candidates are determined in a decision-making process where both 
the central and local party organizations have voice. Several meetings are 
organized at the local level, first at the provincial and then at the district 
level with the party members whose opinions are sought. After an in-depth 
evaluation, the results are announced. But, it is important to integrate the 
local organizations into the decision-making process and that is how it is 
initiated in our party.95 
  
 
You know this is a district where the tribal ties are very strong; and it 
prevents the democratization of such decision-making processes. In spite of 
this disadvantage, we are following a very democratic line in our party. We 
want the candidates to be selected by the local people. We are trying so 
hard to this end. Sometimes we can face small problems, but most of the 
time we are very successful in being a democratic party.96 

 

The ‘small problems’ referred in this statement is related to the authoritarian 

nature of decision-making, which has in fact led to a great loss in the DTP votes in 

Diyarbakır. As the chief editor of a local newspaper explained: 

 
In this election, the DTP failed to convince its own support-base about its 
honesty. At one point, the DTP states that it is a party of the people, for the 
people. But the people in Diyarbakır-Merkez have become skeptical of 
their attitude because the leaders made strategic mistakes in preparing 
candidate lists. The top ranks of the lists were filled with unpopular names 

                                                
95 Interview with a DTP local member, Diyarbakır-Merkez 28 September 2007. 
96 Interview with another DTP local member, Diyarbakır-Merkez 28 September 2007. 
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in Diyarbakır. People showed reaction against that. Why was there no 
name in the list from Diyarbakır?97 

 

 Despite this fact, during the interviews, the party members and activists 

followed the same line of argument in evaluating the degree of democracy in their 

party. It was observed that, in reality, the party organization was subject to the benign 

authoritarianism of the national party leaders. The district party organization, 

particularly the local party activists had very close ties with the public officials in local 

offices. In fact, a representative of Dicle University in Diyarbakır has observed that: 

 
The DTP as a party organization has a material bond with the municipality 
in Diyarbakır. It is very obvious that the two institutions work very closely; 
in Diyarbakır, they do not keep such bonds secret.98  

 

Because Diyarbakır-Merkez has a very dominant Kurdish population, the DTP, a party 

with a discourse based on Kurdish rights, is very powerful in that district. The local 

context in Diyarbakır-Merkez, produces materially motivated party activists expecting 

to be given positions in the municipal public offices as well as jobs that the municipal 

officers can find through their personal contacts. A similar remark was made by the 

representative of a local newspaper about the DTP, while explaining the degree of loss 

that the DTP experienced in the 2007 national elections in Diyarbakır-Merkez: 

  
The DTP is a party, which articulates its sincerity and care for the 
disadvantaged groups in the society. However, during the election process, 
the local party activists and members displayed a very antipathetic 
behavior, driving luxurious cars in public places, even within the poor and 
underprivileged neighborhoods. People want to know how the party 
officials in Diyarbakır have become so rich.99 

 

                                                
97 Interview conducted on September 25, 2007 in Diyarbakır. The name of the interviewee is not 
revealed upon his request. 
98 Interview with a local expert from Dicle University, 27 September 2007. 
99 Interview with the representative of a local newspaper in Diyarbakır, 25 September 2007. 
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In this sense, the party activists and members in Diyarbakır-Merkez may tend to 

conceal their true aims during the interviews and in fact have material benefits derived 

from the party activities, therefore show contentment with the candidate lists prepared 

under the control of the central executive committee. 

6.2.3. Instances of Challenged Authoritarianism 

In challenged authoritarianism, the national party leaders are faced with a 

challenge initiated from the bottom against their authoritarian behavior. The challenge 

in party authoritarianism occurs when the local party actors, first, ‘frame’ an 

identification (and resolution) of the new dilemmas and tensions that have internally 

arisen and second, through ‘operationalizing’ that gives effect to this new ‘frame’ 

(Carter, 2008). The tensions arisen can be the outcome of exogenous and endogenous 

events such as a defeat in the elections or nomination of MP candidates who are 

considered as inappropriate by the local party actors. 

 In the cases where challenged authoritarianism was observed within the four 

selected parties in Turkey, the local party actors were either in the ‘framing’ process or 

in the ‘operationalizing’ process of attempting to change the authoritarian structure. In 

the latter, the local party actors behaviorally challenge the central party organization 

through balancing operations (Emerson, 1962). In other words, they cultivate 

alternative resources of power, i.e. information, local legitimacy, social and economic 

status to undermine the authority of the national party leaders in their local 

constituency. In the former, the local party actors attitudinally challenge the 

authoritarian party structure, which has the potential to lead to a behavioral challenge 

should the necessary power resources are generated or used.  In the cases of MHP-

Diyarbakır-Merkez and AKP-Karşıyaka, challenged authoritarianism was observed in 
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the operationalization process. In the cases of CHP-Diyarbakır-Merkez, MHP-Tarsus 

and MHP-Ümraniye challenged authoritarianism was observed in the framing process. 

6.2.3.1. The Nationalist Action Party (MHP) 

 MHP-Diyarbakır: The power relationship between the MHP’s central party 

organization and the MHP in the province of Diyarbakır is a good example for 

challenged authoritarianism. Since the district party organization in Diyarbakır-Merkez 

was highly under the control of the provincial party chair; it was, in fact, the words of 

the provincial party chair on behalf of all districts in Diyarbakır that posed a challenge 

to the central party organization’s power: 

 
The central party organization must support my words or otherwise I would 
quit being the provincial party chair here. As the provincial party 
organization, we constantly submit reports about the region (meaning the 
districts within Diyarbakır) to the attention of the central party 
organization. In our reports, we state the needs and demands of the people 
and the central party organization recognizes the fact that we must proceed 
according to our own local plans.100 

 

In this statement, the provincial party chair underlines the obligation of the central party 

organization to take into account the words of the local party organizations. In other 

words, he states that the principal (party leader) must follow the agent’s (local chair’s) 

lead, not vice versa, in order to be successful in that constituency.  

 It was further observed in Diyarbakır that the candidate selection process 

caused a conflict between the local party organization and the central party organization 

of the MHP. Even though the first place in the candidate list was assigned to the 

provincial chair by the central party organization as expected; the second place was, 

unexpectedly, assigned to an unknown person, which caused the conflict between the 

                                                
100 Interview conducted with the MHP Provincial Party Chair, Diyarbakır 26 September 2007. 
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two levels of the party. Yet, that conflict was resolved in line with the demands of the 

provincial organization. Two local party activists explained the process as follows:  

 
The candidates were determined by the central party organization. They did 
not ask our opinion; however we knew that the name of the provincial 
party chair would be on top of the candidate list, but we were surprised to 
see an unexpected name in the second place.101 
 
The party leader, Bahçeli had previously told me to form the candidate list 
at the provincial level and that they (central party) were going to approve 
the exact list we prepared. However, when we saw the final list approved 
by the central party organization, we realized that the second place was 
assigned to a name we did not know. The list was changed. It was a major 
mistake made by the central party organization. Later on Bahçeli explained 
that it was his advisors who changed the list without his permission. 
Anyway, this was a mistake and we hope that it will not recur… If any 
conflict occurs, I will quit being the provincial chair here.102 

 
 

As this example shows, the MHP provincial party organization in Diyarbakır reacted 

against the rising conflict with the central party organization; i.e. they underlined that it 

was the decisions of the MHP-Diyarbakır that must be taken into consideration 

regarding the politics of Diyarbakır, otherwise the local chair repeatedly stated the 

phrase ‘otherwise I will quit’. At this point, it is plausible to ask why the central party 

organization has to take into consideration the decision of the provincial party 

organization and not let the local chair resign from his position. It is because the 

‘agency cost’ would probably be much higher. Diyarbakır is a province where the 

MHP lacks a great deal of support since the nationalist ideology of the MHP creates a 

certain disadvantage for the party to gain votes in a place that is highly populated by the 

Kurdish people. Despite the lack of MHP legitimacy in this district, the party achieved 

a significant success in gaining a notable number of votes in 2007 national elections.103 

                                                
101Interview conducted with the MHP district board member, Diyarbakır-Merkez 29 September 
2007.  
102 Interview conducted with the MHP Provincial Party Chair, Diyarbakır 26 September 2007. 
103 Note the 0.7 per cent rise in the vote shares of the MHP in Diyarbakır-Merkez between 2002 and 2007 
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It was mainly because the MHP-Diyarbakır managed to appeal to the Diyarbakır 

people in a manner different than the MHP central party organization.  

 MHP-Tarsus: In Tarsus, the MHP is the most dominant party in electoral terms 

(see the results of 2002 and 2007 elections in Table 6.2). Besides, since 1994 local 

elections, for four consecutive terms, the MHP managed to seize power, taking hold of 

the municipality of Tarsus.104 In this sense, both the central party office and the local 

party office have legitimacy in the district.  

 Yet, the conflict over the 2007 candidate list between the central party 

organization and the district party organization has led to a challenge by the district 

party leaders against the central party organization. The district party chair commented 

on this issue, yet hesitated to state his views openly during the interview: 

 
I do not want to assert my own opinion on who should have been in the 
candidate list. In 1999 and 2002 it was the delegates that shaped the 
candidate lists, however in 2007 elections the names of the candidates 
were assigned by the central party organization.105 

 

One of the members of the district executive board explained this process more openly 

as follows: 

 
The central party office determined the candidate list without asking our 
opinion. One of the leading candidates was not really wanted by our 
constituency because he cannot appeal to the people. I do not think he can 
serve to the people in Tarsus because he is originally not from here, he is 
from Hatay. Since any candidate is likely to be elected from Tarsus 
because of the ascendancy of our party here, the central party office 
placed its own candidate on top of the list. As a result, he was elected but 
we were very disturbed and sent our complaints to the central party office. 
The central party office cannot ignore the local dynamics here.106 
 

                                                                                                                                         
on Table 6.2. At the provincial level, on the other hand, the vote percentage rose from 1.52 per cent to 
2.45 per cent; which meant that the MHP was able to gain 5000 more voters from 2002 to 2007 in such a 
strategic province (Source: www.belgenet.com). 
104 Source: http://secim.iha.com.tr  
105 Interview conducted with the MHP District Party Chair, Tarsus 10 October 2007. 
106 Interview conducted with the MHP District board member, Tarsus 10 October 2007. 



  

 195 

As this example shows, the conflict between the district party organization and the 

central party organization was not yet resolved, however, the local leaders began 

framing the tensions and the dilemmas they are facing. Since Tarsus is known as a 

district with a strong MHP support base, the local leaders believe that they should be 

the ones in determining the candidates from that region. In this sense the MHP 

dominance in Tarsus provides a power resource for the local leaders. 

 MHP-Ümraniye: Similar to the previous cases, the MHP in Ümraniye initiated a 

challenge against the central party office regarding the authoritarian nature of the 

candidate selection process, yet this challenge also remains at the ‘framing’ level and is 

the least likely to turn into operationalization due to the lack of certain power resources 

of the local party organization (information, status, economic well-being, control of 

local constituency). A district party activist in Ümraniye stated that: 

 
The candidate selection process was extremely undemocratic. I do not 
believe that the e-voting system used by our central party organization 
was influential at all. It was rather symbolic or even deceiving. The 
candidate names that I brought to the attention were not even considered. 
If we are to give accurate information on the candidate selection process, I 
am telling you that it was not democratic (emphasis added).107 

 

As noticed in the statement by the district party activist, there is a clear and strict 

criticism on the MHP’s candidate selection process. The same activist further stated 

that he delivered his organization’s discontentment regarding this process to their 

superiors in the party (provincial party organization), together with their opinion on 

how candidate selection should be pursued. However, unlike the MHP-Tarsus, the 

MHP organization in Ümraniye does not seem to have necessary power resources to 

operationalize the initiated the challenge.  

                                                
107Interview conducted with the MHP District party activist Ümraniye, 18 October, 2007. 
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6.2.3.2. The Justice and Development Party (AKP) 

 AKP-Karşıyaka: Karşıyaka has been one of the most problematic districts for 

the AKP organization as the district lacks a great deal of electoral support due to the 

influence of the CHP secularism in the constituency (see Table 6.2. for election results). 

Due to this lack of support in Karşıyaka, the AKP central party organization lacks 

certain legitimacy on the ground. However in 2007 elections, a 12 per cent increase was 

observed in the AKP votes in Karşıyaka. It was noted by the interviewees that the 

reason why the AKP votes raised to such an extent was to a certain extent because of 

the strong link of the local AKP organization with the gecekondu inhabitants living in 

Karşıyaka. This situation, in turn, has created power resources for the local AKP to 

challenge the authoritarianism within the party.  

 The conflict between the central party organization and the district party 

organization emerged in Karşıyaka also as a result of the candidate selection process. 

Yet, it was observed that the two levels of the party organization already had very tense 

relations in policy related issues as well. An influential district party activist from the 

AKP in Karşıyaka stated that: 

The candidate selection process was undertaken by central enquiry in this 
constituency. There should have been a primary because it is the local 
people who can determine the best candidates for office. The party leader 
should not interfere in the decision-making process that belongs to the 
locals. Regarding the national policy issues, the central party office 
sometimes takes our opinion but I do not think that they even pay attention 
to our opinions in making their decisions. We were highly disturbed by this 
behavior of the central party office and we send our complaints to the 
central office…’108 

6.2.3.3. The Republican People’s Party (CHP) 

The CHP lost a majority of votes in the Southeastern region including 

Diyarbakır because prior to the elections, the CHP adopted a very exclusive approach 

                                                
108Interview conducted with the AKP District party activist Karşıyaka, 6 October, 2007 
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toward the Kurdish issue. Even though it gained around 21 per cent of votes 

nationwide, the party had a highly inflexible support base composed of the urban 

middle class.109 The CHP in Diyarbakır-Merkez challenged the authoritarian behavior 

of the central party organization both in candidate selection and policy determination 

processes. One of the activists stated that: 

  
We think that it should be the local party organizations that determine 
candidates for public office. Primaries can be held to this end. We discuss 
these possibilities at our executive board meetings, and we have not really 
made any attempt to change things. We will prepare a report and send our 
demands to the central party office soon.110 

 

On policy issues, another district party activist stated that: 

Of course there is a major difference between our opinions and the central 
party organization. We are more knowledged about the politics of the 
Southeast. For instance, I do not support Deniz Baykal on his view that 
military operations should be undertaken in Northern Iraq in a way to 
solve the Kurdish problem. We do not find him convincing on these 
matters. But no matter we state that we are in disagreement with the 
national party leaders on these issues, the people in Diyarbakır take their 
opinions into account. We do try to make the party leaders see what we 
see here but of course central party organization has the power and we 
cannot achieve a lot to this end.111 
 
 

In this respect, the CHP in Diyarbakır-Merkez did challenge the central party 

organization but it seemed unlikely that their challenge would be successful to be 

operationalized. 

6.2.4. Instances of Coercive Authoritarianism: 

The conducted field research has found out two instances of coercive 

authoritarianism among the sixteen cases: The CHP local organizations in Karşıyaka 

                                                
109On this issue, see for instance, Vincent Boland’s column titled ‘AKP’yi muhalefet güçlendiriyor [The 

opposition strengthens the AKP]’ in Radikal, 18 July 2007. 
110Interview conducted with the CHP district executive board member Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September, 
2007. 
111Interview conducted with the CHP district party activist Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September, 2007. 
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and Ümraniye were subject to the coercive authoritarianism by the national party 

leaders, who pose negative sanctions on the local members and leaders, causing a threat 

of marginalization of their status within the party.   

 The district of Karşıyaka, together with other districts in the province of Izmir, 

is located in an overwhelmingly secularist context, strictly protecting the Republican 

principles of Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, close to the ideology of the CHP. The district 

party organizations in Izmir and the neighbor provinces have initiated a collective 

challenge against the party leader, after the defeat in elections. Yet, the reaction from 

the party leader was coercive and the members of these district party organizations 

were subject to marginalization (and later on forced to leave the party). The district 

party organization of Karşıyaka was one of those district organizations subject to these 

ex post negative sanctions; the threat of marginalization from the party. The interviews 

conducted in Karşıyaka took place in a very tense, uneasy atmosphere in which the 

local party members and activists hesitated to provide sincere answers related to 

candidate selection or internal party democracy.112 One of the activists in Karşıyaka 

stated that: 

 
There is no need to hide anything. Coercion does exist within our intra-
party dynamics. In determining the candidates, we are pressured to select 
those in line with the central organization’s choice. I wish it were our free 
will that could determine the candidates but it is not true for our party.113 
 

The district party organization of the CHP in Ümraniye is another organization 

subject to the coercive authoritarianism of the party leader due to similar reasons. In 

fact, by the time of the interviews, the organization had a new district party chair, 

appointed by the party leadership. The new district chair explained that the previous 

                                                
112The interviews in Karşıyaka took place three months after the elections when the public criticisms on 
the CHP leader, Baykal were intense. 
113Interview conducted with the CHP district board member Karşıyaka, 6 October, 2007. 



  

 199 

local administration in Ümraniye was ‘removed as a whole due to the conflicts with the 

party leadership.’114 What was rather observed in Ümraniye was a transition from 

coercive authoritarianism to a clandestine authoritarianism with the new appointed 

local CHP administration. A newly appointed district activist stated that:  

 
Our leader might seem antipathetic for our society nowadays but what can 
we change about this situation? People cannot determine their leaders in a 
capitalist society today, it is the system that determines the leaders. I will 
be an active party member within the CHP, no matter what. I have been 
with the CHP for long years. The principles of Atatürk are what we are 
here for.115 
 

6.3. Conclusion 

Table 9 summarizes the findings of the research with respect to the variance in 

party authoritarianism across and within four parties (AKP, MHP, CHP, DTP) based on 

the relationship between the national party leaders and the local party actors. 
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Table 9. Variance in Party Authoritarianism Among Sixteen PA Structures 

 

According to these findings, party authoritarianism varies not only across but 

also within party organizations. There are total of seven instances of clandestine 

                                                
114Interview with the CHP district party activist Ümraniye, 19 October, 2007. 
115Interview with the CHP district party chair Ümraniye, 19 October, 2007. 
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authoritarianism in which the local party actors are unaware of or indifferent to the 

authoritarian party structure. There are a total of four instances of benign 

authoritarianism where the local party actors do not challenge the authoritarian party 

structure due to the material benefits they receive from their leaders. There are a total of 

five instances of challenged authoritarianism, in which the local party actors initiate a 

challenge against the central party organization through framing new dilemmas or 

operationalizing these new dilemmas through balancing operations. There are, on the 

other hand, only two instances of coercive authoritarianism, both within the CHP in 

which the challenging actors are silenced by the central party organization through 

negative sanctions. In the next chapter, these findings will be analyzed and explained, 

testing the hypotheses set in Chapter IV and V. 
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CHAPTER VII 

 

 

 

EXPLAINING THE VARIANCE IN  

PARTY AUTHORITARIANISM IN TURKEY 

 

 

 

 Chapter VI has put forward the four patterns of party authoritarianism – 

clandestine, benign, challenged, and coercive – observed within the sixteen 

relationships between the national party leaders and local party actors from four 

districts and four party organizations of Turkey. Having observed such variance, the 

aim of this chapter is to investigate the empirical plausibility of the theoretical 

arguments outlined in Chapter IV and V: First it shows that the principle-agent 

relationship within these party organizations is constructed in a way where the party 

leaders act as the principals and the local party activists (LPAs) and the members 

(LPMs) are the agents. Second, it outlines the variance in party authoritarianism as the 

consequence of the differentiation in interest configurations between these principals 

and agents. This differentiation is based on two variables: 1) the differences between 

the material and social interests of the agents; 2) the ‘exogenous and endogenous 

triggers’ in the political system altering the status quo in these interest configurations. 

Concerning the second variable, for the exogenous and endogenous triggers to be 

influential on the power structure within parties, the agents must further possess 
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sufficient power resources – such as information, social and economic status, 

legitimacy – that can challenge the authoritarianism within parties. The exit from 

authoritarianism in party organizations also depends on the magnitude and type of these 

power resources.  

 This chapter is organized in the following order: In the first section, the nature 

of the principal-agent relationship is shown in four parties – AKP, MHP, CHP, DTP - 

based on the statements of the interviewed local party activists. The Turkish case, , in 

this sense, proves that the power is vested in the party leaders as the principals 

delegating their authority to the local party actors, who are generally appointed to their 

positions by their superiors rather than being elected in local conventions. The local 

actors therefore represent the interests of the party leaders, rather than societal interests.  

 The second section of the chapter will explain the structure of the interest 

configurations between the agents and principals based on the two types of interests - 

material and social – as discussed in Chapter V. The distinction in the types of interests 

derives from the statements of the local party activists’ regarding their motivations for 

becoming a party activist. The interest configurations within the party structures, as 

argued in Chapter V, have a constitutive impact on the nature of the power relationship 

between the principals and the agents in the party. In this chapter the reason why in 

some cases the pattern of authoritarianism is clandestine and in other cases it is benign 

is exemplified through revealing the distinction between the types of interests that the 

local party actors seek.  

 The third section of the chapter discusses the role of exogenous and endogenous 

triggers as well as the power resources of the local party actors: During the interviews, 

the educational and economic status of the local party actors, their social prestige, 

relations with other party members, the voters as well as the degree of control that they 
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exert over their local constituencies have been questioned to reveal their power 

resources. Chapter IV and V have outlined that as long as the party actors have the 

necessary power resources, the exogenous and endogenous events, such as electoral 

defeats or outcomes of candidate selection processes may lead to a challenge against 

party authoritarianism. Thus, the lack of power resources in some cases explains why 

challenged authoritarianism does not take place in a few expected cases at the time of 

the endogenous/exogenous triggers.  

 The fourth section finally provides an evaluation of these arguments and 

discusses the chances for exits from authoritarian party structures toward intra-party 

democracy in these cases.  

7.1. The Principal-Agent Relationship within Party Structures in Turkey 

 The local party actors are the agents of the national party leaders in authoritarian 

party structures. In other words, the central leaders delegate their authority to the local 

party actors to act on behalf of their own interests, including the organizational interests 

such as office-seeking and vote-seeking aims. This type of delegation is even more 

evident when the local party activists, such as the district party chairs, heads of the 

district women and youth wings and district executive board members are appointed to 

their positions on request or approval by the national party leaders rather than being 

elected at the local level.  

 It is important to highlight that the Law on Political Parties (Siyasi Partiler 

Kanunu No:2820) in Turkey does not permit the appointment of the district party chairs 

or the executive boards by their superiors. According to the law, it is rather the local 

conventions where the party delegates elect these chairs and local executive boards.116 

Furthermore it is stated by the law that the district party chairs can only be elected for a 

                                                
116 Law on Political Parties (Siyasi Partiler Kanunu), Provision No: 20/9 
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three-year term.117 However, most practices within the four selected parties have shown 

that the formal election process of the district party chairs takes place only after they 

are appointed by the national party leaders. In other words, first, the appointment from 

above takes place in the party; second, in order to show congruence with the legal 

provisions, the local leaders get elected in local conventions. The structure of the local 

conventions, on the other hand, comprises of delegates who are selected under the 

control of the district party organization’s leadership circle (Bektaş, 1993:114; Ayata, 

1992; Sayarı, 1976). One of the party activists who did not want to reveal his identity 

and district, explained the delegate selection process as follows: 

 
Basically, it is the district party leader who determines the delegates in 
the conventions. Prior to the conventions, the delegates are invited to 
dinners and feasts in a way to guarantee the vote. The elections during 
the conventions take place in line with the legal framework because they 
are supervised by district election boards (local branches of the Supreme 
Election Board of Turkey). It is the process prior to the conventions that 
causes trouble.118 
 
 

The following examples from the statements of the local party activists will show how 

the PA relationship between the local party actors and national party leaders is 

constructed within the power structure of the selected parties. 

7.1.1. The Justice and Development Party (AKP) 

‘Appointment’ as a method of selecting district party chair is not indicated in 

the AKP bylaws. On the contrary, the bylaw states that district chairs are elected in 

district party conventions through secret voting.119 This statement is derived from the 

Law on Political Parties of Turkey. However, the AKP district chair explained his 

experience as follows: 

                                                
117 Law on Political Parties (Siyasi Partiler Kanunu), Provision No: 20/10 
118 The interview with the executive member of a district party organization, Ankara, 30 August 2007. 
119 The AKP Bylaw (AK Parti Tüzüğü), Provision No: 31. 



  

 205 

 
I became the district party chair as soon as I became a member of the 
AKP. Our provincial party chair suggested me to be the party chair of 
this district. There were a total of 5 candidates including me who 
considered the position of district party chair. The central executive 
committee of the party conducted interviews with these 5 candidates 
because they wanted to be acquainted with the candidates. Later on, they 
chose me. After I was appointed to this position, a district convention 
took place in March 2006. I was elected in that convention. There was 
no other candidate competing with me . 120 
 

AKP District party chair, Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 

This example shows that the local party leader is not an elected representative of 

the party in that constituency, but rather an appointed agent of the central party office. 

 The appointment of the party members to the local executive boards means, in a 

way, the delegation of authority from above to the lower branches in the party. Other 

examples for similar PA relationships within the AKP is observed as follows: 

 
I was invited to this position by the friends who were active in the 
provincial executive board. I mean it was an offer. I think they thought I 
was an honest person who could be involved in the AKP activities in a 
more detailed way.121 
 
       AKP, District party activist, Diyarbakır-Merkez 

 

According to the AKP bylaws, the district party chairs and the members of the 

district executive boards are elected together as their names appear in the same 

candidate list at the convention. For a competition to occur in such conventions, there 

must be more than one list of candidates running for local executive boards. In his 

statement, the board member of the AKP in Diyarbakır-Merkez explains there was only 

one list of candidates including his name during the convention: 

 

                                                
120 Interview, 28 September 2007. 
121 Interview 28 September 2007. 
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There was one list of candidates running for the local executive office in 
the 2006 district convention and that’s why there was no competition. 
However, the convention took place in tandem with the rules and 
provisions of the AKP bylaws.122 
 

AKP, District party activist, Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 

 

The rest of the interviewed AKP activists in Diyarbakır-Merkez, also indicated 

that they were appointed to their position by their superiors. Among these interviews, it 

is important to underline the position of the women and youth wings in the party. The 

women and youth wings of the AKP structure, like in other party organizations, are ad 

joint bodies attached to the main branch of the party and also comprise of very 

hierarchical features similar to the main branch; including district, provincial and 

central bodies.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Figure 10. Delegation of authority between the three branches of parties in Turkey 
 

 

As depicted in Figure 10, both the women/youth wings at the district level have 

two principals in the party structure 1) district party organization, 2) provincial 
                                                
122 Interview 28 September 2007. 
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women/youth wings. In other words, they delegate authority both from their superior ad 

joint body and the district organization of the main branch of the party. This power 

structure between the main branch and the ad joint bodies of party organizations is 

derived from the Law on Political Parties and shows similar patterns in almost all other 

parties in the system. 

 In line with this type of delegation system, the interviewed activists in the 

district women wings of Diyarbakır-Merkez indicated that they were appointed to their 

positions by their superiors both from the AKP women wings and the upper executive 

boards of the main branch of the party. For instance, one activist stated that: 

 
While I had duties in the local administration of the party, I was 
participating in several meetings; now I am a member of the district 
executive board of the women wings here. I have to spend a lot of time 
and effort for the party activities. I came to this position through 
appointment. In other words, both the head of the women wings and the 
provincial party chair in Diyarbakır brought me here. I am the second 
person leading the women wings in this district and I am very satisfied 
with where I am.123 
 

AKP Women wings activist  
Diyarbakır-Merkez 

 

It was possible to observe a similar type of PA structure (local party 

actors=agents, national party leaders=principals) in other districts of the AKP as the 

following examples indicate. Another party activist in Ümraniye stated that: 

 
I came to this position through an offer by the central party organization. 
I knew people at the central and provincial party headquarters since I 
was previously the head of the youth wings in the provincial 
organization.124 
 

AKP District party activist, Ümraniye 
 
 

                                                
123 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-merkez, 30 September 2007 
124 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
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Apart from the appointments, the below example shows another fact 

strengthening the assumption on the top-down nature of the PA structure in the party: 

The party activist pursued her own initiative to establish a new department for the 

disabled groups in the district party organization. Yet, she had to consult this with her 

superiors, even with the national party leader, Erdoğan, as it was not under the will of 

the district party organization to establish such department. She, later on, established 

the department she desired and became the chair upon approval by Erdoğan: 

 
I was brought to the executive board of the district two years ago. 
Before that, I was the head of the department for the disabled groups. I 
had been working with a parliamentarian on projects related to the 
disabled and disadvantaged groups. Moreover, I had attended a dinner 
where I had the opportunity to tell our leader Mr. Erdoğan to establish a 
department for the disabled in the party and he basically said if I were to 
be the head of this department, it should surely be established. Since I 
was the founder of this department in the district, they offered me to 
take part in the executive board as well and represent the disabled. 
Afterwards, I was also elected in the district convention together with 
the other candidates in the list.125 
 

AKP District party activist, Ümraniye 
 

Another point mentioned in this statement is the close tie that the local activist 

has with a parliamentarian from the party, which she sees as her superior. In this 

respect, this statement further strengthens the assumption that even the party in public 

office sometimes acts as the principal of the local party organizations. Another example 

on this issue is stated below: 

 
I have been appointed as the head of the women wings in the district. I 
was first an activist in towns and villages pursuing women activities, 
then I got appointed to the department of economic relations where I had 
the chance to work closely with our parliamentarian, Alev Dedegil. We 
were working on several projects together, but the work did not contain 
fieldwork. I want to be a part of the fieldwork so I requested for a 

                                                
125 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
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position change in the party and later on I was appointed to this position 
through her.126 
 

AKP Women wings activist, Ümraniye 
 

The following two examples from Ümraniye and Tarsus further prove the top-

down PA structure in the youth wings of the party. The youth wings leader is appointed 

to his position by his superiors and the convention takes place after the appointment is 

realized, leaving no room for competition in the convention: 

 
I was working with the local executive board previously, particularly 
focusing on media and human resources. I spent nearly most of my time 
in the party. I participated in all the programs, never missing any one of 
them. Continuity is a must. If you continue to participate in these events, 
you have the possibility to promote. In our party, the activists receive 
tasks from their superiors. The youth wings are partially independent, I 
was brought to this position by the head of the central youth wings. But 
of course, your actions also have to be in conformity with the activities 
of the district executive board.127 
 

AKP Youth wings activist, Ümraniye 
 
 
We are waiting for our new leader of the youth wings in the district. He 
will be appointed soon. We will continue to work with the new leader. 
The district youth convention will take place in a month afterwards.128 
 

AKP District youth activist, Tarsus 
 

Similarly, the influential district party activists in Tarsus were appointed to their 

position being subject to no election in the party convention. As one activist stated: 

 
I was a founding member of the party and then appointed to the 
executive board. I have acted as a vice-chair, responsible for local 
administration. There were no elections in the convention.129 
 

AKP District party activist, Tarsus 
 
                                                
126 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
127 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
128 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 9 October 2007. 
129 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 9 October 2007. 
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The following two statements made by the district women wings of Tarsus and 

Karşıyaka are two further examples for the top-down PA structure in the party.  

 
I have been the head of the women wings for six years now in this 
district. I was appointed by the central women wings. I knew a 
parliamentarian. He told me that I could be good at this task and since I 
was a retired nurse, I began working in this place since he asked me to 
do. Afterwards, I was elected in the convention of 2004 and there was 
no other candidate running against me. There is another women wings 
convention soon and I have to register 400 delegates for this 
convention.130 
 

AKP Women wings activist, Tarsus 
 
I have always worked within the women wings. I am the head of the 
women wings now. In the district party organization, I am also a 
substitute member of the executive board. I worked very hard, spent a 
lot of time and money, initiating a local newspaper for the AKP 
Karşıyaka district. After working this hard, the district executive board 
appointed me to this position in the party.131 
 

AKP Women wings activist, Karşıyaka 
 

In cases where the local actors were not appointed to their positions by their 

superiors, the top-down character of the PA relationship was observable in the 

requirement that the tasks given to the local party actors by the party leaders had to be 

fulfilled. Within the AKP structure, the example for such a case was observed in 

Karşıyaka, as one influential activist stated:  

 
I have been in this position for 1.5 years. I was elected in the district 
convention, which took place under very competitive conditions. Before 
the convention, I was a member of the district executive board in 
Karşıyaka. Being in this position is a tough mission. Not only I have to 
fulfill the tasks assigned to me by the central executive board but also I 
have to meet the demands of the society, the people living in 
Karşıyaka.132 
 

AKP District party activist, Karşıyaka 
 
                                                
130 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 9 October 2007. 
131 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 5 October 2007. 
132 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
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Even though the district party chair came to his position through competitive 

elections, he seemed to be aware that he had certain responsibilities to fulfill at the local 

level, assigned to him by the central party organization; which again resembled a PA 

relationship in which the local party actor was acting on behalf of the national party 

leaders.  

7.1.2. The Republican People’s Party (CHP) 

The top-down nature of the PA relationship through appointments was observed 

in some of the cases within the CHP structure as well. The district party chair in 

Karşıyaka stated that: 

 
Since the previous chair of our district declared his candidacy for the 
general elections, he resigned from his position and the provincial 
executive committee offered me to take his position for a temporary 
period, since then I am still the district party chair in Karşıyaka.133 

 

CHP District party chair, Karşıyaka 
 

An influential youth wings activist also affirmed that he was appointed to his position:  

 
I worked in several branches within this party both at the provincial and 
district level. I think I was able to prove myself during this period and 
that is why the main branch of our party at the district offered me this 
position in Karşıyaka.134 
 

CHP Youth wings activist, Karşıyaka 
 

On a question regarding the nature of the relationship between the district party 

organization and the provincial executive committee, one of the members of the district 

executive board in Karşıyaka stated that: 

 

                                                
133 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 5 October 2007. 
134 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
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We are working on behalf of the provincial party organization here, we 
represent the provincial organization in Karşıyaka. Whenever we are 
faced with a problem, it is the provincial leaders that we contact with. 
Similarly the provincial party organization represents the central party 
organization in İzmir. It is a hierarchical structure.135 
 

CHP District board member, Karşıyaka 
 

In Tarsus, however, the CHP district party chair did not state that he was 

appointed to his position by his superiors. He mentioned that he had been the district 

chair in the periods between 1992-2003 and 2005-2007 and that in all the district 

conventions where he was a candidate, he was elected by the votes of the delegates.136 

However, it is an interesting fact that each time he was running for the position of 

‘party chair’ in Tarsus, he was the only candidate and did not have a rival to compete 

with. Such a non-competitive process raises question marks on how the delegates are 

elected to the district party conventions. 

 The head of the district women wings on the other hand stated that she was 

offered to come to that position: 

 
Our district party chair offered me to be the head of the women wings in 
Tarsus. One can automatically receive such offers if s/he proves that 
s/he is a hardworking and a social person who can easily establish 
dialogues with other people.137   
 

CHP Women wings activist, Tarsus 
 

In Diyarbakır-Merkez, the CHP activists also underlined the mechanisms of 

appointment while explaining how they came to their current position in the party. An 

executive board member of the district party organization in Diyarbakır-Merkez 

explained the process of delegate selection in the district party conventions as follows: 

 
                                                
135 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 5 October 2007. 
136 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
137 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
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The delegate selection is not based on elections. The provincial party 
organization does have a significant influence in determining the 
delegates for the conventions. I have participated both in district and 
provincial party conventions and the results of the elections in those 
conventions are already known from the beginning. I personally did not 
also come to my current position through elections.138  
 

CHP District board member, Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 

 

The same activist explained the selection of the head of the youth and the head 
of the women wings as follows: 
 
 

The provincial executive board gives the decision on selecting the heads 
of the youth wings and women wings. But it is decided collaboratively. 
People who work hard and get some distinction are offered these 
positions. 
 

CHP District board member, Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 

 

In fact an executive member of the CHP youth wings in Diyarbakır-Merkez 

stated that he had close ties with the ex-CHP parliamentarian and that it was important 

to have such ties and be recognized to come to such positions.139 

 The CHP organization in Ümraniye, on the other hand, was completely renewed 

by the central party organization during the time of the interviews. In other words, the 

district executive board of Ümraniye was expulsed from the party due to their failure in 

the 2007 elections. The district party chair who was newly appointed to his position 

stated that: 

 
I was not elected at a convention, but rather appointed by the central 
party organization. I wish I came to this position through elections but 
the district organization needed to be restructured because the previous 
administration was subject to annulment.140  
 

CHP District party chair, Ümraniye 
                                                
138 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September 2007. 
139 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September 2007. 
140 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 19 October 2007. 
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Similarly another member of the district executive board in Ümraniye stated that: 

 
The collegues who were going to build this new administration in 
Ümraniye offered me to join them, there were no elections.141 

 
CHP District executive board member, Ümraniye 

 
 

These examples provide evidence for the fact that the CHP as a party 

organization is strongly constructed upon a PA relationship where the local party actors 

act as the agents of the central party organizations at the local level.  

7.1.3. The Nationalist Action Party (MHP) 

 Just like in other parties, appointment is used as a practical method to select the 

members of the local executive boards within the MHP structure even though the MHP 

bylaws underline the election method in district party conventions.142 The elections do 

take place in tandem with the laws during the conventions, yet if the results of the 

elections do not provide results in which the district executive boards fail to act as 

successful agents of the principals, then they are subject to the possibility of being 

discharged from the party. When the district party chair in MHP-Karşıyaka was asked 

how he came to his current position, he explained the process exactly within this 

framework: 

I was a candidate for the position of district party chair in the 2003 
district convention but I lost the elections. At that time, I was also the 
vice-chair of the Grey Wolves (Ülkü Ocakları) at the provincial level in 
İzmir. Then, together with the newly elected district chair, Karşıyaka 
MHP administration was discharged by the central party organization. 
The MHP provincial chair called me back and told me that ‘it is you 
who can put the organization back together in Karşıyaka’ and that’s how 
I easily became the district party chair.143 
 

MHP District party chair, Karşıyaka 

                                                
141 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 19 October 2007. 
142 The MHP Bylaw (MHP Parti Tüzüğü), Provision No: 18/1 
143 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
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The executive board member in Karşıyaka also supported the district party 

chair’s statement, describing how their appointment took place in the party: 

 
 I came to this position three years ago. In 1988, I became a member of 
the MHP. They do not accept you in the organization so quickly, first 
you need to get recognized. I was recognized in 1990 and they offered 
me to become the second head of Bayraklı [another district in İzmir]. 
Then I met our district party chair in Karşıyaka; he wanted to work with 
me here. But we together lost in the elections in the 2003 district party 
convention. Later on both of us were appointed by the provincial party 
organization. Since then I am a member of the executive committee in 
Karşıyaka.144 
 

MHP District board member, Karşıyaka 
 

 
The MHP district party organization in Diyarbakır-Merkez was another example 

for the top-down PA relationship within the MHP. In fact, even though the research 

focus is based on local party organizations at the district level and not at the provincial 

level, the MHP in the province of Diyarbakır was a special case to study as it was the 

interview with the provincial party chair, Mr. Abdullah Arzakçı, that showed the type 

of power structure between the central and local leaders within the MHP. It was 

observed that all districts including Diyarbakır-Merkez in the province of Diyarbakır 

were under the control of Mr. Arzakçı, who himself stated that there was no need for 

the researcher to interview the district party chair and other members in Diyarbakır-

Merkez as he was sure they would provide the same information as he did.145 He further 

mentioned that there was neither a women wing nor a youth wing in the Diyarbakır 

organization as they were closed with the aim to focus on the campaigns for the 

national elections and his MP candidacy. Mr. Arzakçı stated that he was also appointed 

to his position by the MHP central party organization. 

 

                                                
144 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
145 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır, 26 September 2007. 
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I came to this position through appointment. Right after the national 
elections in 2002, they appointed me to Diyarbakır and afterwards I was 
elected at the provincial party convention. Since then I have been the 
provincial party chair here.146 
 

MHP Provincial party chair, Diyarbakır 
 
 

Mr Arzakçı, while acting as the agent of the central party organization in 

Diyarbakır, is himself the principal of the local party activists and members of the 

executive board members in Diyarbakır-Merkez. One of the executive board members 

in the district stated that: 

 
I was a candidate running for the office of mayor in Çınar [another 
district in Diyarbakır] in the previous 2004 municipal elections. We 
gave the decision on my candidacy together with the provincial chair, 
Mr. Arzakçı. For future positions, I do not know, our principle in this 
party is that ‘a position is not demanded, it is supplied’. If I do not 
receive any offers from my superiors, I cannot demand any positions. I 
mean my superiors are my provincial party chair and his assistants. 
There is hierarchy in our organization, it is not the central party 
organization but the provincial chair who is to supply me that offer.147 

 
MHP District board member, Diyarbakır-Merkez 

 
 

Through this statement, the activist in Diyarbakır-Merkez in fact clarifies the 

chain of commands in the party organization of the MHP. As a district activist, he sees 

the provincial party organization, particularly the chair as his principal who is the agent 

of the central party organization. 

 The MHP party organization in Tarsus also showed similar patterns with the 

previous local organizations in terms of its relationship with the central party 

organization. As distinct from the previous cases, the district party chair in Tarsus 

stated that he was elected as the chair through the competitive elections that took place 

                                                
146 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 26 September 2007. 
147 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 29 September 2007. 
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in the district party convention rather than being appointed by the central party 

organization. However he did mention that it was the central party organization that 

backed his candidacy for being the chair of MHP-Tarsus whereas his rival did not have 

such support from the central party organization.148 

 The members of the district executive board in MHP-Tarsus, on the other hand, 

have stated that it was through the offer of the district party chair that they were able to 

become board members. One of them stated that: 

 
I was previously a member of the MHP-Tarsus. But I was an active 
member attending all kinds of party events; that’s why I was well-
recognized. It has been only one year since I became the executive 
board member. The district party chair offered me as a result of my 
active engagement with the party.149 
 

MHP District board member, Tarsus 
 

Moreover, the activist from the women wings in MHP-Tarsus also stated that she came 

to her current position through the offer of the district party chair: 

 
After our district party chair was appointed to his position, the district 
women wings had to change its administration as well. I was a close 
friend of the district party chair before. He directly stated that I should 
be in the women wings and I accepted his offer without the need for 
elections.150 
 

MHP Women wings activist, Tarsus 
 

In Ümraniye, the district party chair was similarly appointed by the provincial party 

organization to his position. Yet, in his statement, he clearly asserted that he was not 

content with this position in the party: 

 
I came to this position through appointment by the provincial party 
organization. In fact, I accepted the offer due to a lot of pressures and 

                                                
148 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
149 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
150 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
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insistence among the provincial organization. I think the chair should be 
selected from the young well-educated activists; I do not want to be 
permanent in this position.151 

 
MHP District Party Chair, Ümraniye 

 

One of the members of the district executive board further stated that he was offered to 

become the executive member by the district party chair. He also described the process 

of appointment as follows: 

 
I came to this position as a result of the demand by the district party 
chair. Our structure is similar to the military organizations; it requires a 
strict chain of commands. The superiors assign you certain tasks and 
you have to fulfil such tasks. I did not want to take part in the executive 
board; but since the district party chair asked me to do so, I had to 
accept it. But these positions are allocated to the hard-working activists 
who deserve to be there.152 
 

MHP District board member, Ümraniye 
 
 

An influential activist from the women wings in Ümraniye stated that she came to her 

current position through the elections that took place in the district convention of the 

women wings. However she described how the convention delegates were selected as 

follows: 

The convention delegates are determined through the district executive 
boards. The list of delegates approved by the district board then is 
submitted to the provincial board and the provincial board provides a 
final approval on the list of delegates.153 
 

MHP Women wings activist, Ümraniye 
 

 
In this respect since the delegates at the district convention represent the interest of the 

superiors in the party, any candidate elected in such conventions automatically becomes 

the agent acting on behalf of the interest of the superiors.  

                                                
151 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 18 October 2007. 
152 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 16 October 2007. 
153 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 18 October 2007. 
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7.1.4. The Democratic Society Party (DTP) 

 The interviews have shown that the only party that deviated from the recurrent 

usage of ‘appointment method’ in determining the local party chairs and executive 

board members is the DTP. Most of the interviewed DTP members have employed the 

‘democracy’ discourse for their party in describing processes such as determining the 

candidates, selecting the convention delegates as well as the party chairs. Only in 

Karşıyaka and Ümraniye, some party activists mentioned that appointments actually 

took place in their district; but following the appointments, there were elections in 

district conventions, which, in their view, had a democratic structure. The party 

members explained the process in Karşıyaka as follows: 

 
The district party chair was appointed to his position by the provincial 
party organization. Then at the district party convention he was elected. 
But he was the only candidate running for that position.154  
 

DTP District party member, Karşıyaka 
 

Another executive board member from Karşıyaka district explained the same process in 

a general framework:  

 
In order to come to a position within the executive board, it is important 
how well you are known among the people, among the members of this 
party. This is how the delegates elect the board members in the 
conventions. 
 

DTP District board member, Karşıyaka 
 

Even though the above statement does not seem to be undemocratic, the representative 

of the youth wings in Karşıyaka, in a very general perspective, stated that: 

 
For sure, the district conventions sometimes have weaknesses in their 
democratic structure. But it is natural for each kind of organization. I 

                                                
154 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 5 October 2007. 
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have not experienced in person but it is very possible that the elections 
in the conventions are not held in a democratic manner.155 
 

DTP District youth wings member, Karşıyaka 
 

 
Most party members in other districts gave round answers of this kind to the questions 

on whether the district party conventions were democratic or not. In Diyarbakır-

Merkez, one executive board member of the district women wings stated that: 

 
Yes, sometimes it is possible to see undemocratic manners during 
conventions but it is observed in every organization. And we are trying 
to overcome these problems. For instance, in terms of women’s 
participation in the conventions, we are trying very hard, encouraging 
women to be delegates. We did have success to some degree. 156 
 

DTP District board member, Diyarbakır-Merkez  
 

 
As a response to the question on how he came to his current position in the party, the 

district party chair in Diyarbakır-Merkez stated that: 

 
First, the central party organization and the provincial party 
organization, negotiating with the party delegates appointed me to the 
executive board of the party. When the previous district party chair left 
his position, I declared my candidacy to be the new chair and got elected 
in the district convention.157 
 

DTP District party chair, Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 

One member in the executive board of the district youth wings in Diyarbakır-Merkez 

further stated on this issue that: 

If you by any chance come to a position through appointment, you 
cannot be successful in the party because one has to be aware of the 
political and social structure of the constituency s/he is responsible for. 
It requires lots of experience.158 
 

DTP youth wings activist, Diyarbakır-Merkez 
                                                
155 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 5 October 2007. 
156 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September 2007. 
157 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September 2007. 
158 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September 2007. 
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Similarly in Ümraniye, the party members described the delegate selection process as a 

very democratic process, continuedly emphasizing the importance of grassroots. One of 

the executive members of the district youth wings stated that: 

 
The DTP is a different kind of party. The delegates and the executive 
board members are elected by the people. It is the effort and the 
endeavor of the person that brings him to any important position in the 
party. The DTP derives its power from the grassroots politics.159 
 

DTP youth wings board member, Ümraniye 
 

Two executive board members in Ümraniye also stated that they came to their current 

positions through being appointed by the provincial party organization but then were 

elected in the convention.160 

 In Tarsus too, the local party leaders and members mentioned that the district 

party conventions took place in a very democratic atmosphere. One of the activists 

stated that: 

 
The delegates are selected through the grassroots members. In every 
neighborhood and town we organize meetings with our members and 
they select their delegates in these meetings.161 
 

DTP District board member, Tarsus 
 

The other activists in Tarsus also supported the above claim except one district party 

activist who added a small hesitating comment: 

I have been a delegate both at the provincial and national party 
conventions. The intra-party elections do not always take place in a 
perfectly democratic manner. There can sometimes be mistakes.162 
 

DTP  District party activist, Tarsus 
                                                
159 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
160 Interviews conducted in Ümraniye, 17-18 October 2007. 
161 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 8 October 2007. 
162 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 8 October 2007. 



  

 222 

Even though this local activist did not explain the content of such mistakes in the 

interview, he implied some undemocratic features during the intra-elections at 

convetions.  

 The statements of the DTP district party activists and members, therefore did 

not really provide examples for the method of ‘appointment’ in determining local 

executive boards. In fact, the leadership change in the aftermath of the 2007 general 

elections within the DTP, seems to strengthen the claim that the leaders are not the 

principals in this party organization.163 However, there are two problems with this 

claim. First, the leadership change within the DTP in 2007 reflected the long-lasting 

division on the values of the party in the elite cadre of the party.164 Many of the leaders 

from the pro-Kurdish parties have been subject to investigation, arrest or ban from 

politics by court decisions. This situation has often led to several leadership changes in 

the party (including the predeccesors of the DTP) throughout in time; without 

maintaining a stable leadership. In this respect, the means of ‘candidate selection’, in 

fact, remains as the most effective measurement of authoritarianism; which took place 

in a highly top-down manner as explained in Chapter VI. 

 Second, even though the local party activists may be elected through democratic 

ways in local conventions, they do perceive themselves as the agents of their superiors 

at the local level. For instance, the district leaders of the DTP explained that the party 

activities they were mostly dealing with were indeed composed of tasks to fulfil, 

prearranged by the central party organization. For instance a district party activist in 

                                                
163 The party leaders from the moderate wing, Ahmet Türk and Aysel Tuğluk, were replaced by Nurettin 
Demirtaş and Emine Ayna from the radical wing in the national convention that took place in October 
2007. However, since Demirtaş was arrested shortly after the election, Türk returned back to the party’s 
top leadership sharing it with Emine Ayna.  
164 The division is based on whether the Kurdish question ought to be solved through establishing an 
autonomous Kurdish region or through maintaining the democratic rights of the Kurds living in Turkey. 
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Karşıyaka even stated that he had other responsibilities in other districts, given by the 

central party organization. 

 
I have to fulfil the duties assigned to me by the central party 
organization. The district of Torbalı has some organizational problems 
and the central leaders gave me the mission to solve these problems.165   
 

DTP District party activist, Karşıyaka 
 

On the other hand another district board member explained his tasks during the election 

times as follows: 

The central party organization sends election mission memorandums to 
district organizations. We determine our tasks according to that 
memorandum, organizing public meetings, visiting fellow townsman 
associations (hemşehri dernekleri).166 

 
DTP District board member, Karşıyaka 

 

A district party activist in Tarsus also mentioned the mission memorandums sent to 

their party organization prior to the elections. He stated that: 

 
According to the campaign methods determined by the central party 
organization, we visited several villages for campaigning.167 
 

DTP District party activist, Tarsus 
 

Another activist in Tarsus explained the content of the campaign methods as follows: 

Because of the 10 percent threshold [in national elections], we knew that 
our party was not able to enter the parliament if we participated in the 
elections as the DTP. That’s why our candidates declared themselves as 
independent candidates. When a candidate was determined by the 
central party organization, we took him to several towns and villages for 
him/her to meet the local people in Tarsus.168 
 

DTP District party member, Tarsus 
 
                                                
165 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
166 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
167 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 8 October 2007. 
168 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 8 October 2007. 
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In this respect, these party activists perceived that they had tasks to fulfil as a result of 

the mission memorandums sent to their districts by the national party leaders and 

considered themselves as the agents of the party in central office rather than as 

principals. 

7.2. Interest Configurations within Parties 

Why do some agents in authoritarian party structures have no incentive to 

challenge the party authoritarianism if acting on behalf of their principals is against the 

principle of self-interest? In Chapter VI, the clandestine and benign patterns of party 

authoritarianism have shown that some agents in Turkey are either indifferent to 

authoritarianism or simply accept the fact that they are subject to subordination. 

 The explanation lies in grasping the significance of interest configurations in 

authoritarian party structures. Interest configuration has a constitutive impact on the 

nature of the power relationship between the principal and the agent in the party. Since 

there are multiple agents (local party actors and organizations), different types of power 

relationships are like to emerge depending on the interest type of the agents because 

they might have either social or material interests. As outlined in Chapter V, if the 

agents have social interests, then the conflicts within the party structure become latent; 

in other words the agents remain indifferent to the potential and actual conflicts. Strong 

social interests such as ideological attachment, leadership loyalty, service to the ‘cause’ 

constitute this type of behavior, leading to a clandestine pattern in party 

authoritarianism.  

 Yet, if the agents have material interests, they simply accept to subordinate to 

their principals because they receive certain benefits (positive sanctions) from the 

authoritarian structure of the party. That is why they do not initiate a challenge against 

it. This type of behavior is observed in benign authoritarianism.  
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 Similarly, within an interest configuration, the principals’ (party leaders’) 

interests may also be either social or material. However, as argued in Chapter V, the 

different patterns of authoritarianism do not depend on the principals’ interests. Since 

the framework is based on a party system where all party leaders tend to behave in an 

authoritarian manner, whether such behavior is based on social or material interests 

does not affect the outcome. In this respect, it is important to emphasize once again that 

what matters is the agents’ interests in understanding different patterns of 

authoritarianism and not the principals’. 
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Figure 11. Social and material interests of the agents 

across districts and parties in Turkey 
 

Figure 11 shows the differences between the interests of the local party actors in the 

selected district party organizations in Turkey. It is important to note that the local party 

activists (LPAs) and the local party members (LPMs) may not always have the same 

type of interests as observed in the case of the AKP-DiyarbakırMerkez and MHP-

Tarsus. While the local members (ordinary members with a more passive role) in AKP-

DiyarbakırMerkez were indifferent to the authoritarian party structure, the local 
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activists (e.g. executive board members) were aware, yet did not initiate a challenge 

due to the certain benefits they expected to receive. Similarly, while the local members 

in MHP Tarsus were attached to the leader and ideology of the party and thus 

unconcerned about authoritarianism whereas the local activists were in fact initiating a 

challenge against the central party organization.  

In this section of the study, some statements from the local party members and 

activists in the district party organizations are provided in order to illustrate the type of 

interests they possess as outlined in Figure 11. The local members and activists were 

asked to identify their motivations for being a party activist or a member as well as the 

reasons why they have specificly chosen the party that they were working for. In eleven 

cases outlined in the figure, the existence of strong social and material interests did not 

let the exogenous or endogenous triggers to change the power relationship within the 

party. That was why these eleven cases have pursued their status quo structures either 

in benign or clandestine authoritarianism after the 2007 elections while the seven of 

them has experienced the stage of challenged authoritarianism.  

7.2.1. Interest Configuration in Clandestine Authoritarianism 

 In cases where clandestine authoritarianism is the major power structure in a 

party organization, the local party actors have social interests so that they do not 

question the authoritarian behavior of their principals in the party. The social interests 

of the local party actors refer to the interests shaped in the socio-cultural context of the 

party organization; such as ideological commitment, admiration for the leader, service 

to the country, sense of community, etc, enhancement of the social status, etc. 

 Justice and Development Party: The AKP’s local party members in Diyarbakır-

Merkez have such motivations in this respect. Two of the members stated their 

admiration for the party leader, Erdoğan as follows: 
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I have been an active member for four years. And for three years I have 
been an executive board member of the women wings. I am not working 
for the AKP because it is a government party. My reason for being in 
the AKP is more related to the personality and hardworking spirit of our 
party leader, who was a very successful mayor in Istanbul. His speeches, 
style, vision and everything related to his leadership motivated me to 
become a member of this party.169 
 

District youth wings member, AKP Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 
 

I did not have any relations with a party before the AKP. One day, I 
witnessed the speech of our prime minister, Erdoğan, on television; he 
made a call to us stating that we should all come together, working for one 
end. I asked myself, ‘Why should I not be with the AKP?’ Since then, I 
work as a party member within the AKP. It has been three years. Besides, 
it is a party of service and I want to be a part of this service for the 
country.170 
 

District women wings member, AKP Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 
 

 
Besides, two of the party members in Diyarbakır-Merkez emphasized that only through 

the AKP, they believed they could serve to the country successfully: 

 
Since 1993, I have been actively involved in politics. Previously, I was the 
head of the women wings in the Felicity Party (Saadet Partisi – SP). In 
2004, I decided to be a member of the AKP because I wanted to be a part 
of success. That’s why I began working actively for the AKP during the 
2004 local elections.171 
 

District women wings member, AKP Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 

The AKP is a party that fights against corruption, invests in 
development and has brought a new perspective to politics. That’s why I 
chose to be in the AKP.172 
 

District women wings member, AKP Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 
 

                                                
169 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September 2007. 
170Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 29 September 2007. 
171 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 29 September 2007. 
172 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 29 September 2007. 
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The local activists and the members of the AKP in Ümraniye also had strong social 

interests in working as an activist for the AKP. Four of them stressed that the party 

leader Erdoğan, was an important reason for why they worked for the AKP:  

 
 
The AKP is the only party through which I can express myself. I am 
wearing a headscarf and have been the subject of discrimination; 
therefore I wanted to be an activist and fight for my rights. I will work 
for this party as long as I can but it is very important for me that our 
party leader continues to be in this party. If he, by any means, has to 
leave the party, I will carry on voting for the AKP but definitely cease to 
be an activist. His leadership is the most important reason for my 
presence here.173  
 

District women wings member, AKP Ümraniye 
 
 
I was not working for any political party before. I do not have a family 
with a background in politics, either. The reason why I began to work 
for the AKP was mainly the party leader. I knew that Erdoğan was a 
hardworking, successful leader while he was the mayor of İstanbul. It’s 
the love and admiration for him that keeps me here. In fact, this is true 
for most people working for the AKP.174 

 
 District board member, AKP Ümraniye 

 
 
I work for the AKP because of the sympathy for the leader. Erdoğan 
was very well-recognized during his mayoralty in İstanbul. I was 
affected and motivated by the fact that he was building a new party.175  

 
District party activist, AKP Ümraniye 

 
 

The personality of the leader, Erdoğan. That’s why I am with the AKP 
today. 176 

District youth wings member, AKP Ümraniye 
 

 
 

Apart from the admiration for the leader, one activist in Ümraniye stated his reason for 

working for the AKP as: 

                                                
173 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
174 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
175 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
176 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
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I have been a member of the AKP since its establishment. The goal of 
the party is to achieve justice and development. Besides, the party 
administration is decent. Only through the AKP, our country can have 
better prospects.177 

 
District board member, AKP Ümraniye 

 

The activists in the district party organization of the MHP in Karşıyaka also had social 

interests; but unlike the AKP activists, their social interests were more in the form of an 

attachment to the nationalist ideology of the party rather than to the leader. Some 

examples from these statements are as follows:  

 
The unity of the homeland, my love for this country and the honest 
administration in the party are the main reasons why I work as an MHP 
activist.178 
 

District board member, MHP Karşıyaka 
 
 
The love for the country is the main reason why I am here today. 
Besides, the MHP is a party that is line with the principles of Atatürk. If 
Atatürk was alive, he would be supporting the MHP too.179  
 

Head of the district women wings, MHP Karşıyaka 
 
 
I grew up in very difficult, fearful conditions in 1970s (referring to the 
forceful period of polarization between the right-wing and the left-wing 
politics in Turkey). While I was a child, they were teaching us how 
Atatürk founded the Republic in much more difficult conditions at 
school. Together with my family’s guidance, I sweared to follow the 
direction led by the MHP.180 
 

District party activist, MHP Karşıyaka  
 

 
If you look at other parties, whenever they fail to come to power, they 
wither away from politics. The MHP is different, it is not a party that 
only aims to come to power. Even if the party doesn’t succeed in 
elections, the people do not stop embracing this idealistic (ülkücü) trail. 
That is why we are a permanent party. Alpaslan Türkeş founded this 

                                                
177 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
178 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
179 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
180 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 5 October 2007. 
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organization and it is as strong as it used to be. That is why I spiritually 
feel myself as a part of the MHP.181 
 

District youth wings member, MHP Karşıyaka 
 

 
I have examined the programs of several other parties but it was only the 
MHP where I found the love for the country. The people and the state… 
There are so few parties that embrace these two together.  I am 66 years 
old and if I lived another 66 years, I would continue to be with the 
MHP. I have nine children and they are all following the track of the 
MHP.182 

 
District board member, MHP Karşıyaka 

 
 
In addition to these statements, an influential district party activist in MHP-Karşıyaka 

explained his reason to be an MHP activist, through combining his ideological 

attachment to the MHP with his loyalty to the founding leader of the party, Alpaslan 

Türkeş: 

 
The reason why I work for the MHP today is Alpaslan Türkeş. He 
brought this belief to our country: The faith in Islam and Turkishness. I 
see the love of God, the Prophet and the nation in the MHP. I see 
enlightenment, wisdom, justice, Atatürk, history, the roots of our 
nation… This is the kind of nationalism that can take us forward.183  

 
District party activist, MHP Karşıyaka 

 
 
 

The views of the local party members in MHP-Tarsus were not so different from the 

ones in MHP-Karşıyaka in explaining why they are motivated to work for the MHP: 

 
It is a party whose ideology supports the indivisibility of the nation and 
the state. It is a party that embraces the people. It is a party that takes 
into account the demands of the people. It is a party that doesn’t 
differentiate the citizens from one another.184 
 

District party activist, MHP Tarsus 
                                                
181 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
182 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
183 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
184 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
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The love for the country and its people... This is the most important idea 
behind the MHP. It does not distinguish people as Kurds and Turks; it 
unites everybody with the love for the country. That is why I am here.185 
 

District women wings activist, MHP Tarsus 
 
 
I wanted to articulate my opinions for the love of my country and that’s 
how I decided to be an activist. I was already an MHP sympathizer since 
the age of 17 so I joined the MHP.186 
 

Head of the district women wings, MHP Tarsus 
 
 

Democratic Society Party (DTP): The interests of the party activists and members 

within the DTP organization showed many similarities with the social interests of the 

MHP activists and members in terms of strong ideological attachment to the party. This 

explains, why none of the DTP activists initiated a challenge against the authority of 

the leaders even though their party lost a great deal of votes in 2007 elections 

particularly in the Southeast region. In Chapter VI, it was also illustrated through the 

interviews conducted with external observers that the DTP made many strategic 

mistakes during the campaigning process in appealing to the voters: The selected 

candidates were not publicly well-known and the party leaders exposed an upper-class 

image to their potential voters. Then, it is interesting to note that the party activists did 

not initiate a challenge against the national party leaders at all. On the contrary, most of 

the DTP activists underlined how democratic their party structre was. The conducted 

interviews showed that in Ümraniye, Tarsus and Karşıyaka, there was great degree of 

loyalty to the party principles. 

 Furthermore, most of the DTP party activists underlined the degree of struggle 

and harsh conditions that they went through in explaining their motivations of 

becoming a party member. They underlined the importance of the Kurdish identity as 

                                                
185 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
186 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 10 October 2007. 
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the reason for becoming a DTP activist. The DTP party activists in Tarsus all 

emphasized that their party was different from the other parties in the current party 

system of Turkey in terms of ideology and party goals. They believed that the DTP in 

fact constituted their own identity as a party of the oppressed, subject to several 

closures in time:  

We have been the subject of unjust treatment for long years. My uncle’s 
house was demolished by the state forces. We have lived under arrest, in 
prison for long years… Then we moved to metropolitan cities. We were 
sympathizers of HADEP in that period. It was a party responsive to the 
needs of our people. That’s why I joined this party.187 
 

District women wings activist, DTP Tarsus 
 
The denial of our identity has led to the establishment of this party. 
After all, political morale is what a decent person should have. That is 
why I work for the DTP today. Besides, this party is a means for us to 
pursue politics on legal grounds. Without using weapons, we are trying 
to be responsive to the people’s need.188 
 

District board member, DTP Tarsus 
 

This party is established based on the realities of Turkey. It is a party 
against the current political system; against the present administation in 
the system. Since it offers a new alternative, it has been the subject of 
oppression; its predecessors have all been closed down by the state. 
Even though the party has experienced a total of eight closures since 
1991, we stand still. The name of the party may be different but we are 
the same. Our hopes are the same. 189 
 

An active party member, DTP Tarsus 
 
It is impossible for me to leave this party. My identity is shaped through 
this organization, this movement. I am a father, having struggled and 
paid a price to this end. I lost two of my children. I had devoted all my 
opportunities for them previously; they were both well-educated and lost 
their lives in this struggle.190 
 

District party activist, DTP Tarsus 
 
 

                                                
187 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 8 October 2007. 
188 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 8 October 2007. 
189 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 8 October 2007. 
190 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 8 October 2007. 
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Before the HEP and the DEP were established (the predecessors of the 
DTP), I did have symphaty for the left-wing parties like the CHP. 
However, the pro-Kurdish parties have been closed down several times, 
you see, they have been the parties of the oppressed. The DTP is a party 
of the people, survives only through the resources of the people, not the 
state. It is different.191 

 
District board member, DTP Tarsus 

 

 
The DTP party activists in Karşıyaka, similar to the ones in Tarsus mentioned that they 

were working for this party because it was the only one among other parties that 

appealed to their own interests: such as respect for human rights and equality. In this 

sense, the DTP activists in Karşıyaka, too, had social interests in becoming a party 

member within the DTP: 

 
The DTP sees all the people as equal: the Kurds, the Lazs, the 
Circassians. It does not distinguish different classes as well. It is a 
democratic party. That is why I am here; I respect the human rights.192  
 

District youth wings activist, DTP Karşıyaka 
 
 
I work for this party because its main goal is democracy and human 
rights. This perspective suits my political attitude most.193  
 

District board member, DTP Karşıyaka 
 
 
I suppose I have to work for an organization that I believe in. If I am a 
citizen of this country and if I see some problems that this country is 
facing, then I need to be a part of an organization, whether it is a trade 
union or an association or a party. I see it as a duty. Previously I worked 
for trade unions. Now I work for the DTP because it is the best 
organization that fits my interest. Through the DTP, I serve to the 
people.194 
 

District board member, DTP Karşıyaka 
 

                                                
191 Interview conducted in Tarsus, 8 October 2007. 
192 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 5 October 2007. 
193 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
194 Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
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As the examples in Karşıyaka illustrates, not all the DTP members outlined their 

reasons for becoming a party activist because of their attachment to the Kurdish identity 

or struggle for “Kurdishness”. They underlined principles such as human rights, 

equality, democracy and socialism in addition to the siginificance of the Kurdish issue. 

Such values seemed to shape the social interests of these party activists. Three of the 

DTP party activists in Ümraniye emphasized similar interests in this regard: 

 
I am personally a social democrat; a socialist and I believe I have a 
moral duty to work for the party I believe in. I am Kurdish in origin, but 
it is not the main reason why I am involved within the DTP today. The 
DTP is the only party that can respond the major problems of Turkey. I 
try to look at things through a universalistic perspective. It is the duty of 
a socialist to keep the brotherhood of men.195  
 

District board member, DTP Ümraniye 
 

 
There are several political parties in Turkey but none of them is 
successful as the DTP in fighting for women rights. I can express myself 
only in this party. I got to know my own identity through the DTP.196  
 

District women wings activist, DTP Ümraniye 
 
 

I work for this party because today only the DTP sees the Kurdish issue 
as the major problem of Turkey. It is a left-wing party caring for human 
rights and the brotherhood of the people. The other so-called ‘left-wing’ 
parties cannot be considered as the real left-wing. The CHP is not left-
wing either, it is a party of the state, of the current system.197  

 
District women wings activist, DTP Ümraniye 

 

Moreover, the personal background of the local activists and members has a great 

influence on the nature and extent of interests. For instance, the education and income 

level of the DTP local party actors is much lower than the actors from other parties (See 

Appendix B, Graphs 5-8 and 9-12). Besides, the degree of their activism in Pro-Kurdish 

                                                
195 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
196 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
197 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 17 October 2007. 
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parties is very high. 16 of the 24 interviewed DTP local actors stated that they spent 

more than ten years working for the party while six of them stated they spent five to ten 

years (See Appendix B, Graph 20). 

 Therefore, compared to the local actors from other parties, the DTP activists and 

members came from lower classes and are more attached to the values of their party. In 

this respect, it is harder to expect a high degree of challenge against the 

authoritarianism within their party. 

7.2.2. Interest Configuration in Benign Authoritarianism 

 The AKP local activists in Diyarbakır-Merkez, the AKP members/activists in 

Tarsus, the CHP members/activists in Tarsus as well as the DTP members/activists in 

Diyarbakır-Merkez were the districts where benign type of authoritarianism was 

observed. In other words, the reason why the local party actors chose to subordinate to 

the decisions of party leaders, even under the conditions of conflict, was the material 

benefits they received from the authoritarian party structure. One of the AKP district 

party activists in Diyarbakır-Merkez was, for instance, a close friend of the ex-

provincial chair of Diyarbakır, who was later on, elected as a parliamentarian in 2007. 

He explained his membership process in the AKP as follows: 

 
I have been a member and activist within the AKP since 2004. The AKP 
deputy of Diyarbakır, who is as hardworking as our party leader 
Erdoğan, offered me to work together in the AKP. I also believed that 
the activities of the AKP could really help in the development of 
Diyarbakır so I accepted the offer and became the district party chair.198 
 

District Party Chair, AKP Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 

 

                                                
198 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September 2007. 
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During the interviews, it was hard to receive a forthright answer from the party activists 

on their material expectations from their party. Rather, they continuously re-

emphasized their commitment to the AKP’s principals, as the example of the district 

party activist in Diyarbakır-Merkez shows. However, obviously while he was brought 

to his position in Diyarbakır-Merkez, being close to influential people such as the AKP 

deputy played an important role in accepting the offer because the deputy was known 

as a well recognized, important political figure in Diyarbakır-Merkez, serving 

previously as the provincial chair of the AKP.  

 In terms of other types of material interests, for instance, another activist from 

the AKP Diyarbakır-Merkez stated that he had expectations for running for public 

office in the near future: 

 
I have not been a candidate before; but yes I consider running for the 
position for municipal council member in the upcoming local 
elections.199 
 

District party activist, AKP Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 

In Tarsus, it was already outlined in Chapter VI that the most important benefits 

provided to the AKP activists and members were the possibilities for job opportunities. 

The party activist from the youth-wings stated that he had started working for the AKP 

as an official employee of the party. Another unemployed youth activist stated that he 

became a member of the AKP for possible job opportunities in the future. Besides the 

opportunities were not only found within the party organization; but the AKP-Tarsus 

organization provided a networking opportunity for its members to find jobs. For 

instance, during the interviews taking place in the AKP-Tarsus office, the district party 

                                                
199 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 28 September 2007. 
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chair accepted several visitors and phone-calls stating their demands for future job 

opportunities. 

 The CHP-Tarsus and the DTP-Diyarbakır-Merkez were two other examples for 

such kind of networking among the local party actors. The district party chair remained 

in his seat at CHP-Tarsus for nearly 15 years, having a very well recognized status at 

the local level and maintaining his close ties with the CHP deputy. On the other hand, 

Diyarbakır is considered to have a strategic importance for the DTP and many 

influential people from the party visit Diyarbakır quite often. As explained in Chapter 

VI, even though the party activists both in DTP-DiyarbakırMerkez and CHP-Tarsus did 

not reveal their real intentions, most of them were working for the party either for job 

possibilities or future investment in their personal relations with influential people. 

7.3. The Role of Exogenous/Endogenous Events and Power Resources  

 In Chapter V, it was argued that the exogenous and endogenous events arising 

in the political system such as loss in an election, entrance of a new party into the 

political system, or disappearance of an old one (Harmel and Janda 1994; Janda and 

Colman 1998; Koelble 1996) might bring a change on the power structure of political 

parties. These events may cause intra-party conflicts between the agents and the 

principals. Under such conditions, the agent might attempt to challenge the 

authoritarian party structure, which falls short in meeting his/her expectations.  

 In Chapter VI, among the sixteen power relationships between district and 

central party organizations, five cases have been illustrated as instances of challenged 

authoritarianism: AKP-Karşıyaka; CHP-DiyarbakırMerkez, MHP-DiyarbakırMerkez, 

MHP-Ümraniye and MHP local leaders in Tarsus. On the other hand, in two of the 

cases, CHP-Karşıyaka and CHP-Ümraniye, coercive authoritarianism is observed; 

which is the following stage of challenged authoritarianism. Therefore in seven power 
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relationships in total, the exogenous or endogenous developments have created a 

change.  

 Since the CHP experienced a major defeat in 2007 elections, there were two 

occasions of challenge followed by coercion within its structure: CHP-Ümraniye and 

CHP-Karşıyaka. The CHP-Diyarbakır-Merkez could not go further than creating an 

identification of the weakening legitimacy of the party leadership; due to a lack of 

power resources, the challege against party authoritarianism remained only at the 

passive level (“framing”). The three district organizations of the MHP in Diyarbakır-

Merkez, Ümraniye and Tarsus challenged the central party organization due to the 

dissatisfaction over the candidate lists. Yet out of these three MHP cases, the MHP in 

Ümraniye was not likely to pose an active challenge against the upper echelons 

(“operetionalizing”) and thus, the challenge also remained at the passive level. Even 

though the AKP was the most successful party of all in 2007 elections at the national 

level, the AKP district party organization in Karşıyaka was not satisfied with the 

central party authority and challenged the authoritarian nature of candidate selection 

with the potential to take concrete steps against this structure, in other words 

“operationalize” the challenge. These differences across and within party power 

structures are explained through the effects of 1) endogenous and exogenous triggers on 

the interest configurations as well as 2) the power resources of the agents.  

7.3.1. Causes of Challenge: The Nationalist Action Party (MHP) 

At the national level, the MHP increased its votes by nearly six per cent at the national 

level and emerged in the parliament with 71 seats  (See Appendix A for a comparison 

of 2002 and 2007 election results). However, as discussed in Chapter VI, the district 

party organizations in Diyarbakır-merkez, Tarsus and Ümraniye have challenged the 

authoritarian nature of the candidate selection process within the MHP. On the other 
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hand it was clandestine authoritarianism that was observed in Karşıyaka district. In this 

respect, the reasons for the challenge occurring in three cases organizations were the 

endogenous triggers based on the authoritarian nature of the candidate selection process 

itself. The district organizations were highly disappointed with the names appearing in 

the lists. Yet, only MHP-Karşıyaka remained within the status quo. The reason for this 

difference is based on the effect of endogenous triggers and the power resources of the 

agents.  

 In Diyarbakır-Merkez, the MHP is in a highly disadvantaged position with its 

nationalist discourse because the majority of the population in the district is constituted 

by the Kurdish people. Despite the lack of MHP legitimacy in this district, the party, for 

the first time, achieved a significant number of votes in 2007 national elections. The 

MHP completed the race as the third party, following the DTP and the AKP and 

leaving the CHP behind. As one local member stated, this could be regarded as a 

victory for the MHP organization, which was not present in the province of Diyabakır, 

prior to 2003.200 The success was, to a great extent, a result of the local MHP 

organization’s effort, and particularly its leader’s discourse and behavior in appealing 

to the local people. Rather than using the MHP’s general discourse of Turkish 

nationalism, the MHP-Diyarbakır approached the people through responding their 

concerns such as unemployment or economic welfare. The MHP local leader was, at 

the same time, a candidate running for office in 2007 elections and he clearly stated that 

if his own personal position was not supported by the central party office, he would not 

work for the party in the region at all. His recognized social status in Diyarbakır 

created an extra source of power for the MHP local party organization, challenging the 

                                                
200Interview with a MHP local member in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 29 September, 2007. 
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MHP central office’s decisions on candidate selection. The MHP leader in Diyarbakır 

stated that: 

 
Politics is about serving people. I do not know and care about what other 
parties do but my party’s major aim is to serve to this country.  I promised 
to undertake six grand projects for the development of Diyarbakır if I were 
to be elected an MP. That’s what I explained to the people here: 
Construction of highways, a railway system, carrying out a dam project over 
the Dicle river... These were concrete promosises, my commitments to the 
people in Diyarbakır.201 
 

MHP Provincial party chair, Diyarbakır 
 

Thus, the MHP’s policy discourse at the local level managed to overshadow its 

nationalist discourse in Diyarbakır-Merkez, leading the party to acquire the third place 

in elections. Besides the MHP provincial chair in Diyarbakır is economically very well 

off as he owns certain lands in that region. He finances all district organizations in 

Diyarbakır through his own sources. He stated that: 

 
The central party organization never supported us financially. We do not 
collect membership dues either. I provide all the funding, I pay the rents of 
all district organization of Diyarbakır. That was how we ran our campaign 
during the elections.202 

 
MHP Provincial party chair, Diyarbakır 

 

The other local party actors in Diyarbakır showed a great deal of loyalty to the local 

party chair in Diyarbakır in this respect: 

 
Our provincial chair has devoted himself to the activities of this party in 
Diyarbakır. We are very thankful to him. He revived the MHP spirit here 
thanks to his own efforts, sources and everything.203  
 

MHP District board member, Diyarbakır-Merkez 
 
 

                                                
201 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 27 September, 2007. 
202 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 27 September, 2007. 
203 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 29 September, 2007. 
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Our provincial chair meets all the needs of the district party organizations in 
Diyarbakır. No other provincial leader had sacrificied to this extent. He 
bought the provincial party building with his own sources and gave it to the 
party. The central party organization was going to send some funds for the 
election period but our provincial party chair did not accept it.204 
 

MHP Provincial board member, Diyarbakır 
 
 

 
 Therefore the MHP organization in Diyarbakır-Merkez is attached to the 

provincial leader rather than the central party organization. The social status and 

economic well-being of the MHP local leader provided important sources for the local 

organization to pose a challenge to the central party organization. Since the provincial 

chair provides all sorts of funding and effort for the MHP activities in Diyarbakır, it 

would cause a considerable cost for the national party leaders to remove this agent in 

Diyarbakır.  

 The MHP in Tarsus was another organization dissatisfied with the central party 

organization’s decision on the candidate lists and revealed this discontentment through 

framing their own opinions. The MHP in Tarsus has further potential to pose a greater 

challenge moving from framing toward operationalization because of the power 

resources that the local party organization holds in the district. The major resource 

derives from the split between the party in central office and the party in local public 

office (municipality of Tarsus). The interviewed district party leaders in Tarsus stated 

that the interests of the MHP in the municipal office contradict the interests of the 

central party office on certain issues.205 Yet, they further stated that the district party 

organization in Tarsus represented the central party office and thus also had a very 

conflictual relationship with the MHP municipality of Tarsus. Since the MHP-Tarsus 

                                                
204 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır-Merkez, 29 September, 2007 
205 Interviews with the district party chair and the district executive board member, Tarsus, 10 October, 
2007. The content of the contradiction between the MHP municipality in Tarsus and the MHP central 
party organization was not revealed during the interviews.  
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has a great informational advantage over the local politics and behaviors of the MHP 

municipality unlike the national party leaders, the district party leaders in Tarsus are 

aware of their power resources. The potential of a future alliance with the MHP 

municipality against the national party leaders provides the district party organization in 

Tarsus the opportunity to actively challenge (“operationalize”) party authoritarianism in 

a concrete way.   

 In Ümraniye, on the other hand, the MHP district party organization was also 

dissatisfied with the candidate lists prepared by the central party organization and thus 

sent a notification to the central party organization regarding the district organization’s 

discontent with this process. In this case, unlike the other district organizations of the 

MHP, the Ümraniye organization did not have the adequate power resources to 

operationalize its challenge. The local leaders neither had strong social status nor 

economic well-being. Yet how did the candidate lists lead to such a challenge in the 

central organization’s relation with MHP-Ümraniye but not with MHP-Karşıyaka? 

After all, the candidate lists were prepared in the same top-down manner in both 

districts. Yet, there was no challenge from the MHP-Karşıyaka, which, similar to the 

MHP-Ümraniye, lacked the necessary power resources. In this respect, interest 

configurations are the determining factors. It was observed that the local leaders in 

MHP-Ümraniye were not as committed as the Karşıyaka local leaders to the party 

ideology or the party leader. The district party chair in Ümraniye stated that:  

 
It was not my intention to lead this party in Ümraniye. I do not think I will 
be permanent in this position. It is the responsibility of the young activists to 
deal with the party problems in the future. They urged me to be the district 
party chair and I could not refuse it. But I will not stay long.206 
 

MHP District Party Chair, Ümraniye 
 

                                                
206 Interview with the MHP district party chair in Ümraniye, 18 October, 2007 
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Thus, in particular, the district party chair in Ümraniye did not have any interest in 

initiating any kind of change within the power structure, because he revealed that he did 

not want to stay in his party position for a long time. 

7.3.2. Causes of Challenge: The Justice and Development Party (AKP) 

 Unlike the other three district party organizations of the AKP, the AKP in 

Karşıyaka challenged the central party organization as a reaction against the 

authoritarian nature of the candidate selection process. The reasons for this deviation 

can be explained by the AKP agents’ interests and power resources in Karşıyaka. Just 

like the MHP-Diyarbakır case, the AKP-Karşıyaka has a disadvantaged position in its 

own local constitutency. Karşıyaka is largely influenced by the secularism discourse of 

the CHP, which is the major party supported in that region. Yet, it was observed that 

the AKP local party organization in Karşıyaka had developed a close association with 

the low classes and the poverty-stricken migrants living in suburban areas known as the 

gecekondu inhabitants, raising its votes by a 12 percent margin in Karşıyaka. An 

influential district party leader stated that: 

 
‘Whenever they [meaning the gecekondu inhabitants] are in trouble, they 
call me. They have made me a legend here. For instance, even a woman 
delivering a baby calls me to take her to the hospital. Then the rumor 
spreads, and they treat me as a hero. It is sometimes hard to deal with these 
because people begin calling you when they demand any kind of help…’207 
 

AKP District party activist, Karşıyaka 
 

The AKP local party organization, thus, was aware of the fact that the majority of 

support for the AKP in Karşıyaka came as a result of the local recognition of their 

status. In this respect, they generated their own power vis-à-vis the central party office. 

Since the AKP-Karşıyaka is aware of its potential to acquire societal support in its 

                                                
207Interview conducted in Karşıyaka, 6 October, 2007 
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actions, the district organization, particularly its leaders, has the necessary power 

resources to challenge the authoritarian behavior of the central party office. 

 Another point that must raised is the fact that the AKP’s chances of gaining the 

majority of votes in Karşıyaka still seems unlikely for future perspectives.208 Thus the 

low chances of the AKP to control the public office in Karşıyaka reduce the level of 

loyalty to the central party organization among the local party activists. The district 

party chair stated his motivations as follows: 

 
I am not so eager to work here. But if I leave this organization today, it will 
be a rude action for the team I am working with. I became a member of the 
AKP through some friends and relatives.209 
 

AKP District Party Chair, Karşıyaka 
 

Contary to the AKP-Karşıyaka, within the distict party organizations in Ümraniye and 

Diyarbakır, a great social interest was observed among the party activists in terms of 

loyalty to the party leader and the commitment to the party program. In this sense, such 

a challenge was not initiated in these cases. As distinct from these two, yet, Tarsus had 

the similar framework with Karşıyaka, where the AKP did not a have future a 

possibility to control the municipal public office. In this district, yet, the material 

interests of the party activists such as job opportunities kept them silent against 

authoritarianism.  

7.3.3. Causes of Challenge and Coercion: The Republican People’s Party (CHP) 

 The electoral defeat in 2007 elections was the major exogenous trigger altering 

the power structure within the CHP. In many regions of the country, the conflicts 

between the national and local levels of party organization appeared in surface. The 

                                                
208 In fact, in 2009 local elections, the CHP gained 71 per cent of the votes whereas the AKP had only 17 
per cent. Source: http://secim.iha.com.tr/  
209 Interview conducted with the AKP district party chair, Karşıyaka, 6 October 2007. 
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CHP leader, Deniz Baykal’s legitimacy declined within the party as a result of failing to 

have achieved the collective goals of the party. Furthermore, one of the most 

representative public opinion surveys on the parliamentary elections demonstrated that 

among the CHP voters, the percentage of the people who recognized the need for a new 

party and the need for a new leader in solving Turkey’s problems was 34.8 per cent and 

59.6 per cent respectively.210 The distrust for the Baykal administration was therefore 

evident among the voters. Following the outbreak of this distrust, a new faction within 

the party emerged under the leadership of the Şişli (İstanbul) mayor, Mustafa Sarıgül 

who, after the parliamentary elections, began making statements in the media about his 

intentions to be the next CHP party leader and sharply condemning the Baykal 

administration for the CHP’s failure in elections (Milliyet, 25 July 2007). He attempted 

to gather up all the CHP opposition members under his leadership and organized 

backdoor meetings with the provincial and district party chairs.211 However, Sarıgül 

was soon expelled from the party based upon the decision of the party disciplinary 

committee. 

 The interviews with the CHP local party activists took place during these 

conditions in October 2007. The major conflict between the CHP in DiyarbakırMerkez 

and the central party organization was not only about the top-down selection of 

candidates but also the policy issues regarding the Kurdish issue in the region. However 

as the activists made it clear, they could not go further than sending their views to the 

provincial or central party organization. It was because the CHP-DiyarbakırMerkez 

lacked the necessary power resources. In fact, one of the well-known ex-local leaders in 

CHP-DiyarbakırMerkez gave an essential information off the record; stating that he 
                                                
210The research company KONDA carried out this survey within a six-month period in eight series 

among more than 25.000 respondents and published its report one week before the parliamentary 
elections on July 22, 2007. ‘Sandığın İçindekini ne Belirledi? [What Determined the Inside of the 
Ballot Box?]’, www.konda.com.tr (accessed 10 April 2008). 

211Interview with an ex-chair of the CHP provincial organization in Diyarbakır, 29 September 2007. 
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joined the meetings that Sarıgül organized, in order to see the chances whether the 

Sarıgül network was going to be successful. Yet, he said that he neither found any 

chance for success nor trusted in the personalist character of the faction; and that was 

why he did not continue to take part in that network.212 In fact, Sarıgül, through his 

statements and actions, right after the 2007 elections, seemed to enhance this network 

with his clientelist ties rather than facilitate its development through grassroots 

activism. 

 On the other hand, the administrative boards of the CHP-Ümraniye and CHP-

Karşıyaka, which objected to the decisions of the central party administration through 

rebellious acts, suffered for their opposing stance by being marginalized within the 

party. The CHP in Ümraniye had joined the Sarıgül network, and yet during the time of 

the interviews, the local CHP administration had already been abolished and replaced 

by a new local executive board through appointment, including a new district party 

chair. A representative of the new party administration explained the process as 

follows: 

The previous CHP administration in Ümraniye was removed due to its 
rebellious acts against the central and provincial party organization. After 
the failure we experienced in the elections, these things happen and our 
leader Baykal wants to move on with a new party structure.213 
 

CHP District party activist, Ümraniye  
 
 

On the other hand, the local administration in CHP-Karşıyaka revolted together 

with the other district CHP organizations in İzmir against the party leader, Baykal. The 

resistance of the provincial organization CHP-İzmir against the central administration, 

after the 2007 parliamentary elections, brought about its own dissolution by being 

replaced with a new provincial administration in favor of Baykal and his leadership 

                                                
212 Interview conducted in Diyarbakır, 29 September 2007. 
213 Interview conducted in Ümraniye, 19 October 2007. 
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circle. The newly appointed provincial chair restructured not only the provincial 

administration cadre but also many of the cadres in district party administrations. The 

district leaders subject to marginalization protested against this change by gathering and 

unfurling banners titled ‘Our only fault has been to be with the CHP’, which received 

great attention from the local media (Yeniasır Gazetesi, 5 October 2007). This, later on, 

exerted ex post negative sanctions on the Karşıyaka organization to obey the rules set 

by the national party leader, Deniz Baykal. In this respect, the coercion on Karşıyaka 

organization has resulted in regression to the first stage of party authoritarianism 

(clandestine and benign authoritarianism), just like the case in Ümraniye. Therefore, 

during the interviews in Karşıyaka, the CHP activists were mostly hesitant to talk or 

give information on this issue when the tape recorder was on. 

7.4. Conclusion 

 This chapter has shown that the party leaders act as the principals in 

authoritarian party structures of Turkey, delegating their authority to the local party 

actors either through appointing them to the local party positions or subjugating the 

elected local party activists to the rules and regulations set by the central party 

organizations. The interest configurations within the party power structures, particularly 

the interest type of the agents – social or material – has a constitutive effect on the 

nature of the power relationship. It was observed that in 11 power relationships 

analyzed in authoritarian party structures of Turkey, the agents with strong social or 

material interests did not attempt to challenge the party authoritarianism. Among these 

11 cases, the CHP in Tarsus as well as the four DTP district organizations in 

Karşıyaka, Ümraniye, Tarsus and DiyarbakırMerkez can particularly be considered as 

puzzling cases where no challenge has taken place in spite of the electoral failure that 

both the DTP and the CHP faced in 2007 elections. These cases have shown that strong 
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ideological attachment to the party or acknowledgment of material benefits from the 

party structure prevent the potential rise of conflicts between local and central party 

organizations. In this respect, these power relationships cannot move toward the second 

phase ‘challenged authoritarianism’ at the time of exogenous triggers.  
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Figure 12. The Stages of Party Authoritarianism in Turkey 
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expect a challenge to occur in these district party organizations. Yet, as a result of the 

causal effect of endogenous triggers on the interest configurations and power resources 

of these actors, they were able to enter the second phase, ‘challenged’ party 

authoritarianism. The major endogenous trigger for this change was the dissatisfaction 

among the local party actors on the candidate lists. Besides, the power resources of the 

local leaders in MHP-DiyarbakırMerkez, MHP-Tarsus and AKP-Karşıyaka were 

considerably strong enough to challenge the authoritarian party structure, which was 

not the case in MHP-Ümraniye. These power resources were the well-recognized social 

status and economic well-being of the local party actors, informational advantage and 

control over their local constituencies.    

 Among the sixteen cases, the CHP in Karşıyaka and the CHP in Ümraniye, 

having entered the stage of ‘coercive’ authoritarianism were the closest to reach 

internal party democratization had their power resources – particularly the Sarıgül 

power network within the CHP – been strong enough to remove the party leader Deniz 

Baykal. Yet, the Sarıgül network was also based on a personalist, clientelist character 

with no possible success to seize the authority in the party. The district party 

organizations that allied with this network, thus, were abolished by the central party 

organization such as the one in Ümraniye. The Karşıyaka organization also had to quit 

the challenge as a result of the negative sanctions, i.e. the threat of abolition. In this 

respect, the internal party democratization was not successful in any of these cases.  
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CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, FUTURE STUDIES 

 

 

 
The concluding chapter is organized in three sections: First, it draws major conclusions 

on this study. Second, it elaborates the possible implications of the study both at the 

theoretical level and within the framework of party organizations in Turkey. Finally, 

the chapter addresses future studies in this field. 

8.1. Conclusions 

The most noticeable feature of authoritarian party structures is that the local 

party actors are subordinate to the decisions of their party leaders. In this respect, the 

starting point of this study has been to understand why the local party actors choose to 

accept such domination by their leaders or whether they ever attempt to change it. 

Solving this puzzle required a closer analysis of the internal party dynamics in 

authoritarian party structures, and thus this study, first, attempted to theorize 

authoritarian party governance.  

This study’s contribution to the literature is twofold: The first contribution is on 

the party politics literature where party authoritarianism has been a highly 
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undertheorized political phenomenon.214 The second contribution is on the Turkish 

politics where party authoritarianism is treated as something taken-for-granted (See for 

instance Yanık, 2002; Bosuter, 1969; Kabasakal, 1991; Heper and Sayarı, 2002; Rubin 

and Heper, 2002; Sayarı, 2007). Furthermore, in Turkish politics, party authoritarianism 

has rarely been questioned as a dependent variable.  

In terms of accounting for party authoritarianism, the main attention in party 

politics literature has been on the question of how the macro-level factors – i.e. political 

culture, institutional framework and changing social structures - affect the internal 

strategies of the party leaders (see for instance Katz and Mair, 1995; Mair and Biezen, 

2001; Koole, 1996; Kitschelt, 2000; Katz, 2001; Biezen, 2003/2005). In other words, 

the independent variables of party power structures have largely remained at the macro 

level while the variables at the micro-level are generally neglected. Second, even at the 

micro level, the effect of party ideology or leadership styles on the power structure of 

parties was not able to explain the dynamism and heterogeneity of party 

authoritarianism (Duverger, 1963[1954]: xxxiv-xxxvi; Janda andKing, 1985; Enyedi 

and Linek, 2008:457-458). Thus, the questions such as ‘what constitutes an 

authoritarian party structure’ and ‘why cannot some authoritarian parties become 

democratic’ have not really received sufficient consideration. This lack of attention is 

surprising when the examples are numerous in developing democracies where party 

authoritarianism has been the outcome of the historical legacies of authoritarian and 

totalitarian regimes (Biezen 2003; Dalton and Wattenberg 2000; Gunther and Diamond 

2003; Gunther et al. 2002; Kosteleck 2002; Szczerbiak 2001). Therefore, understanding 

authoritarian party governance is expected to shed light on the future chances of 

                                                
214 It is, in fact, internal party democracy; which is the symmetrical opposition of party authoritarianism 
that usually received attention in the field. Several studies discussed its impact on democratic regimes 
(For instance, see Schattschneider, 1942; APSA Report, 1950; MacPherson, 1977; Ware, 1979; 
Duverger, 1954:134; Downs, 1957:25; McKenzie, 1982; Teorell, 1999; Scarrow, 2005; Katz, 2006:35). 
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internal democracy in such party structures in liberald and to a larger extent in 

developing democracies. 

This study argued that party authoritarianism is neither a static nor a uniform 

phenomenon. Rather, it is the outcome of an internal dynamic process in which 

divergent actors with divergent interests come together and enter into different types of 

power relationships. In this respect, even though some parties cannot be democratic, it 

is possible to see a significant degree of variance in their authoritarian structures in a 

given political system. In this study, such variance is explained through (1) the different 

types of interest configurations that constitute the power relationship between the major 

party actors and (2) the significant effect that the exogenous and endogenous triggers 

cause on the party structures in a political system.  

Through analyzing the 2007 candidate selection process of four political parties 

in four districts in Turkey, the empirical chapters of this study (Chapter VI-VII) have 

found out four different patterns of party authoritarianism in Turkey: clandestine, 

benign, challenged and coercive. These patterns reflect the variance in party 

authoritarianism across space and time. In other words, since party authoritarianism is 

structured by various power relationships between the principals and agents, it is 

possible to see different patterns across and within party structures at the same time. On 

the other hand, each pattern represents a stage of party authoritarianism, which emerge 

as a reaction to the preceding stage. In the first stage, authoritarianism can be either 

clandestine or benign: The local party activists do not initiate a change either because 

they are unaware of or indifferent to the authoritarian power structure (clandestine 

authoritarianism) or due to the material benefits that they receive from the national 

party leaders (benign authoritarianism). In the second stage, due to the emergence of 

the exogenous and endogenous triggers in the system such as the outcomes of candidate 
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selection processes or electoral defeats, some activists mobilize to change the existing 

power structures (challenged authoritarianism). In the third stage, the activists who 

challenge the current pattern are subject to negative incentives allocated by the party 

leaders (coercive authoritarianism). The extent and the essence of the power resources 

that the activists possess to resist the coercion determine whether the fourth stage brings 

exit from authoritarianism (through the acquiescence of the party leaders) or regresses 

toward clandestine or benign authoritarianism. 

This study further has argued that the interest configurations between the major 

internal party actors constitute the nature of the power relationship in parties (Chapter 

V). Two types of interests were observed among the party actors: (1) Social interests 

such as loyalty to the leader, service to the country or ideological attachment to the 

party and (2) material interests such as power-seeking aims, being close to the 

influential people, opportunities to be in the public office or job positions within a 

party.215 When the local party activists have social interests, it is easier for the leaders 

to maintain their authoritarian behavior in the party. For instance, it was observed that 

during the 2007 candidate selection process, the AKP leaders surveyed the rank-and-

file and the MHP leaders used an e-voting system for their members. These methods 

made the local actors with social interests feel influential in determining the candidate 

lists, leading them to consider their party as democratic (as observed in AKP-

Ümraniye, MHP-Karşıyaka and to some degree in AKP-DiyarbakırMerkez and MHP-

Tarsus). Yet, in reality neither the surveys nor the e-voting procedure affected the final 

decision of the party leaders. This study has defined this pattern as clandestine 

authoritarianism. 

                                                
215 The distinction between social and material interests is derived from an extensive body of literature on 
motivations of party activists (some examples are Costantini and King, 1984; Eldersveld, 1964; Clark 
and Wilson, 1961; Hoftstetter, 1973; Roback, 1980; Haldrich, 1973; Panebianco, 1988:8-14). Chapter V 
also has outlined the reasons for this categorization.  



  

 254 

On the other hand, for the local party activists who have material interests, the 

party leaders usually distribute selective incentives in order to subordinate them to their 

decisions. Since the local party actors receive certain benefits from the organization 

(job opportunities, expectations for public office, etc); they keep silent to party 

authoritarianism. The AKP-Tarsus, DTP-Diyarbakır-Merkez, the CHP-Tarsus are 

depicted as some examples for this pattern; which this study defined as benign 

authoritarianism. 

Both clandestine and benign authoritarianism represent the status-quo time in 

authoritarian party structures. The type of interest configuration (material vs social 

interests) constitutes the major pattern of party authoritarianism in the status-quo time. 

Yet, the change in the power relationship between the party leaders and the local party 

actors cannot be explained only through the constitutive effect of interest 

configurations. The explanation of a dynamic process requires causal theorizing (See 

Chapter V). This study illustrated that certain exogenous and endogenous triggers are 

likely to cause a change within authoritarian party structures. 

The 2007 election brought about a number of exogenous and endogenous 

triggers for political parties in Turkey: Some examples for exogenous triggers are the 

electoral defeat of the opposition CHP vis-à-vis the government party AKP; the rise of 

the AKP votes up nearly 13 points on the 2002 electoral results; the emergence of the 

MHP and the DTP as two new parties in the parliament. On the other hand, the 

candidate selection process within some parties can itself be considered as an 

endogenous trigger because the unexpected appearance of some names in the candidate 

lists has led some party activists to start questioning the existing instiutional structure 

based on party authoritarianism. An example for the change that endogenous triggers 

initiated was the MHP organizations in Diyarbakır-Merkez, Ümraniye and Tarsus; as 
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well as the AKP in Karşıyaka. These organizations attempted to challenge the 

authoritarian behavior of their party leaders that took place during the candidate 

selection process.  

Another change in the authoritarian party structure was observed in the 

relationship between three local CHP organizations and the central party office of the 

CHP. The electoral failure of the CHP, which had previously been the only opposition 

party in the parliament, brought so many intra-party conflicts to the surface. The local 

party actors in Diyarbakır-Merkez, Karşıyaka and Ümraniye challenged the authority of 

the party leader. The challenge to the authoritarian structure can be maintained first 

when the local actors identify and displace dilemmas arising from tensions within their 

parties, i.e. framing and then start building new institutions to give effect to the newly 

arising ideas, i.e. operationalizing (Carter, 2008). Operationalizing is achieved through 

balancing operations or cultivating new power resources such as forming coalitions 

with other agents (Emerson, 1962: 34-38). While the CHP in Diyarbakır-Merkez did 

not go further than framing the new dilemmas, in Ümraniye and Karşıyaka, the local 

party actors attempted to go to the stage of balancing operations through taking part in a 

power network, the faction created by the CHP Şişli mayor, Mustafa Sarıgül. Yet, later 

on they became subject to coercive authoritarianism when the central party office 

employed negative incentives over the local actors through a threat of marginalization 

in the party as observed in the Karşıyaka and Ümraniye cases of the CHP party 

organization. 

The reason why the CHP district organization in Tarsus did not initiate such a 

challenge against the CHP central committee was based on the material interests that 

the local party actors were receiving from such a structure. They were obviously aware 

of the conflicts and even bothered with authoritarianism; however due to the close 



  

 256 

relationship that they had with a CHP parliamentarian from Tarsus as well as the 

potential material benefits that such a relationship can provide kept the local party 

actors silent and submissive.  

The DTP local actors in DiyarbakırMerkez, Karşıyaka, Ümraniye and Tarsus 

did not seem to be affected by their failure in 2007 elections, either. Even though the 

DTP lost a great deal of its support base in the southeast region, this failure did not 

change the attitude of the local party actors in their loyalty to the party. The candidates 

were determined in a highly top-down manner, but the local party actors repeatedly 

emphasized that their party was the most democratic of all the other parties in the 

system. The presence of strong social interests among the local party actors prevented 

this exogenous development from causing a change between the local and national 

levels of the party structure. Even though the national convention, which took place in 

Diyarbakır four months after the general elections, led to a leadership change in the 

party, this change was the result of a division between the party elites rather than a 

conflict arising between the national and local levels of the party organization. In fact, 

the statements of the DTP local party actors in Tarsus, Karşıyaka and Ümraniye on the 

authoritarian nature of the candidate selection process during the interviews that took 

place prior to the national convention proved their indifference to the exclusively made 

decisions by the party leaders. 

Therefore, observing a significant degree of variance both across and within 

party organizations in Turkey after the 2007 elections, this study has shown that party 

authoritarianism is a relational phenomenon and subject to change in time, depending 

on the nature of interest configurations, exogenous and endogenous triggers as well as 

the extent of the power resources that the local party actors cultivate.  
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8.2. Implications 

 The implications of this study have two dimensions. The first dimension is the 

theoretical implications derived from theorizing authoritarian party governance. Second 

dimension is the policy implications regarding the potential for internal party 

democratization in Turkey. 

8.2.1. Theoretical Implications 

Principal-Agent Theory in Party Politics: In this study, the first significant step 

to understand the mechanisms of authoritarian party governance was to analyze how 

the principal-agent relationship was constructed in these party structures (Chapter IV). 

It is because an authoritarian party structure is an example for governance as 

hierarchies in which the actors, their interests and their interacting behaviors shape the 

patterns of power relationships (Simon, 1947; Moe, 1984; Pierre and Peters, 2000:17-

18). The study contributed to the usage of the principal-agent (PA) theory in two ways: 

First, it has shown that the application of the PA relationship to authoritarian party 

structures differs from the conventional understanding of the PA relationship in party 

organizations. Conventionally, the party leaders act as the agents of the party members 

and party members act as the principals of the party leaders (Müller, 2000; Kitschelt, 

2000; Katz, 2006:36; Carty and Cross, 2006:94). Yet, this view originates from the 

studies on the power structures of internally democratic party organization. In parties 

where it is authoritarianism that dominates the power structures, the party leaders act 

as the principals and the party members act as the agents. In fact Chapter VII has 

shown evidence from the Turkish case where the local party actors are the appointed 

agents of the party leaders rather than the elected representatives of their local 

constituencies. In this sense, this study has emphasized the need to study the PA 

relationship in a reversed form in authoritarian party structures. Second, the study has 
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underlined that the PA theory suffers from a materialistic bias (Brehm and Gates, 1993; 

Jones, 2003) and thus needs to incorporate ideas, beliefs and norms. In other words, the 

interests of the party actors are shaped not only through a purely cost-benefit calculus, 

but also through ideas, norms, values and beliefs. This study, in this sense, has 

distinguished two types of interests between the party actors: material and social 

interests. Showing that these two types of interests lead to different patterns of interest 

configurations between the principals and agents (Chapter V), the study has argued that 

interest configurations constitute the nature of the power relationship within parties.  

Power in Authoritarian Party Structures: This study has shown that party 

authoritarianism should be understood as a form of power, which is a relational 

phenomenon (Emerson, 1962; Blau, 1964; Baldwin, 1979). In other words, the 

potential effectiveness of the leaders’ power depends on the interests and power 

resources of the local party actors. In party authoritarianism, the party leader has power 

over the local party activists, only because it is their interests and power resources that 

allow the party leader to exert his/her influence. In this respect, Michels’ (1962) ‘iron 

law of oligarchy’ thesis is valid only under a distinctive scope and domain. For 

instance, even though a party organization is constituted of an asymmetrical power 

structure (Panebianco, 1988), under the influence of exogenous and endogenous 

triggers, the local party activists as the weak actors can initiate ‘balancing operations’ 

(Emerson, 1962) through cultivating new power resources, such as enhancing their 

legitimacy or social status in the local constituency, and most importantly through 

creating a power network. This will result with a challenge against the authoritarian 

party structure and the degree of the exogenous and endogenous events as well as the 

extent of the power resources having the chance for a transition from party 

authoritarianism to internal party democracy in time. 
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On the other hand, the party leaders must take into account the type of interests 

that the agents possess in order to get rid of intra-party conflicts and form a successful 

authoritarianism. Depending on the type of interests, the power can be exerted in two 

ways over the subordinate local party actors as observed in clandestine and benign 

authoritarianism: The conflictual interests can be (1) made latent or (2) purchased by 

the national party leaders. In the first case, the subordinate group has social interests 

and thus is unaware of the potential conflicts in the party organization. This is where a 

‘three-dimensional power’ (Lukes, 1974:24-25), or ‘conditioned power’ (Galbraith, 

1986:215) is exerted over the local party actors, which is power exertion through 

manipulation. In the second case, the party leaders purchase the submission of the local 

party actors through the concrete offer of rewards and benefits. This case is observed 

when the agents have material interests such as being close to influential people, an 

interest for a seat in public office or a job position that party organization offers.  This 

is where compensatory power takes place (Galbraith, 1986:214).  

8.2.2. Implications on the Internal Democratization of Parties in Turkey 

 Party authoritarianism has long been taken for granted in Turkish politics 

without putting much emphasis on investigating the future possibilities of internal 

democracy within party organizations in Turkey. This is possibly because party 

authoritarianism is an institutionalized phenomenon shaped by the macro-level factors 

such as political culture and the institutional framework in Turkey. As Chapter III has 

revealed, the parties in Turkey have been born with authoritarian characteristics at their 

inception and these characteristics have become embedded in their structures in time, 

particularly after the adoption of the Law on Political Parties (Siyasi Partiler Kanunu). 

Unlimited nature of leadership tenures and the top-down execution of candidate 

selection processes have been regarded as ‘what is right’ or ‘what is normal’ for many 
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local party organizations. Taking these facts into consideration, it would then be right to 

state that party authoritarianism is an institutionalized phenomenon and a potential 

process of internal party democratization in the future means ‘institutional change’ for 

party organizations in Turkey.  

 So far, most of the attention in generating such an institutional change has been 

directed to reforming the law on political parties in Turkey. There have been so many 

pressures by the major think tanks or NGOs on the governments to reform the legal 

framework on party organizations in Turkey (See for instance the reports TESAV 1995; 

TOBB 2000; TESAV 2005). However, these external pressures could never convey 

such an agenda of reform to the Turkish parliament.  

 The major implication of this study on Turkish party organizations is that 

external pressure for public reform is not the only way for the generation of internal 

party democracy. Rather, there are internal factors for democratizing party structures as 

well, which depend on the local party organizations’ investment in building and 

strengthening alternative power resources and power networks. Therefore, an internal 

pressure coming from the grassroots party organizations for reforming the current 

institutional framework is likely to be more effective than the external pressures. The 

reforms that come through internal pressures can further bring the adequate checks and 

balances on the leaders’ power. As explained in Chapter V, there is a power-

dependence relationship between the principals and agents in authoritarian party 

structures. The greater the agents shirk from the authority of their principals based on 

their power resources, the greater the chance for internal party democratization. 

 The empirical cases of challenged and coercive authoritarianism observed in 

this study, pointed to a change within power structures; but the factors leading to that 

change obviously did not provide a sufficient degree of influence in causing an 
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institutional change; i.e. the removal of the party leader, or an inclusive process of 

candidate selection for public office. Among all parties, the CHP was the closest one 

approaching internal democracy as a result of entering the third stage of ‘coercive 

authoritarianism’. The failure that the CHP faced in 2007 elections did create some 

dynamic challenges within the party organization leading to a new faction, a power 

network created under the leadership of Şişli mayor, Mustafa Sarıgül (Milliyet, 25 July 

2007). However, at the end, the newly created power network was not strong enough to 

remove the party leader Baykal since he was re-elected at the 2008 national party 

convention. One can argue that even if Baykal had been removed from the party, the 

changing leadership may not have brought internal democratization as the newly 

elected party leader may have installed his own authoritarianism in the party. Yet, a 

party having gone through a leadership removal through effective agent mobilization 

has higher chances for creating its internal checks-and-balances in time. In other words, 

through the leadership removal experience, the agents can learn how to reproduce the 

similar effect in the future for other authoritarian-leaning leaders. 

 Yet, why were the power resources of the CHP agents not strong enough to 

remove the party leader? First of all, as an alternative leader, Sarıgül did not have a 

promising background. He built a network of a clientelistic character, formed by his 

own personal supporters. The network was not based on a vivid grassroots movement. 

Secondly, the electoral defeat of the CHP in 2007 was not perceived as the flaw of the 

party by Deniz Baykal.  Even though the public opinion blamed him on the grounds 

that the CHP discourse and electoral strategy as an opposition party was flawed and led 

to the increase in the votes of the AKP, the Baykal administration explained the reasons 

for the party failure only through external factors such as the ‘biased role of the media’, 

‘religious communities’, ‘EU support for the AKP’ (Milliyet, 3 August 2007). In this 
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respect, the electoral defeat of the CHP, which was the main trigger for the challenges 

arising within the party, could be placed on “legitimate reasons” by the party 

leadership. Thus, the nature of the exogenous trigger and the weak power resources of 

the agents did not allow the internal democratization of the CHP.  

8.3. Future Studies 

 The hypotheses of this study derived from the case of Turkey can be tested in 

other political contexts where authoritarian party structures are embedded in political 

culture and institutional frameworks. Particularly the cases from developing 

democracies where authoritarian party structures originate in democratic transitions can 

provide adequate frameworks to test the causal validity of interest configurations, 

exogenous and endogenous triggers as well as power resources for the variance in and 

exit from party authoritarianism. In fact, the study can also be extended within Turkey, 

including research on power relationships from different parties, districts and provincial 

organizations.  

 Yet, in order for a political system to be selected as a case to test the hypotheses 

of this study, the presence of authoritarian party structures in that system is not the only 

criterion. The selected political systems must also have certain patterns of party system 

institutionalization such as ‘party rootedness in society’ and ‘regularity in patterns of 

party competition’ (Mainwaring and Scully, 1995). These two conditions provide a 

stable structure of parties competing in the political system where the internal decision-

making processes such as candidate selection and policy formulation can be analyzed in 

order to find out the main patterns of authoritarianism across and within party 

organizations. According to the Freedom House definition, the selected democracies, 

then, must at least be ‘partly free’ or fall into the category of ‘electoral democracies’ 

(Freedom House, 2009). In such democracies, there are substantial limitations on 
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political rights, yet they are composed of competitive systems. On the contrary, in 

political systems that are ‘not free’ or that do no fall into the ‘electoral democracy’ 

category, there is no political competition and no party rootedness in society. This 

situation does not make it possible to study authoritarian party governance since it is 

not possible to find dynamism between the local-national levels of the parties. The 

countries in the Middle East such as Syria, Egypt, Iran and some of the former Soviet 

Union states such as Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Kazakhistan are not adequate cases 

which belong to the ‘not free’ category according to the 2009 Freedom House Report. 

 However, it would be interesting to study authoritarian party governance in 

some of the developing democracies of Latin America. For instance Chile has a long 

tradition of democratic party system where elections run mostly around large party 

coalitions rather than among single parties. The Pinochet dictatorial interval (1973-

1989) has led to two main political alliances: 1) Concertation for Democracy, 2) 

Democracy and Progress (Scully, 1995:126). As Scully (1995:127) explains: 

 
… intense negotiations among alliance partners prior to the elections 
determined which candidate would be slated for what office. For 
example, though the Christian Democratic Party [of Concertation] as the 
largest party in Chile could have claimed the right to nominate candidates 
from its ranks for each congressional district, for pact-keeping 
considerations it sometimes yielded to smaller centrist parties in areas 
where Christian Democrats were not the preference. Marathon sessions of 
delicate and complex negotiations between party leaders characterized 
the weeks and months before the December 1989 elections.  

 

In this respect, it is the negotiations among the party leaders that determine the 

candidate lists prior to the elections in Chile. The questions like how the party leaders 

deal with the rank-and-file pressures, in which parties it is possible to see such 

pressures, whether it shows variance in different parties within the same alliance would 

be relevant in testing the following hypotheses of this study: 1) In an authoritarian party 
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structure, the interest configurations between principals and agents constitute the nature 

of the power relationship between them. 2) Exogenous triggers and endogenous triggers 

in the system cause the shirk of the agents from the principals’ authority. 3) Only the 

agents with sufficient power resources can create a change in power relationships and 

thus in the power structure of the party.  

 Similar to Chile, Brazil is another case where party alliances structure the 

political system. The party system has transited from multiparty fragmentation to a 

broad bi-partyism, that is, a system structured by two party alliances: one, led by the 

Workers Party (PT) alongside allied satellite parties including the Socialist Party, 

Communist Party, Republican Party and the Liberal Party; the other alliance led by the 

Brazilian Social-Democratic party (PSDB) flanked by its main ally, the Liberal Front 

(Sanchez, 2008). In this respect, the future studies in such Latin American examples 

can reshape the hypotheses of this study considering the effect of party alliances on 

party power structures. 

 Furthermore, some studies in party politics have shown that the party leaders are 

constrained by electoral imperatives (Weingast, 1984:153; Goldstein, 2002). In other 

words, party leaders, even while safeguarding their power within the party must 

monitor the desires of important constituencies. On the other hand, this study has 

shown that one of the most important power resources of the local party actors is their 

ability to control the local constituencies that they are responsible for. In this respect 

while such control can create a challenge in the power relationship between the agent 

and the principal; alliance among the agents with such power resources can create a 

challenge to the whole authoritarian party strucute, paving the way for internal 

democratization. This can be a final hypothesis to be tested in future studies, which 
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include cases analyzing transitions to internal party democratization from party 

authoritarianism.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

 

 

NATIONAL ELECTIONS SELECTED RESULTS 

2002 and 2007 

 

 

 
 

Party 
 

Percentage of 
Votes 
(2002) 

 

 

Number of Seats at 
the Parliament 

(2002) 
 

 

Percentage of 
Votes 
(2007) 

 

Number of Seats 
at the Parliament 

(2007) 

 
AKP 
CHP 

MHP** 
DEHAP*** 

Independents*** 
 

 
34.3 
19.4 
8.4 
6.2 
1.0 

 
363 
178 
--- 
--- 
9 

 
46.6 
20.9 
14.3 
--- 
5.2 

 
341 

112(-13)* 
71 
--- 
26 

Source: Turkish Statistical Institute www.tuik.gov.tr  
 
*    In 2007 elections, in order to overcome the 10 per cent threshold, one of the center-left parties, the 
Democratic Left Party (DSP) entered the parliament under the umbrella of the CHP. Out of the 112 seats 
allocated to the CHP, 13 belonged to the DSP members, thus leaving 99 seats for the CHP. 
 
**   Due to the 10 per cent threshold, the MHP was not able to enter the parliament in 2002. 
 
*** Due to the 10 per cent threshold, the DEHAP (predecessor of the DTP) was not able to enter the 
parliament in 2002. In 2005, the party was abolished and replaced by the DTP. Yet in 2007 elections, the 
DTP entered the elections through independents. Out of the 26 seats allocated to the independents, the DTP 
gained 20, which was sufficient to form a party group in the parliament. 
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OUTLINE OF THE INTERVIEWS 

 

 

 

Graphs 1-4. Number of Interviews with the Local Party Actors 

(Male and Female) 

 
 
 
 

Graph 1: Number of Interviews across Four Districts 
Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi - AKP) 

 

 
 

 
 
  

 Total Number of Male Interviewees:    15 
 Total Number of Female Interviewees: 9 

TOTAL: 24 
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Graph 2: Number of Interviews across Four Districts 
Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi - CHP) 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Graph 3: Number of Interviews across Four Districts 
Nationalist Action Party (Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi - MHP) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Total Number of Male Interviewees:    12 
 Total Number of Female Interviewees:10 

TOTAL: 22 
  

 Total Number of Male Interviewees:    16 
 Total Number of Female Interviewees: 5 

TOTAL: 21 
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Graph 4: Number of Interviews across Four Districts 
Democratic Society Party (Demokratik Toplum Partisi - DTP) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Graphs 5-8. Education Level of the Interviewees 

 
 

Graph 5: Education Level across Four Districts 
Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi AKP) 

 

  
 

 
 

         Total Number of University Graduates:             16 
         Total Number of High School Graduates:             8 
         Total Number of Middle School Graduates:          0 
         Total Number of Elementary School Graduates:  0  

 Total Number of Male Interviewees:    17 
 Total Number of Female Interviewees: 7 

TOTAL: 24 
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Graph 6: Education Level across Four Districts 
Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi CHP) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Graph 7: Education Level across Four Districts 
Nationalist Action Party (Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi - MHP) 

 

 
 
 
 
 

         Total Number of University Graduates:             6 
         Total Number of High School Graduates:          11 
         Total Number of Middle School Graduates:        2 
         Total Number of Elementary School Graduates: 3  

         Total Number of University Graduates:             9 
         Total Number of High School Graduates:            8 
         Total Number of Middle School Graduates:        3 
         Total Number of Elementary School Graduates: 1  
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Graph 8: Education Level across Four Districts 
Democratic Society Party (Demokratik Toplum Partisi - DTP) 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Graphs 9-12. Income Level of the Interviewees 

 
 

Graph 9: Monthly Salaries of the Interviewees across Four Districts 
Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi - AKP) 

 

 
 
 

         Total Number of University Graduates:              6 
         Total Number of High School Graduates:             3 
         Total Number of Middle School Graduates:         4 
         Total Number of Elementary School Graduates: 9 
         Total Number of Those with No Education:      2 

 Income less than 1000 TL (total):      2 
 Income 1000 – 3000 TL (total):         11 
 Income 3000 – 5000 TL (total):          5 
 Income more than 5000 TL (total):    2 
 Unknown (total):         4 
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Graph 10: Monthly Salaries of the Interviewees across Four Districts 
Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi CHP) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Graph 11: Monthly Salaries of the Interviewees across Four Districts  

Nationalist Action Party (Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi - MHP) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Income less than 1000 TL (total):     3 
 Income 1000 – 3000 TL (total):        16 
 Income 3000 – 5000 TL (total):          0 
 Income more than 5000 TL (total):    1 
 Unknown:          2  

 Income less than 1000 TL (total):      4 
 Income 1000 – 3000 TL (total):           9 
 Income 3000 – 5000 TL (total):           3 
 Income more than 5000 TL (total):     2 
 Unknown:           3  
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Graph 12: Monthly Salaries of the Interviewees across Four Districts 
Democratic Society Party (Demokratik Toplum Partisi - DTP) 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Graphs 13-16. Age Level of the Interviewees 

 
Graph 13: Age Level across Four Districts 

Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi AKP) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  Younger than 30 (Total):   5 
  Between 30 – 55 (Total):  18 
  Between 55 – 70 (Total):    1 

 Income less than 1000 TL (total):      14 
 Income 1000 – 3000 TL (total):            4 
 Income 3000 – 5000 TL (total):            2 
 Income more than 5000 TL (total):      0 
 Unknown:                          4  
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Graph 14: Age Level across Four Districts 

Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi CHP) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Graph 15: Age Level across Four Districts 
Nationalist Action Party (Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi - MHP) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Younger than 30 (Total):   3 
  Between 30 – 55 (Total):  14 
  Between 55 – 70 (Total):   5 

  Younger than 30 (Total):   2 
  Between 30 – 55 (Total):  16 
  Between 55 – 70 (Total):    3 
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Graph 16: Age Level across Four Districts 
Democratic Society Party (Demokratik Toplum Partisi - DTP) 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 

Graphs 17-20. Activism Period of the Interviewees 

 
 

Graph 17: Activism Period across Four Districts 
Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi AKP) 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 Between 1 – 3 years (Total):     2 
 Between 3 – 5 years (Total)      9 
    Between 5 – 10 years (Total):  13 

  Younger than 30 (Total):   4 
  Between 30 – 55 (Total):  14 
  Between 55 – 70 (Total):    6 
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Graph 18: Activism Period across Four Districts 
Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi CHP) 

 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 

Graph 19: Activism Period across Four Districts 
Nationalist Action Party (Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi - MHP) 

 

  
 

 
 

 Less than 1 year (Total):          0 
 Between 1 – 3 years (Total):     0 
 Between 3 – 5 years (Total)      4 
    Between 5 – 10 years (Total):   3 
 More than 10 years (Total):     15 

  
 Less than 1 year (Total):          0 
 Between 1 – 3 years (Total):     2 
 Between 3 – 5 years (Total)      6 
    Between 5 – 10 years (Total):   1 
 More than 10 years (Total):     12 
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Graph 20: Activism Period across Four Districts 
Democratic Society Party (Demokratik Toplum Partisi - DTP) 

 

 
 

 

 

Graphs 21-24. Activism Level Per Week  

 
 

Graph 21: Activism Level Per Week across Four Districts 
Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi AKP) 

 

 
 

 
 

 Less than 5 hours (Total):      0 
 5 – 10 hours (Total):                6 
    15 – 20 hours (Total):              9 
 More than 20 hours (Total):    9 

  
 Less than 1 year (Total):          0 
 Between 1 – 3 years (Total):     0 
 Between 3 – 5 years (Total)      2 
    Between 5 – 10 years (Total):   6 
 More than 10 years (Total):     16 
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Graph 22: Activism Level Per Week across Four Districts 
Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi CHP) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Graph 23: Activism Level Per Week across Four Districts 
Nationalist Action Party (Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi MHP) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Less than 5 hours (Total):      1 
 5 – 10 hours (Total):                3 
    15 – 20 hours (Total):              9 
 More than 20 hours (Total):    9 

 Less than 5 hours (Total):      1 
 5 – 10 hours (Total):                3 
    15 – 20 hours (Total):              7 
 More than 20 hours (Total):   10 
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Graph 24: Activism Level Per Week across Four Districts 

Democratic Society Party (Demokratik Toplum Partisi DTP) 
 
 

 
 
 

 Less than 5 hours (Total):       0 
 5 – 10 hours (Total):                 3 
    15 – 20 hours (Total):               7 
 More than 20 hours (Total):   14 
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APPENDIX C  

 

 

 

Open-Ended Interview Questions 

 

 

 
Personal Information 

 

1. Date and Place of Birth 

2. Father’s Date and Place of Birth 

3. What is your job? 

4. What is your education status? 

5. What is the monthly salary that you get? Does anyone in your family work? 

6. Are you a member of another organization (NGO, trade union, business 

association, etc)? 

7. How long have you been a member of this party? 

8. Did you have any ties with other parties before? 

9. What are the three most important reasons that motivated you to be a party 

member? And why specifically this party? 

10. What is your role in the party? 

11. How did you come up to this position (chair, activity coordinator, etc) in the 

party? Can you please share your story with me? 

12. What was your previous position in the party? 

13. How much time do you spend on party activities in one week? 

14. Have you ever considered running for the office? Is so for which position? 
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Party Organization Questions 

 

Local level 

15. What is the most important three responsibilities that you fulfill during election 

times? 

16. What is the most important three responsibilities that you fulfill during non-

election times? 

17. What methods do you use to reach voters during election times? 

18. What is your major source of funding for your party activities? Do you collect 

membership fees? 

19. Is your party in any connection with other parties at the local level? What kind 

of connections? 

20. Do you work with any community-based organizations, or non-governmental 

organizations at the local level? Which organizations are they? 

21. How many members do you have at the district level? How many of them are 

active? 

22. Has there been any district or provincial party conventions in the last two years? 

Have you taken part in any of these conventions? How many delegates 

participate in the conventions? Who determines the delegates? 

23. What kind of alternative strategies or policies do you offer in solving local 

problems (traffic, environment, etc.) 

 

Relations with the national party leaders / Perceptions about decision-making and 

leadership domination 

24. If you observe a problem (i.e. complaints, member issues) at the local level 

within your party organization, what do you do? With whom do you first 

contact in the party?  

25. Do the parliamentary members / central party members often visit your district 

party organization? How often do you see them?  

26. Who do you think should determine the parliamentary candidates within the 

organization? 

27. Who determines the parliamentary candidates in your organization? Are you 

satisfied with this situation? 

28. How important is the party discipline for your party? 
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29. We see in many papers, in the news that the parties in Turkey are generally 

subject to a phenomenon of leadership domination. What do you think about 

this statement? 

30. Do you think that there is leadership domination in your party? 

31. Do you believe that the candidate selection process is democratic in your party?  

32. What criteria should determine the candidates? 

33. What is the most important concept / idea that best defines your party? 

34. What should be done to make your party more successful (in elections or as an 

organization)? 
 


