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ARTICLE

Change in political party strategy and organization in Turkey: 
the Republican People’s Party in government and in 
opposition
Kerem Kılıçdaroğlu

Political Science and International Relations, TED University, Ankara, Turkey

ABSTRACT
Political parties rely heavily on clientelistic networks in Turkey. 
However, parties may change and pursue alternative strategies 
while appealing to voters. The goal of this study is to explain why 
political parties change their strategies from clientelistic to pro-
grammatic or vice versa. Therefore, the key question is: under 
what conditions do parties adopt a clientelistic strategy or 
a programmatic strategy? Based on field research in Istanbul, 
Turkey, concerning party-voter linkages, I argue that parties’ access 
to state resources affects the changes in party strategy. When 
a party is involved in a governing coalition, the party is more likely 
to pursue a clientelistic strategy; conversely, when a party becomes 
the opposition, it is more likely to pursue a programmatic strategy. 
In order to support my arguments, this research observes govern-
ment (1991–1995) and opposition (2002–2015) periods of the 
Republican People’s Party (CHP, Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi). In this 
context, the CHP’s electoral strategy and local organizations are 
observed in the more developed Kadıköy and less developed 
Esenler districts in Istanbul.

KEYWORDS 
Clientelism; Turkish politics; 
political party organization; 
Republican People’s Party 
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Introduction

Compared with advanced democracies, it is more likely to see clientelistic parties and 
prevalent clientelistic networks in Turkey. These networks are rampant especially at the 
local level (Sayarı 2014; Çarkoğlu and Aytaç 2015; Ark-Yıldırım 2017). However, it is 
also possible to see that once parties act in a clientelistic way, they may shift towards 
a programmatic strategy. In light of this, certain questions must be asked: why do 
political parties change their strategy from clientelistic to programmatic or vice versa? 
Under what conditions do parties pursue clientelistic or programmatic strategies? The 
goal of this research is to answer these questions. I argue that parties’ access to state 
resources and their position in the government (being part of the governing coalition 
or a single governing party or being the opposition party) affect these strategies. When 
a party is involved in the governing coalition, it is more likely to pursue a clientelistic 
strategy, whereas when a party becomes the opposition, it is more likely to pursue 
a programmatic strategy. Furthermore, this research aims to show that a political party 
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may spontaneously pursue different strategies (clientelistic, programmatic or both) 
based on the socioeconomic condition of the electoral district. In well-off districts, 
the party is likely to pursue a programmatic strategy, whereas in less developed 
districts, clientelistic efforts are expected. If a party’s position in parliament is com-
bined with the same party’s local level units, the strategies can be summed up as 
follows. In the governing period, a party is expected to pursue a mixed strategy 
(combination of programmatic and clientelistic) in well-off districts and more cliente-
listic in less developed districts. In the opposition period, however, it is likely to pursue 
a relatively programmatic strategy in well-off districts and a mixed (less programmatic) 
strategy in less developed districts.

In order to answer the questions above, I conducted a field research in Istanbul, 
Turkey (30.10.2015–12.01.2016). Turkey was selected as a country where clientelistic 
practices are similar to other developed or developing countries (Cinar 2016, 81). During 
the field research, I carried out in-depth interviews with legislators, local office leaders 
and party activists of the Republican People’s Party (CHP), specifically from the selected 
districts.1 However, it was a demanding process as some party members did not remem-
ber what happened in the districts or they were too old to be interviewed. It was also hard 
to find local politicians who were active in politics 20 years ago. So I used the snowball 
technique in an attempt to increase the number of interviews. I chose the districts of 
Kadıköy (more developed) and Esenler (less developed) based on their socioeconomic 
conditions and voter profiles (Şeker 2015). Methodologically, this study employs a ‘most 
different systems design’ (MDSD), choosing units of research which are as different as 
possible with regard to extraneous variables (Anckar 2008, 390). By choosing socio-
economically different districts, my goal is to show how the party changes its strategy 
when in the government and in the opposition. The CHP is chosen for this research 
because as a mainstream party (with a long political history), the CHP had experienced 
both governing and opposition periods. In addition to that, the party has active branches 
at the district level in all cities of Turkey.2 The CHP case allowed me to observe the 
party’s differing organizational strategies at the district level (socioeconomically different 
districts) when it was involved in the government (1991–1995) and was in the opposition 
(2002–2015). The time period that the study focuses on is the period from 1991 to 1995, 
which was the latest period when the CHP was a member of a governing coalition (except 
for a short governing coalition with the True Path Party – Doğru Yol Partisi, DYP – 
through the end of 1995), and the period 2002 onwards. The years from 1999 to 2002 
were left out because the CHP was unable to pass the 10% electoral threshold in the 1999 
elections. During the selected periods, I analysed how the CHP responded to voter 
demands in more and less developed districts. Considering Turkey, the Justice and 
Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi, AKP) seems to be an alternative case 
for the research. During elections, as a single-governing party, the AKP heavily relied on 
clientelistic practices, especially among low-income voters (Çarkoğlu and Aytaç 2015). 
However, the AKP was established in 2001 and the party was never involved in the 
opposition. Moreover, research on clientelism in Turkey generally focuses on governing 
parties and for the most part, opposition parties are overlooked in this process. 
Therefore, one goal of this research is to analyse and evaluate the clientelistic networks 
of opposition parties (and to see whether they have such networks).
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Within this context, this article comprises four parts. In the next part, clientelistic and 
programmatic party strategies and the existing research on clientelism are discussed. 
Afterwards, the theory of access to resources and some hypotheses are presented. In the 
third part, the focus of the paper switches to the CHP in different (opposition and 
government) periods, before the last part concludes the paper.

Clientelistic and programmatic strategies

A clientelistic strategy of a party or politician towards its electorate is ‘the direct exchange 
of a citizen’s vote in return for direct payments or continuing access to employment, 
goods, and services’ (Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2007, 2). In programmatic strategy, rather 
than a distribution of tangible benefits to voters, politicians/parties aim to ‘provide 
citizens with meaningful choice over policies by reaching out to them through coherent 
political programmes’ (Cheeseman and Paget 2014, xi).

Clientelistic and programmatic strategies have important effects on politics in devel-
oping democracies. In these countries, when the state fails to provide a public service, 
political parties/politicians may fulfil the needs of poor voters through clientelist strate-
gies (Gay 1990; Auyero 2000) thereby taking advantage of socioeconomic inequality in 
the country (Gay 1990). However, this situation harms the principle of accountability 
because voters may hold politicians/parties accountable based on the personal benefits 
they receive, rather than policy platforms or their governmental performance (Munro 
2001). Moreover, in countries where there is a lack of transparency in the budgetary 
process, politicians/parties might easily misuse state resources and ‘divert government 
resources to favoured segments of the electorate’ (Wantchekon 2003, 401). Contrary to 
clientelism, the emergence of programmatic party strategies nurtures the democratic and 
electoral processes and accountability by providing citizens nationwide with national 
goods, a coherent ideology and better information to voters (Luna et al. 2014).

Existing research on programmatic and clientelistic parties

Recently, many have realized that the party organization structure and programmatic 
party linkages that characterize Western European parties do not adequately reflect voter 
preferences and the dynamics of party competition in most developing democracies 
(Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2007). The research on programmatic and clientelistic parties 
explains the emergence, persistence and demise of clientelistic parties under supply-side 
(parties and politicians) and demand-side (voters) arguments.

Supply-side arguments

With regard to supply-side arguments, research on urbanization and elections shows that 
clientelistic relations decrease as the population increases (Resnick 2009; Stokes et al. 2013; 
Calvo and Murillo 2013). Population density may complicate a party’s capacity to monitor 
voter support, for example, in the districts with less population it is easier for party 
members to predict voters’ party preferences and their demands and it is easier to judge 
local support through the level of attendance at party rallies (Hicken 2011). However, 
Auyero (2000) finds that clientelistic parties with extensive organizations may still monitor 
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voters’ activities even in highly populated poor urban districts. Additionally, certain towns 
(hubs of manual labour) are characterized by the presence of unionized workers, who are 
more sympathetic to programmatic appeals (Paget et al. 2012).

The second argument focuses on the role of institutional rules. Changes in electoral laws 
and modifications to parties’ organizational rules provide incentives for programmatic 
strategies (Mainwaring and Scully 1995). On the one hand, highly centralized parties and 
leaders who favour a programmatic strategy prefer higher ballot control in order to increase 
party reputation and prevent personal votes (Carey and Shugart 1995; Ames 1995). On the 
other hand, candidate-centred electoral systems that encourage the cultivation of a personal 
vote tend to be associated with clientelistic practices (Hicken 2007).

Third, economic crises and reconstruction (Kitschelt and Wang 2014) compel some 
parties to abandon clientelism and develop programmatic policies. For instance, eco-
nomic crises in South Korea and Turkey led to the rise of programmatic party strategies 
in the 1990s and 2000s (Kselman 2012). In Brazil, which ceased distributing government 
resources to favoured voters, neo-liberal economic policies compelled the governing 
party to become more programmatic (Stokes 2009). However, neo-liberal reforms may 
also pave the way for clientelism as in Peru (Roberts 1995) or in Argentina (Brusco et al. 
2004). Lastly, Szwarcberg (2013) shows that idealistic candidates with access to resources 
(such as the capacity to compete in elections for the first time) are likely to prefer 
a programmatic approach.

Demand-side arguments

With regard to the demand side, compared to rural regions where traditional patron- 
client ties are rampant (Kudat 1975), in urban areas, higher levels of industrialization lead 
to the emergence of class identities and, therefore, political parties tend to develop 
policies based on social classes, rather than on clientelistic appeals (Keefer 2005). 
Modern bureaucracy provides better distribution and improved levels of income, while 
education changes voter demands to more programmatic ones (Kitschelt 2000). As the 
economy develops, more voters prefer ‘policy over pork’ (Erikson et al. 2002; Hicken 
2009; Shin 2015). Lyne’s (2007) research shows that voters will favour a programmatic 
party over a clientelistic one when the benefit offered by the latter has insignificant value 
to the voter. More educated, higher income level voters are also likely to demand 
programmatic policies (Desposato 2006; Hicken 2011; Shin 2015) especially in districts 
considerable middle-class votes and where electoral competition is high (Weitz-Shapiro 
2014). However, in countries with considerable poverty, where the clientelism is lucrative 
and the costs low, voters are more likely to admit to clientelistic goods/benefits that 
connect them to party members (Calvo and Murillo 2013).

Secondly, driving agents such as being in the opposition or a civil organization may 
influence governing parties to be more programmatic. According to Paget et al. (2012), 
by pushing parties to develop alternative policies, some civil society organizations are 
more likely to demand solutions to nationwide issues than to seek specific benefits. 
However, some (ethnic/kinship-based) civil society organizations may exploit state 
resources after joining a political party or creating an external political vehicle for it 
(Ocaklı 2016).
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Arguments about party change

Lastly, recent research shows how parties may change organizationally and strategically. 
Levitsky (2007) examines the transformation of the Justicialista Party (PJ, in Argentina), 
which was once programmatic, but has turned into a clientelistic machine as a result of 
weakening ties with unions. Although Levitsky’s work is primarily on party institutio-
nalization, it is important to see how the loosely organized structure of the party helps it 
to adapt to its environment and become clientelistic. Diaz-Cayeros et al. (2016) demon-
strate a reverse transformation; from a clientelistic regime (with discretionary antipov-
erty transfers, of benefits to a particular district or electorate) to an entitlement (a non- 
discretionary, rules-based, social protection system) regime in Mexico.

In Argentina, Weitz-Shapiro (2014) demonstrates that parties may abandon clien-
telistic practices in districts where electoral competition is high and a significant 
middle-class population is present. In another research, Magaloni (2006) shows how 
the Institutional Revolutionary Party (Partido Revolucionario Institucional, PRI) of 
Mexico survived and sustained a hegemonic party system by using a complex set of 
distribution, including clientelistic activities (targeted side payments, cash transfers, 
food subsidies, etc.) and programmatic strategies (policies on economic growth). 
Likewise, Calvo and Murillo (2019) argue that parties may use a combined strategy, 
but, according to them, voter demand determines the parties’ choice of strategy. Both 
Magaloni (2006), who observes a long period of Mexican PRI strategies, and Calvo and 
Murillo (2019), who focus on Argentina and Chile, are based on nation-wide strategies. 
However, rather than studying the transformation of parties (Levitsky 2007) or system- 
level research (Diaz-Cayeros et al. 2016), this study particularly focuses on party 
strategies in well-off and urban poor districts when a party is in the opposition and 
in the governing position. It shows that parties may pursue a mixed strategy (program-
matic and clientelistic) in well-off districts not because of electoral competition 
(Magaloni 2006) but because of voter demand in relatively underdeveloped neighbour-
hoods of the same district; e.g., the Social Democratic Populist Party (Sosyaldemokrat 
Halkçı Parti, SHP) in Kadıköy during early 1990s.

Contribution to the literature

This research makes two contributions to the literature. First, existing research mostly 
focuses on one side of clientelism, such as the role of brokers at the local level 
(Szwarcberg 2009; Stokes et al. 2013), and assumes party organization as homogenously 
clientelistic or programmatic regardless of urban/rural district. However, different local 
branches of the same party may organize differently. Although some studies (Magaloni 
2006; Calvo and Murillo 2019) show that parties may pursue a combination of program-
matic and clientelistic strategies, this research aims to show that parties may organize 
differently in less and more developed areas while party-voter linkage and voter demand 
in different areas may affect party organization. Second, this research aims to show how 
a party’s position in the government (being part of the governing coalition or a single 
governing party versus being the opposition party) affects party strategy, organizational 
structure and party-voter linkage. Easier access to state resources may provide alternative 
strategies for political parties and incline them to clientelistic practices.
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Theory of access to resources

I argue that parties’ access to state resources has an influence on changes in party strategy 
and shapes their clientelistic or programmatic appeals. Governing parties are more likely 
to adopt a clientelistic strategy when they control the resources because they can use these 
to extend their support base in districts/cities where they are weak. Thus, with regard to 
the provision of clientelistic goods, these parties would need to be in governing position 
or be involved in governing coalitions to access state resources more easily.

Resource control

In developing countries, control over resources plays a significant role in the distribution 
of targeted or national public goods. Because this control over resources may lead to 
different electoral strategies, politicians may align themselves with the people who 
control state resources (Desposato and Scheiner 2008). At the same time, parties bargain 
over the control of ministries during coalition arrangements. The control of ministries 
may provide the party with resources since the party with a minister in government may 
provide patronage jobs or allocate resources for the party’s goals (Wantchekon 2003). 
Especially in a clientelistic-oriented context, ‘clientelism tends to favour those already in 
control of the government and therefore consolidates incumbency advantage in demo-
cratic elections’ (Wantchekon 2003, 401).

For politicians, extensive control over bureaucracy allows much greater opportunities 
to engage in discretionary allocation of public goods and services to reward party 
supporters or curry favour with undecided voters (Cornell and Grimes 2015). Control 
over bureaucracy, thus, allows incumbents to use government resources to strengthen 
their own chances of re-election. ‘Access to subsidized housing or cash transfers may 
easily be allocated along partisan lines if politicians have extensive opportunities to 
intervene in the administration of public programs’ (Cornell and Grimes 2015, 210). 
Considering the relative bureaucratic weakness of developing democracies, governing 
parties’ access to state resources then becomes easier.

Lastly, research shows that municipalities provide political parties with an alternative 
resource for clientelistic distribution (Kemahlioglu 2012; Arikan-Akdag 2014; Dogan 
2016; Ark-Yıldırım 2017; Joppien 2017; Arslantas and Arslantas 2020). Especially for 
opposition parties, municipal resources can be a crucial and may provide for limited 
clientelistic practices. Another advantage of access to municipal governance is the 
provision of patronage jobs, which is usually limited but can be effective in garnering 
votes. However, municipalities may only provide resources limited to the scope of 
municipal boundaries and even if the resources are canalized to other electoral districts, 
they are likely to remain limited. If the municipality is controlled by the governing party, 
it is easier to identify voters and engage in distribution at the local level (Kemahlioglu and 
Bayer 2020).

Parties in government

When in the government, political parties are more likely to pursue a clientelistic 
strategy. Programmatic parties may give priority to policies and they can easily pass the 
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bills when they possess a majority of seats in parliament. However, governing parties 
are generally eager to extend their support base by including their weak districts/cities. 
Studies on distributive incentives of clientelist parties reveal that party choices, whether 
they favour distribution of direct benefits to swing (Lindbeck and Weibull 1987) or 
core voters, (Cox and Mccubbins 1986), provide a mixed picture (Stokes 2007). For 
instance, the PRI in Mexico prefers distributing benefits to core voters (Perez 2006), 
whereas the PJ in Argentina prefers investment in swing voters (Weitz-Shapiro 2006). 
Based on the interviews in this research, the CHP party branches are more likely to 
prefer clientelism towards core voters. However, in some cases party branches may 
prefer swing voters where financial resources are available (for instance, when in the 
government, the CHP branch in Kadıköy distributed tangible benefits to swing voters 
such as housewives and unemployed people). More resources mean more financial 
support for district offices and more opportunity for party brokers to extend party- 
voter linkages. This can be costly but can be carried out by a local office because 
abundant state resources bring financial opportunities. The party may still carry out the 
promoted national policies, but abundant resources give an opportunity to expand its 
vote share. In this situation, one alternative is to incline towards low-income voters 
because it is less costly to appeal to these voters with a patron-client strategy. At the 
same time, party organization (at the local level) is more likely to exploit state 
resources/services for personal benefits.

Parties in the opposition

When the party is in the opposition, resource insufficiency is more likely to arise. Lacking 
resources may lead to the shrinking of a party’s organization, fewer resources for local 
offices and even a decreasing number of party members. In order to avoid such a resource 
problem, parties are more likely to pursue a programmatic strategy such as having 
a coherent party programme, improving intraparty democracy mechanisms and training 
party members to consolidate them under clear ideological stance. Developing nation-
wide policies on important issues such as the economy or social welfare may solve the 
resource problem while appealing to voters. Additionally, once the party becomes the 
opposition, party members with personal demands (clientelistic appeals) are more likely 
to leave because inadequate resources means these are not met. These developments not 
only increase party effectiveness, but gives the party an opportunity to appeal to voters in 
rich urban districts, where a majority of middle and upper-middle-class voters, who 
favour policy-oriented parties, reside (Weitz-Shapiro 2014). Based on access to state 
resources, this research tests the hypotheses presented below.

Hypothesis 1

In developing democracies, parties are more likely to adopt a clientelistic strategy when 
they have access to state resources. 

Hypothesis 1.1
Programmatic to clientelistic: when a party wins an election as the governing party or 

is involved in the governing coalition, it is more likely to shift towards clientelism.
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Hypothesis 1.2
Clientelistic to programmatic: when a party becomes the opposition, it is more likely 

to shift towards a programmatic strategy as the party lacks access to state resources. In 
order to appeal to voters, programmatic efforts are expected.

Hypothesis 2

Parties pursue different strategies in more developed and less developed/rural districts. 

Hypothesis 2.1
In less developed areas, parties are more likely to pursue a clientelistic strategy.

Hypothesis 2.2
In well-off districts, parties are more likely to pursue a programmatic (policy-oriented) 

strategy.

The CHP’s changes in strategy

The CHP: origins, transformation, dissent from the party and reunification

The CHP was founded by Mustafa Kemal Atatürk (the founder of modern Turkey) in 
1923 and ruled the country under a single-party regime for 23 years (from 1923 to 1946) 
until the beginning of multiparty elections.3 As the oldest political party in Turkish 
politics, the CHP has experienced significant transformations, from a major political 
organization during the establishment of Turkey to a centre-left mass party (Turan 
2006). From 1945 to 1950, the CHP played a significant role in the transition to 
democracy by peacefully removing its dominance over Turkish politics in 1950 
(Zurcher 2003). With the multiparty elections, the CHP identified itself as a more statist 
party in opposition to the Democrat Party’s liberal economic approach. During the mid- 
1960s, the CHP shifted towards a centre-left position (Sayarı 1975; Emre 2015). Although 
the party had an ideological shift towards the left, the CHP has never abandoned 
Kemalism.4 In 1961, the first elections after the military coup of May 1960, the party 
won with 36.7% of the votes. The CHP was involved in four different coalitions in this 
period. In the 1965 national elections, the CHP came second, with 28.7% of the votes, and 
remained in the opposition until 1973. In 1972, as a result of turmoil in the party, Bülent 
Ecevit became the third leader of the CHP. In the Ecevit era, the CHP won the 1973 and 
the 1977 elections, which was the party’s most successful period since the initiation of the 
multiparty system.

In 1983, because of the ban over the CHP, introduced after the 1980 military interven-
tion, former party members formed two parties, namely the Populist Party (Halkçı Parti) 
and the Social Democracy Party (Sosyal Demokrasi Partisi), which merged and established 
the Social Democratic Populist Party (Sosyaldemokrat Halkçı Parti, SHP) in 1985. 
However, in the post-1980 era, the de-politicization of Turkish society (after the military 
coup), splits within the party (especially Bülent Ecevit’s Democratic Left Party) and intra- 
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party debates negatively affected the SHP (Öniş and Keyman 2007). As a result, factions in 
the party caused programmatic fragmentation during the 1990s (Kömürcü 2009).5

After the political ban on old parties (after the military coup) was lifted in 1992, the CHP 
re-established itself in 1993 and the SHP merged with it in 1995. Overall, ‘the old CHP 
cadres worked within the SHP; many of them joined the SHP as the representative of the 
CHP tradition’ (Turan 2006, 561). Therefore, the SHP can be considered in continuity with 
the CHP during its prohibition (Ayata 2002; Aslan Akman 2012; Ciddi 2009). However, it 
is important to note that the SHP and the CHP have some important ideological differ-
ences. The SHP period, compared to the CHP after 1993, was closer to universal social 
democratic standards in terms of party program, and according to Kömürcü (2010) the 
party provided an opportunity in Turkish politics for the development of social democracy. 
Moreover, the SHP experience was important since some scholars criticized the CHP’s 
political discourse and policy agenda – its inability to fit the universal standards of social 
democracy (Ayata 2002; Ciddi and Berk 2014). After the merger of the SHP and the CHP 
under the leadership of Deniz Baykal, rather than social democratic standards, the CHP 
administration focused particularly on nationalism and secularism (Emre 2015). 
Compared to high factionalism which caused a fragmented program within the SHP, 
Baykal was able to crystallize the ideology of the CHP.6

The SHP in government (1991-1995)

After the 1991 elections, the SHP lost 11 seats in the Turkish Assembly – from 99 to 88 
(Table 1). Despite the drop in supporting votes, the SHP was involved in a coalition with 
the DYP. The SHP controlled 12 ministries (out of 34 ministries) during the 1991–1995 
coalition. The coalition government provided available resources for its rank-and-file. 
The majority of party members viewed the governing position as an opportunity to 
exploit state resources, taking advantage of job opportunities and providing contracts for 
house-building projects to party members both in metropolitan cities and rural areas 
(Ayata 2002). Party supporters also pushed for government opportunities.

Between November 1991 and March 1993, Erdal Inönü, the leader of the SHP and Deputy 
Prime Minister of the coalition government, received 110889 personal petitions from the 
Turkish public. 33795 of these (or 30.5 percent) asked for a job, while another 7740 
(6.9 percent) requested monetary help, and petitions regarding policy issues such as tax 
reform or privatization, ranked far beyond those about personal favours (Schuler 1999, 158).

Table 1. Election results in Turkey (1987–1995).
Party 1987 1991 1995

ANAP 36.3% 24% 19.6
SHP (CHP) 24.7% 20.8% 10.7
DYP 19.1% 27% 19.1
DSP 8.5% 10.7% 14.6
RP 7% 16.9% 21.3

Data: Supreme Electoral Council of Turkey 
ANAP: Motherland Party (Anavatan Partisi) 
DYP: True Path Party (Doğru Yol Partisi) 
DSP: Democratic Left Party (Demokratik Sol Parti) 
RP: Welfare Party (Refah Partisi)
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The majority of petition writers indicated that they had been staunch supporters of the 
SHP (some claiming that their political loyalty went back to the days when İsmet İnönü, 
Erdal İnönü’s father, was leader of the CHP), had voted for the party in every single 
election, and hence deserved to be ‘helped’ by the party. Others complained that while 
parties that had come to power before the SHP had found jobs for their supporters in the 
public sector, the SHP had failed to do so for its supporters. ‘Some openly asked that the 
SHP’s leader use his political clout to influence the outcome of the exams for job 
applicants in municipal governments’ (Sayarı 2011, 10). These petitions demonstrate 
the clientelistic culture in Turkey where people constantly search for personal connec-
tions with politicians or expect to receive a variety of favours and rewards. Murat 
Karayalçın, who took over the party leadership after İnönü, also complained about 
voters’ and party members’ personal demands. According to him, this is an ordinary 
situation for the party/parties that are involved in the ruling coalition.

Party members frequently visited ministries and party headquarters right after the coalition 
period began. There were hundreds of jobs demanded from our supporters and they even 
demanded more from the general secretary of the party who was in charge of local 
municipalities. How could we do it? It is impossible to provide jobs to thousands of people.7

Change in strategy in Esenler district

Government period (1991-1995)
Compared to Kadıköy, the Esenler district party branch pursued a more clientelistic strategy 
due to the socio-economic conditions of the district. Migrants to Istanbul from eastern and 
south-eastern parts of Turkey from the 1960s to 1990s had settled in the suburbs where 
Esenler is located. These migrants changed the socio-economic structure of the district, which 
had mainly consisted of Cypriots in the 1960s and 1970s. Throughout these years, the district 
remained underdeveloped and the existent infrastructure was inadequate as a result of the 
rising population. As a result, the SHP provided patronage jobs and some services to voters.8 

For instance, during the 1990s, the available positions in the state departments were filled via 
job interviews and recommendations rather than state examinations. Many available positions 
in state departments were shared between coalition partners (SHP and DYP). Esenler district 
was given roughly 120–130 job opportunities in state offices to be distributed to party 
members, party activists and voters close to the party.9 Access to state resources and resources 
of municipalities controlled by the SHP attracted many voters during the 1991–1995 period. 
Voters mostly visited the party office and asked for jobs or financial support for their house-
holds or their children’s education. When the district party office opened, 3800 voters 
registered as party members and the number increased to 4800 within a couple of 
months.10 The reason for the sudden increase in membership was the party’s activities in 
Esenler. Hasan Karasu explained:

Personally, I did not recruit new members for the intraparty elections, but we attracted 
new members because we were very active in the district. During the 1990s, we had to 
hold many party membership applications in Esenler. Of course, we want to extend the 
organization in the district but many of them consisted of job or benefit seekers who do 
not share the party program or ideology. Also, when you accept their applications for 
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membership, some of them do not vote for the party after they find a job in the state office 
or in the municipality.11

The office not only provided job opportunities but party members at the office also 
helped voters with common judicial, personal, infrastructural, or small construction 
problems. State officers were in cooperation with the party office in relation to these 
issues.12 The SHP had also good relations with fellow countryperson associations (asso-
ciations of those with similar place origins). For instance, the party had close relations 
with the Association of Cypriots (due to the high number of citizens in Esenler with 
Cypriot origins in earlier periods). Party members and activists primarily focused on 
organizations (small merchant organizations, neighbourhood organizations and fellow 
countryperson associations) that were close to the party, and regular meetings were 
organized with these groups by the party office to solve their problems.

The party’s organization was ideologically ambiguous; the secession of the CHP from the 
SHP harmed the party. Party factionalism was high and negatively affected party loyalty, while 
many members resigned or switched to other centre-left parties. Party switching was high 
(around 50%13) and switchers claimed their old party as corrupt. Furthermore, the CHP and 
SHP competed against each other in the local elections.14 Factions based on ethnic and 
township affiliations played an important role in the party’s organization. Members generally 
supported others based on affiliations rather than ideological or political platforms. For 
instance, the ‘Turgutreis’ and ‘Oruçreis’ sub-districts, which consisted of residents who 
migrated from Sivas, and the ‘Kazımkarabekir’ sub-district, consisting of residents who 
migrated from Tunceli, were more likely to support the party.15 Only intraparty democracy 
mechanisms worked without problem. Internal elections took place regularly while gatherings 
and discussions in the party office were carried out without problems, but the number of 
members was low compared to those in Kadıköy. The Esenler branch remained like a small 
group in the district.

Opposition periods (2002-2015)
Since the beginning of the opposition periods, party members mainly complained about 
two issues: lacking financial resources and the party leadership’s apathy towards less- 
developed districts. Because of lacking resources, it is hard to campaign on the ground, 
organize door-to-door visits and association meetings, which need abundant financial 
resources, especially for distributive incentives. At the same time, party management and 
party politicians are less likely to visit and attend Esenler party activities. The main reason 
for these lacking resources was the low likelihood of winning elections in the district (the 
party generally receives around 13–15% of votes in Esenler). With limited resources, the 
party office pursued a mixed strategy in the opposition periods. While appealing to voters 
with party policies, party members tried to attract voters with some small tangible 
benefits (food, stationeries, etc.). These benefits were distributed once or twice a year 
and the amount of distribution was limited.16

There was no provision of patronage jobs because of lacking access to state resources. Party 
membership dues are collected regularly but only 10% of members pay the due regularly. 
Donations from wealthy members still outweigh membership dues. Party headquarters only 
provides a small amount of financial support and resources such as flags, pamphlets and 
logistics for electoral campaigns. According to party members, the party’s electoral strategy 
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did not change in the following opposition period, but compared to the previous leader, who 
mostly focused on the secularism, the new management that was elected in May 2010 gave 
priority to economic projects such as a family insurance program. These projects were more 
useful because they have a bearing on economic promises to voters who expect solutions to 
economic difficulties and unemployment.17

Compared to Kadıköy district, the CHP branch of Esenler remained weak, having 
difficulty to compete with the AKP. According to the party’s head of the Tuna neigh-
bourhood (sub-district):

The AKP is very active in the district. Currently there are roughly 309.000 voters in Esenler. The 
municipality is controlled by the AKP, who provides municipality cards to voters.18 Additionally, 
there are 80.000 green card holders.19 They distribute grocery cards (worth 150 Turkish Liras) for 
housewives.20 As long as a voter has AKP membership, his/her household is provided with social 
aid and a small amount of money. The district governor is also close to the AKP and they work 
together while providing goods and benefits to voters. When we visit voters, they lean towards us, 
but they are also afraid of losing these benefits because AKP members warn them that if the AKP 
loses the elections they will lose these benefits.

Furthermore, CHP members complain about the changing voter profile:

Before the 1980s, voters voted based more on economic expectations. Trade unions were 
very active and worked in cooperation with political parties. Currently, we cannot see any 
active trade union. Voters also vote for religious or ethnic concerns.21 We know that we 
cannot get the support of voters in some neighbourhoods where voters vote based on their 
ethnicity and religion. Some of them will vote for the pro-Kurdish HDP and some will vote 
for the AKP because the AKP uses religion through Quran courses. This is a huge problem 
for us but in districts like Kadıköy you cannot see this approach because ethnicity and 
religion are insignificant there.22

Overall, the Esenler branch could not extend its party organization in terms of party 
members or adding new organizations (civil society or small labour organizations) to the 
party. In fact, the cadres in Esenler branch have not changed much since its foundation 
and the party branch has remained a small organization.

The change of strategy in Kadıköy district

Government period (1991-1995)
The Kadıköy party branch appealed to voters both by programmatic and clientelistic 
(mixed) strategies. The involvement in the governing coalition and the control of 
municipalities provided abundant resources. Although Kadıköy has mainly been popu-
lated by educated middle- and high-income voters since the 1940s (Sedat 2007), in the 
1990s, shanty towns emerged in the northern part of Kadıköy. These neighbourhoods 
became the least developed areas of Kadıköy because most construction was unlicensed 
and there were serious infrastructure problems.23 Party members and activists were 
looking for job opportunities and access to state benefits.24 However, it is important to 
note that rather than the party organization doing so, the municipality provided jobs. At 
the same time, the party office distributed packages of food and charcoal to citizens who 
attended party seminars and courses, most of whom were housewives and unemployed 
people who lived in the shantytowns of northern Kadıköy.25
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The municipality, controlled by the SHP, provided an opportunity for the consolida-
tion of the party in Kadıköy. However, this consolidation remained only for the munici-
pality. The SHP and later the CHP lost votes to other parties in the following elections but 
since 1989, the SHP/CHP has controlled the municipality. Furthermore, municipalities 
continued financing the party, but their influence on the organization was limited and 
never outweighed party leadership.26

Rather than only on economic policies, the SHP focused more on issues such as human 
rights and the democratic representation of minorities. Party leader İnönü gave priority to 
solving the Kurdish issue, especially for some cities in eastern and south-eastern provinces. 
For the 1991 general elections, the SHP once again nominated pro-Kurdish candidates27 who 
had been expelled from the party in 1989.28 Party activists organized activities on ethnic and 
minority rights. Although the party leadership defended the re-nomination, Kadıköy voters 
did not support the election campaign or the pro-Kurdish candidates. ‘At the beginning the 
party organization regarded these politicians as socialists who stand on the party’s side, but 
when they decided to attend a conference, without Erdal İnönü’s [the leader of the SHP] 
permission, the Kadıköy branch could not explain this situation to voters’.29 In fact, the party 
organization embraced the candidates but voters were distanced from them. The SHP lost 
a considerable vote share to other left-wing party (the Democratic Left Party/Demokratik Sol 
Parti, DSP) and secular centre-right parties (the Motherland Party/Anavatan Partisi, ANAP, 
and the DYP),30 and compared to the 1987 elections, when it received 34% of the vote, in 1991, 
the SHP lost 11% of its votes in Kadıköy.

The Kadıköy branch depended financially on donations and state resources. 
Additionally, Kadıköy Municipality provided for some expenses such as transportation 
and on some occasions created jobs for residents from other districts. Despite the lack of 
transparency, the party did not need abundant resources for party-voter linkages. 
Tangible benefits came from municipalities while and wealthy supporters’ donations 
played the most important role in party financing. The party branch could not collect 
membership dues regularly. Therefore, there was no other option but donations from 
party members and businesspeople. Party factionalism and loyalty were problematic 
because of internal fights. The secession of the CHP from SHP and their two-year merger 
period led to ambiguity for party members regarding which party should they support 
and to confusion among voters. Party organization was negatively affected by the 
organizational uncertainty and the party lost considerable support in the 1995 elections 
(from 23% to 13% in Kadıköy). Despite internal fights, the party loyalty remained 
moderate at the local level (10 to 30% left the party).31 Although such problems arose 
in the Kadıköy branch, intraparty democracy was working without a problem; internal 
elections and discussion on local strategies were carried out regularly.

The SHP defined itself as a mass party of labour, which aims to defend rights, as 
written in the party program. With this claim in mind, during this period, some trade 
unions and civil society organizations were invited to the party.

These organizations blocked the emergence of personalistic demands and raised awareness 
among party members so that they did not follow persons, but they followed ideology. New 
debates started on the party policy regarding labour rights and Kurdish issue. Such organi-
zations also pushed party leadership to develop alternative programs, especially in the 
labour sector and human right issues. Their presence in the party increased representative-
ness of the labour sector.32
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Opposition periods (2002-2015)
The Kadıköy party branch shifted towards a more programmatic strategy in terms of a vote 
mobilizing approach during its opposition period from 2002 to 2015. There are two reasons 
behind this strategy; first, voters in Kadıköy with secular concerns shifted towards the CHP 
and second, the demand for tangible goods, patronage jobs or social benefits in the party 
decreased. One CHP broker from Kadıköy explained this situation: ‘Kadıköy mainly 
consists of “conscious” voters, who are well educated with high living standards. They 
are against the lifestyle imposed by the AKP. Because of lifestyle concerns, old [centre-right 
secular parties] ANAP and the DYP voters started to support the CHP’.33

In addition, by the mid-2000s, socioeconomic conditions had improved in Kadıköy. 
The main reason for this was the central government’s decision to merge Northern 
Kadıköy (which was less-developed compared to other, already settled, well-off sub- 
districts) with the district called ‘Ataşehir’ (established in 2008). Since then, the number 
of less-developed neighbourhoods has decreased significantly and the demand for tan-
gible benefits decreased as well.34 Party membership dues were collected more regularly; 
the party leadership established an online payment system for increasing the percentage 
of membership dues on party finances. However, donations to the party still play 
a significant role in covering the expenses of the district office.

For the 2011 and 2015 national elections, the party began to place more emphasis on 
economic and democratic issues such as a family insurance program, extra salaries for 
retired people, free education, freedom of speech and freedom of the internet and press. 
Among these promises, extra salaries for the retired are especially crucial for Kadıköy 
because the district has the highest number of retired people in Istanbul (Şeker 2015).35 

Between the elections, the party is active in the district. The office organizes demonstrations 
and tries to mobilize voters on issues regarding human rights, the Kurdish problem, the 
government’s authoritarian tendencies and the environment. At the same time, in 2010, the 
Istanbul party branch decided to set up sub-district offices in some parts of Kadıköy. 
During my field research, I also had a chance to observe some activities of these sub- 
districts. In these sub-district offices, party members generally discussed national and local 
issues, organized meetings and recruited new members.36 Some sub-district offices held 
events such as poetry readings, documentary screenings, breakfasts and lunches with party 
members.37 These offices became locations for party supporters where they could share 
ideas and discuss local issues. Party deputies, academicians and experts are also invited 
regularly to provide information to the voters on diverse issues ranging from the law to the 
environment.38 New members are trained in the party school and they have become ‘active’ 
members who even work on the ground in less-developed districts.39

Discussion

The main argument of this research is that access to state resources explains how parties 
shift towards a clientelistic strategy for garnering votes and their survival in the governing 
position. However, this research does not claim that once in the governing position, 
parties would stay there permanently. The research shows that governing parties may 
lose their position during economic crises (Magaloni 2006; Kselman 2012), economically 
troubled times (Sunar 1990) and economic reforms (Hagopian et al. 2008). Upon losing 
economic power, when they are unable to distribute resources arbitrarily or based on the 
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voter demands, they prefer programmatic policies (Weitz-Shapiro 2014). In the SHP/ 
CHP case, however, the party lost electoral support when it failed to develop a coherent 
program, which resulted in decrease of votes in Kadıköy.

Although the main argument is based on access to resources, municipal control was 
excluded from the research which may affect the scope conditions. Municipality control 
as a source of clientelistic distribution may affect party strategies especially in less 
developed districts. Considering this situation, similar research was made in two districts 
of Ankara: more developed Çankaya and less developed Elmadağ (Kılıçdaroğlu 2017). 
Elmadağ municipality was controlled by CHP, including during opposition periods 
(1989–1999 and 2004–2009), and according to the major of Elmadağ and the CHP 
head of district, the party pursued a mixed strategy like in Esenler. While party members 
tried to attract voters by party policies on national issues, the party branch used limited 
municipal resources (distribution of food packages and patronage jobs in the munici-
pality) for garnering votes.40 Elmadağ municipality shows the clientelistic tendencies of 
the party branch. During the opposition periods, when the CHP was unable to control 
socioeconomically underdeveloped municipalities (at the national level), the party man-
agement may have prioritized secularism and positioned itself against the AKP (espe-
cially in the 2000s). This strategy brought success in well-off districts as the Kadıköy case 
shows as well. However, if the CHP would have controlled a considerable number of 
socioeconomically underdeveloped municipalities, the likelihood of a programmatic shift 
might have diminished, which limits the scope conditions of this research.

This study can be seen as exemplary of the organizational behaviour of political parties 
in many developing democracies and also explains why in developing democracies 
clientelism still prevails. Especially in new democracies, patronage politics may emerge 
or persist because a politicized bureaucracy does not necessarily depoliticize during the 
transition to democracy (Boone 1990; Beck 1997; Golden 2003). In this situation, 
politicians are more likely to take the incumbency advantage and distribute resources 
arbitrarily (Etzioni-Halevy 1983; Wantchekon 2003). Moreover, political parties may 
promote national goods distribution such as social welfare benefits for the poor but once 
in the governing position, parties/politicians still distribute the resources in clientelistic 
ways. To give some examples, poverty alleviation programmes have been manipulated to 
garner personal support in Mexico (Fox 1994) and in Argentina (Auyero 2000). In the 
Philippines, politicians and political parties mostly rely on these practices to increase 
their personal reputations during election periods (Hedman 2010). In Turkey, the ruling 
AKP, once programmatic during its foundation (Kselman 2012), has shifted towards 
clientelistic practices and is able to create strong patron-client linkages (Cinar 2016).

Conclusion

This research aims to answer the question of why political parties change their electoral 
strategies, arguing that parties’ access to state resources affects their strategy changes. The 
main hypotheses are tested on the CHP in the given periods. During the governing 
period the party used a more clientelistic strategy, giving evidence in support of 
Hypotheses 1 and 1.1, whereas during the opposition periods, the party shifted towards 
a programmatic strategy as Hypothesis 1.2 predicted. This research also tested 
Hypothesis 2, whether parties pursue different strategies based on the socio-economic 
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conditions of the districts. When the two districts are compared in the given periods, we 
see that the Kadıköy party branch acted with a more programmatic strategy than the 
Esenler party branch. During its period in the coalition government, the two CHP 
branches engaged in distributing patronage jobs and tangible goods, especially in 
Esenler (Hypothesis 2.1). In Kadıköy, the party pursued a mixed strategy and party 
members had difficulty to explain the party’s inconsistency on the Kurdish issue. When 
in the opposition, on the other hand, the Kadıköy party branch lacked resources and did 
not engage in the distribution of tangible benefits or patronage jobs as the majority of 
voters in the district had policy-oriented demands (Hypothesis 2.2). In Esenler, the party 
office relied on both party policy advocacy and the distribution of personal benefits (a 
mixed strategy) albeit with limited resources.

The findings of this research show the interaction between parties’ access to state 
resources and their strategies in developing countries. Considering the negative effects of 
clientelism on democracies and party politics (Munro 2001; Wantchekon 2003), the 
findings show that a lack of state resources and socioeconomically well-off districts has 
positive effect on the rise of programmatic party strategies. Lastly, the municipality 
control was excluded from the research. However, municipalities may provide an abun-
dance of resources for parties (Kemahlioglu 2012; Joppien 2017). Future research may 
explore the relationship between municipality control and party organizations, or to 
what extent municipality control party strategies.

Notes

1. A total of 22 interviews were conducted, each roughly one to three hours long. Please see 
appendix 1 (interview questions) and appendix 2 (list of interviews) for more information.

2. According to intraparty regulations of the CHP, district leaders are selected every two years 
by party members in the district (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Yönetmelikleri/CHP Regulations 
, 2014). For the list of district leaders, please see https://www.chp.org.tr/parti-yonetimi/ilce- 
baskanlariAuthor interview with Tekin Bingöl, deputy leader of CHP responsible for party 
organization, 1 December 2015, Ankara.

3. Received from party website. CHP Tarihi (History of the CHP). https://www.chp.org.tr/ 
Haberler/0/chp_tarihi-54.aspx

4. Kemalism (or six arrows) was implemented by Mustafa Kemal Atatürk (Zurcher 2003). 
Originally, Kemalism was a modernization philosophy in order to adapt Turkey to the 
Western world. It consists of six fundamental pillars; republicanism, populism, laicism 
(secularism), reformism, nationalism, and statism. For more information, see Ciddi (2009).

5. Author interview with Deniz Baykal, the leader of the CHP (1992–1999 and 2000–2010), 
15 December 2015, Ankara.

6. Ibid.
7. Author interview with Murat Karayalçın, the leader of Social Democratic Party (1993–-

1995), 12 December 2015, Istanbul.
8. Author interview with Hasan Karasu, founder of the CHP Esenler district office, 

13 January 2016, Istanbul.
9. Ibid.

10. Ibid.
11. This is a common method for re-election in the intraparty elections. District or sub-district 

leaders of the party recruit new members (mostly relatives or close friends) for re-elective 
incentives.

12. Author interview with Ekrem Kartal, CHP member of Esenler municipal legislative body, 
12 January 2016, Istanbul.
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13. Ibid, Hasan Karasu interview.
14. Ibid.
15. Author interviews with Abdullah Yıldırım, CHP head of Oruçreis Neighbourhood and İlyas 

Çirçi, CHP activist at Oruçreis Neighbourhood, 19 December 2015, Istanbul.
16. Author interview with Celal Kara, CHP head of Esenler district (2012–2015), 

19 November 2015, Istanbul.
17. Ekrem Kartal and Celal Kara interviews. Author interview with Nusret Köse, CHP activist at 

Tuna sub-district (Esenler), 19 December 2015, Istanbul.
18. Citizens who hold these cards have access to regular food, basic supplements and charcoal 

aid distributed by Esenler municipality.
19. Green card is a service the citizens who have no social insurance; provides health insurance 

and health services for the card holders.
20. Ekrem Kartal interview.
21. Celal Kara interview.
22. Nusret Köse interview.
23. As a result of the growing population, in 2008 these neighbourhoods became part of 

Ataşehir district. Author interview with Kadir Gökmen Öğüt, SHP and CHP head of the 
Kadıköy district party office (1992–1999), deputy of Istanbul (2015–2019), 
10 February 2016, Istanbul.

24. Murat Karayalçın interview.
25. Kadir Gökmen Öğüt interview.
26. Ibid.
27. These politicians were originally from the pro-Kurdish People’s Labour Party (Halkın Emek 

Partisi), which was very active in east and south-eastern parts of Turkey.
28. These deputies were expelled from the party because they acted against party leader’s 

decision not to attend the ‘Kurdish Conference’ in France.
29. Kadir Gökmen Öğüt interview.
30. Ibid.
31. Ibid.
32. Ibid.
33. Author interview with Ramazan Toprak, CHP head of Suadiye sub-district (Kadıköy), 

23 December 2015, Istanbul.
34. Author interview with Hakkı Göçer, CHP head of Dumlupınar sub-district (Kadıköy), 

23 December 2015, Istanbul.
35. Author interview with Zafer Eroğlu, CHP head of Göztepe sub-district (Kadıköy), 

9 December 2015, Istanbul.
36. Author interview with Hüdayi Demir, CHP head of Merdivenköy sub-district (Kadıköy), 

9 December 2015, İstanbul.
37. Author interview with Ayşe Yılmaz, CHP head of Feneryolu sub-district (Kadıköy), 

9 December 2015, Istanbul.
38. Zafer Eroğlu interview.
39. Ayşe Yılmaz interview.
40. Author interviews with Ömer Ağa Kurt, major of Elmadağ (CHP), Ankara (1989–1999 and 

2004–2009), 9 January 2016, Ankara; Adem Barış Aşkın, CHP head of Elmadağ District 
(Ankara, 2014–2018), 6 January 2016, Ankara.
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Appendix 1. Interview Questions

1 – Election Campaigns

What do voters expect from candidates/politicians during election campaigns?
How do politicians/candidates appeal to voters; does personal reputation override party 

reputation?
Do candidates or the party engage in consumer goods distribution (food, clothes etc.) during 

elections? If yes, how often do candidates/party branches engage in the distribution of consumer 
goods?

1) Only during the election campaign 2) monthly 3) on special days
What is the most important good/benefit while appealing to voters?
Do parties/candidates resort to paid activists to mobilize voters?

2 – Party Branches

Does party branch provide services or goods to voters or party members?
If yes, what kind of services/goods does the party provide?
How often does the party branch provide such services/goods?
1) Only to party members/activists.
2) To voters; 1) only during the election campaigns 2) on special days 3) monthly
Does party branch organize social welfare campaigns/events between election periods?
How the party branches and their activities are financed?
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3 – Intraparty Democracy

Does rank-and-file have an influence on party leader selection?
To what extent rank-and-file and party members affect candidate selection?
Primaries□ polling trends□ party leadership□
To what extend rank-and-file constraint party leader’s authority inside the party?
For example: through democratic intraparty elections?
Factions inside the party?

4 – Recruitment Channels

Can local party branches nominate candidates?
Can local branches recruit party members (membership centralization/decentralization?)

5 – Party Discipline and Loyalty

Party switching
More than 30%□ 30 ~ 21%□ 20 ~ 11%□ 10 ~ 6%□ 5% and below□
Have you ever thought of switching your political party?
Do party members/brokers/provincial heads switch party? If yes why/for what reasons?

6 – Public Party Finance

What is the share of party membership dues in total party finance?
More than 70%□ 70 ~ 51%□ 50 ~ 31%□ 30 ~ 11□ below 10%□
Can membership dues be collected regularly?
100 ~ 81%□ 80 ~ 61%□ 60 ~ 41%□ 40 ~ 21%□ 20%~below□
What is the share of public subsidies in total party finance?
More than 70%□ 70 ~ 51%□ 50 ~ 31%□ 30 ~ 11□ below 10%□
Does the party have close ties with social welfare organizations?

Appendix 2. List of Interviews

1.Murat Karayalçın, leader of the SHP (1993–1995), 12 December 2015, İstanbul.
2.Deniz Baykal, leader of the CHP (1992–1999 and 2000–2010), 15 December 2015, Ankara.
3.Tekin Bingöl, deputy leader of CHP responsible for party organization, 1 December 2015, 

Ankara.
4.Kadir Gökmen Öğüt, SHP and CHP head of the Kadıköy district party office (1992–1999), 

deputy of Istanbul (2015–2019), 10 February 2016, Istanbul.
5.Aykurt Nuhoglu, CHP head of Kadıköy district (1992–1995) and Major of Kadıköy (2014–-

2019), 10 December 2015, Istanbul.
6.Hakkı Altınkaynak, CHP head of Ataşehir district, 18 December 2015, İstanbul.
7.Celal Kara, CHP head of Esenler district (2012–2015), 19 November 2015, Istanbul.
8.Veli Çelik, CHP head of Şişli district, 19 November 2015, İstanbul.
9.Ali Narin, CHP head of Kadıköy district (2012–2018), 18 November 2015, İstanbul.
10.Bülent Ütebay, CHP head of Esenler district (2015–2018), 19 December 2015, İstanbul.
11.Hasan Karasu, founder of the CHP Esenler district office, 13 January 2016, Istanbul.
12.Ramazan Toprak, CHP head of Suadiye sub-district, (Kadıköy) 23 December 2015, Istanbul.
13.Ayşe Yılmaz, CHP head of Feneryolu sub-district (Kadıköy), 9 December 2015, Istanbul.
14.Hakkı Göçer, CHP head of Dumlupınar sub-district (Kadıköy), 23 December 2015, Istanbul.
15.Hüdayi Demir, CHP head of Merdivenköy sub-district (Kadıköy), 9 December 2015.
16.Zafer Eroğlu, CHP head of Göztepe sub-district (Kadıköy), 9 December 2015.
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17.Abdullah Yıldırım, CHP head of Oruçreis Neighbourhood, 19 December 2015, İstanbul.
18.İlyas Çirçi, CHP activist at Oruçreis Neighbourhood, 19 December 2015, İstanbul
19.Ekrem Kartal, CHP member of Esenler municipal legislative body, 12 January 2016, İstanbul.
20.Nusret Köse, CHP activist at Tuna sub-district (Esenler), 19 November 2015, İstanbul.
21. Ömer Ağa Kurt, Major of Elmadağ (CHP), Ankara (1989–1999 and 2004–2009), 

9 January 2016, Ankara.
22. Adem Barış Aşkın, CHP head of Elmadağ District (Ankara, 2014–2018), 6 January 2016, 

Ankara.
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