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ABSTRACT
This article examines the impact of the 2002 parliamentary elections in Turkey on the Turkish party system. While the 2002 elections did not indicate a trend toward the stabilization of the electorate, it ushered in a number of important changes in the party system, including the rise to power of a political party with an Islamist pedigree, the emergence of a two-party system in the parliament, and the replacement of coalition or minority governments with single-party majority rule. After delineating the changes in the party system, the article discusses possible new paths for party competition in Turkey in the near future.
The 2002 November parliamentary elections in Turkey witnessed one of the most significant outcomes in the country’s recent political history. Analysts have commonly described the verdict of the voters as a political earthquake since it propelled to power a newly formed party with an Islamist pedigree, dealt a severe blow to the three parties that had been in power in a coalition government since the 1999 elections, led to a substantial turnover in political leadership, and ushered in the country’s first single-party majority rule for more than a decade.
 The upheaval in the party system that had defined the 1990s underscored the continued hemorrhage of support for most of the centrist parties and the electorate’s search for change and new political leadership. As a result of the 2002 elections, some of the major players in the party system of the 1991-2002 era have become marginalized in electoral and parliamentary politics. Their decline contrasts sharply with the ascendancy of the Adalet ve Kalkinma Partisi (AKP-Justice and Development Party), which emerged from the election as the dominant party in Turkish politics.  The purpose of this article is to examine the changes which have taken place in the Turkish party system as a result of the 2002 elections and to assess how these changes are likely to shape possible trends in party competition in the near future.  
The Collapse of the Old Order

That the AKP finished first in 2002 with a large victory margin over its competitors did not come as a total surprise: public opinion polls in the weeks preceding the voting had indicated a victory for the party and underscored the strong popular appeal of its leader, Tayyip Erdogan.  However, the magnitude of the AKP’s share of parliamentary seats exceeded the pre-election expectations. After winning 34.2 percent of the votes, the AKP controlled an absolute parliamentary majority by capturing 66 percent of the seats (or 363 out of 550). This represented the largest parliamentary majority enjoyed by any party in Turkey since the 1987 elections (Table 1).
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Although the polls had also predicted a decline in the popular support for most of the other parties, the real magnitude of this trend became evident only after the votes were counted. The electoral results were unrelentingly harsh on the three parties Demokratik Sol Parti (DSP-Democratic Left Party), Anavatan Partisi (ANAP-Motherland Party), and Milliyetci Hareket Partisi (MHP-Nationalist Action Party), which had been in the governing coalition since the 1999 parliamentary elections. In particular, Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit’s center-left DSP, the coalition’s senior partner, suffered a spectacular defeat: its votes plummeted from 22.3 percent in 1999 to 1.2 percent in 2002, a net loss of more than 20 percent. The electoral disaster, which befell the DSP owed in no small measure to the deteriorating health of its leader, Ecevit, who appeared increasingly frail and physically incapacitated during the election campaign. 
The elections underscored the continuation of a trend concerning the erosion of popular support for Turkey’s two main center-right parties, ANAP and Dogru Yol Partisi (DYP-True Path Party). The center-right had been the principal source of most Turkish governments since the beginning of multiparty politics nearly five decades ago. However, the support for the parties of the center-right witnessed a steady erosion in the 1990s: the combined votes of ANAP and DYP dropped from 51 percent in 1991 to 14.6 percent in 2002.  In addition to the growing discontent of the voters with the performance of ANAP and DYP in the coalition governments, the two principal center-right parties carried the additional burden of being tainted with allegations of political corruption involving their leaders. The balloting in 2002 also proved to be a disappointment for the nationalist far right: the MHP, which had finished second in 1999, saw its votes nearly halved three years later. Among the centrist political forces, only the center-left Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi (CHP-Republican People’s Party) managed to gain representation in the parliament: it won 19.3 percent of the votes and 178 seats. A brand new party which did relatively well in the elections (but failed to get seats in the parliament) was the Genc Parti (GP-Youth Party). Formed by a business tycoon shortly before the elections, the GP captured 7.2 percent of the national vote on a platform that combined crude populism with strident criticisms of the IMF, globalization, and the West. Despite an impressive showing in its regional stronghold in southeastern Turkey, the pro-Kurdish Demokratik Halk Partisi (DEHAP-Democratic People’s Party) similarly failed to clear the electoral threshold after winning 6.2 percent of the votes. 

The problems of the Turkish economy figured prominently in the outcome of the 2002 elections.
  The periodic economic crises, which Turkey experienced in the 1990s stemmed largely from the unwillingness of the parties serving in the coalitions to curb government deficits, impose fiscal and monetary discipline, and effectively fight inflationary pressures. Operating in a highly competitive political environment, characterized by wide swings in voter preferences and shifting parliamentary majorities, parties in the governing coalitions instead generally opted for populist economic policies. As a result, Turkey experienced protracted high levels of annual inflation rates, which averaged 78 percent during the 1990s.
   The country’s economic woes became magnified following the financial crisis in 2001, which was one of the worst in recent Turkish history. The political credibility of the parties in Prime Minister Ecevit’s coalition government was seriously undermined by the aftershocks of the economic crisis that resulted in the massive layoffs of industrial and white-collar workers. Turkey was eventually rescued from an Argentinean-style financial disaster by an IMF bailout that stabilized the economy but also hurt large social groups and galvanized the opposition to Prime Minister Ecevit’s coalition government, which bore the brunt of voters’ dissatisfaction with the austerity measures of the economic reform program.   


The instability and volatility of the Turkish electorate also had a significant impact on the outcome of the 2002 elections. High volatility rates had been one of the defining characteristics of electoral politics in Turkey during the 1990s when parties experienced wide swings in their votes from one election to the next.  Protracted
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electoral instability resulted from a number of factors including the lingering effects of the military’s attempt to revamp the party system following the 1980 coup, the weakening of party organizations and the ties between parties and voters, and the entry of large numbers of new voters into the electoral market in each election due to Turkey’s growing population.
  In 2002, electoral volatility reached 50.2 percent which was the highest in Turkish political history.  Interbloc volatility was also the highest in 2002 when 15.5 percent of the voters crossed the line separating parties of the left from those on the right. The restructuring of the party system, which took place in 2002, was also apparent from the fact that two newly formed parties, the AKP and the GP, collectively received 41.6 percent of the national vote. The volatility of the electorate and the continued movement of electoral preferences from left to right, proved to be a boon for the AKP: it succeeded in winning over a substantial number of voters who had previously either supported other parties or who were first-time voters.
 


Finally, the representational biases inherent in the Turkish electoral system exerted a strong influence on the changing strengths of parties in the parliament. The Turkish electoral system--proportional representation with multimember districts under d”Hondt formula and a 10 percent national threshold which parties must pass to qualify for seats--had a strong mechanical effect in translating votes into seats: the AKP won nearly two-thirds of the seats with about one-third of the vote; the CHP controlled the remaining one-third of the parliamentary seats with only one-fifth of the popular vote, and close to 45 percent of the votes were effectively wasted since they went to parties that failed to clear the 10 percent barrier.  The electoral system clearly distorted the proportionality of the party representation in the parliament by granting the AKP and, to a lesser degree, the CHP, large bonuses in terms of seats and, more importantly, by denying their competitors parliamentary representation.  
The Ascendancy of the AKP 

The AKP was the main beneficiary of the diminishing popular appeal of its rivals in the 2002 parliamentary elections. The AKP was founded only a year before under the leadership of Tayyip Erdogan, the former mayor of Istanbul and a long-time follower of the veteran Islamist politician Necmettin Erbakan.
  Erbakan’s Refah Partisi (RP-Welfare Party) was dissolved by Turkey’s Constitutional Court in 1998 on the grounds that it sought to undermine Turkey’s secular institutions.  Subsequently, Erbakan formed the Fazilet Partisi (FP-Virtue Party). However, the FP was also closed in 2001 by the Constitutional Court which decided that it was a continuation of the banned RP.  The pro-Islamists then split into two rival groups and formed two new parties: Erbakan loyalists established the Saadet Partisi (SP-Felicity Party) while Erdogan and his faction (identified in newspaper shorthand as yenilikciler, or “those favoring new initiatives”) formed the AKP.  Convinced that the strategies pursued by Erbakan in the past had invariably resulted in the imposition of bans on his parties, the AKP’s founders sought to differentiate their party from the SP by moderating its ideological appeal and program. For example, while the pro-Islamist parties led by Erbakan in the past had been opposed to Turkey’s quest for membership in the European Union (EU), the AKP emphasized its strong support for Turkish entry into the EU in its election campaign.
  
The AKP’s ideological moderation stemmed from several sources.
  Political learning by Erdogan and other leading party officials played an important role in their decision to moderate their agenda. The repeated bans imposed by the state elites on the pro-Islamist parties for violating the country’s secular constitutional order had shown the risks of the strategies pursued by Erbakan. In particular, Erdogan and his close aides had learned from the experience of Erbakan’s ouster from power in 1997 under pressure from the military. In addition to political learning, the newly-formed AKP’s ideological moderation reflected the strategic calculation of its leadership to strengthen their party’s credibility and legitimacy with the Turkish voters since Erbakan’s ouster from power in 1997 clearly showed that the state elites would not permit a pro-Islamist party with anti-system tendencies to stay in power even if it controlled a plurality of seats in the parliament.    


The perceived ideological moderation of the AKP, along with the decisions of several former ANAP and DYP officials to join Erdogan’s new party, helped it to attract many voters who had previously supported the established centrist parties, including the center-left DSP.
  At the same time, the AKP’s Islamist pedigree and the party’s obvious religious credentials came in handy in mobilizing electoral support: surveys conducted in the aftermath of the elections showed that religiosity topped all other variables (such as education, gender, income, etc.) as the main predictor of voting behavior in 2002.
   The popularity of the AKP’s  leader, Erdogan, who established a strong sense of identity with the common people, especially the urban poor, proved to be an important asset as well.  The party also benefited from the fact that it was newly formed, largely untried, and untainted with revelations of political corruption and blatant cronyism. Endowed with a strong grass-roots organization staffed by large numbers of dedicated party activists and backed financially by the country’s growing Islamist business sector, the AKP did particularly well among the urban poor in major Turkish cities such as Istanbul and Ankara.  In addition, the AKP had a strong showing in the central Anatolian provinces where it won the support of the conservative and nationalist voters who had largely backed the far-right MHP in the 1999 elections. 


The AKP’s election victory in 2002 with a large parliamentary majority, coupled with the poor showing of its rivals, elevated Erdogan’s newly-formed party to a dominant position in the party system. The AKP’s dominance became even more pronounced following the local elections in 2004 when it won 41.6 percent of the votes cast in the elections for the provincial assemblies and finished first in 57 of the 81 mayoral contests, including Turkey’s two largest cities, Istanbul and Ankara. AKP’s electoral successes at both the national and local levels have greatly enhanced its political power.  Since the 1983-91 period when ANAP, under Turgut Özal’s leadership, controlled power both in Ankara and important city governments, no political party had managed to attain such a dominant position in Turkish politics until the emergence and ascendancy of the AKP. In addition to its growing influence in governmental institutions and policy-making processes, the AKP’s  victories in the national and local elections has enabled the party to have good access to political patronage which has traditionally been important in winning votes in Turkish elections.
   It is true that the fiscal crisis of the state in 2001-2002 combined with the new restrictions and rules on government expenditures imposed by the IMF has made patronage resources less abundant than in the past. Nevertheless, the AKP’s control over political patronage provides it with a valuable means to recruit new activists into its organization, retain its followers, and penetrate into new sectors of Turkish voters.    


The weakness and fragmentation of the political opposition has proved to be highly beneficial to the emergence and strengthening of the AKP’s dominance in the  post-2002 Turkish party system. Since the CHP was the only party other than the AKP which managed to win seats in the parliament in 2002, it became the mainstay of political opposition and the principal rival of the governing AKP in the parliamentary arena. However, the AKP’s control over nearly two-thirds of the seats created a basic asymmetry between the strengths of the government and the opposition.  Faced with the AKP’s huge majority, the CHP was marginalized in the parliament with little effective influence over shaping public policies. To make matters worse for itself, the CHP, under the leadership of Deniz Baykal, was weakened with incessant infighting and factionalism, which seriously undermined the party’s unity. In addition to its poor performance as the main opposition party in the parliament, the CHP’s failure to devise new electoral strategies and policies to broaden its popular appeal have seriously undermined its chances to present itself as an alternative to the AKP.
  In the absence of an effective political opposition in the parliament, the Constitutional Court and the Presidency have emerged as the two principal institutional sources of countermajoritarianism in Turkish politics: during the past four years, the Constitutional Court has overturned a large number of bills approved by the AKP’s majority in the parliament, and Ahmet Necdet Sezer, Turkey’s staunchly secularist President, has frequently exercised his right to return a bill to the parliament for reconsideration.
      

A New Party System in the Making?


Does the political earthquake, which Turkey experienced in 2002, signal that a major transformation of the Turkish party system has been underway? Has the growing strength of the AKP altered the basic character of the party system itself? To answer these questions, it is important to compare the defining features of the Turkish party system before and after the 2002 elections. 


During the period from 1991 to 2002, the Turkish party system displayed several distinguishing characteristics.
  Arguably the most important of these was the highly fragmented nature of the party system. The three principal blocs in the party system included two relevant parties each: ANAP and DYP occupied the center-right political space; the SHP/CHP and DSP belonged to the social democratic left, and the RP/FP and MHP represented the Islamist and the nationalist extreme right, respectively.  However, the number of parties in the parliament invariably increased during the tenure of each legislative session. Party switches by parliamentarians led to the emergence of several new parties in the parliament following the elections.
  For example, although the parliament had five parties at the beginning of its new legislative session in the aftermath of the 1999 elections, the number of parties increased to eleven during the course of the next three years when nearly 200 deputies (or approximately 36 percent of the parliament) left the parties they originally represented and joined others.
  Admittedly, many of these new parties in the parliament proved to be short-lived and generally disappeared after the next elections.  Nevertheless, shifting party allegiances by the parliamentarians contributed to the fragmented structure of the party system and complicated the task of building durable coalitions.   


What made party system fragmentation particularly difficult for governmental stability was the absence of a dominant party, which could have either formed the government by itself or serve as the core party of alternating coalitions where it could have provided some degree of continuity in ministerial posts and policy-making processes.  The 1991 elections marked the end of a multiparty system with a dominant party (ANAP) in Turkey and ushered in a decade of multipartism without a dominant party. In fact, the parliamentary strengths of the largest parties that finished first in the elections declined over the course of the decade: the DYP controlled 32 percent of the seats in 1991, the RP‘s share was down to 28 percent in 1995, and the DSP had only 24 percent of the seats in 1999. Three centrist parties, ANAP, DYP, and DSP, had the longest tenure in different coalition or minority governments, which were formed between 1991 and 2002.  While they enjoyed greater longevity in office than others, changing coalition arrangements enabled all of the relevant parties in the parliament to share governmental power.

A fractionalized parliament was the main reason for the third important feature of the party system during the 1990s, namely, the dispersion of political power among two or more parties participating in coalition governments.
  In the absence of a majority party, Turkey experienced a series of coalition and minority governments. The average life of the eight governments that came to power from 1991 to 2002 was slightly less than a year. While some, such as the tripartite coalition government that was formed in 1999 under Prime Minister Ecevit enjoyed a relatively long tenure, others, such as the center-right coalition between ANAP and DYP under Prime Minister Yilmaz in 1996 collapsed after only three months. Party system fragmentation, unstable electoral bases of most
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parties, and infighting between and within parties serving in the coalitions prevented the formation of stable and effective governments.  The dispersion and fragmentation of political power, coupled with volatile parliamentary majorities, proved to be highly detrimental to policy formulation, implementation, and continuity, especially in the period from 1995 to 1999 when Turkey witnessed the rise and fall of six coalition or minority governments in quick succession. Moreover, the weakness and instability of the governments had a significant impact on civil-military relations and the functioning of democracy: During the 1990s, Turkey witnessed an unmistakable expansion of the military’s influence in politics with the National Security Council (NSC) assuming a central role in the formulation of important policies, particularly those regarding the perceived threats posed by political Islam and Kurdish separatism.
      


The fourth important characteristic of the Turkish party system during the 1991-2002 period concerned its relatively high level of polarization. Unlike two decades earlier when intense left-right ideological polarization had been a notable feature of interparty competition, party system polarization during the 1990s stemmed largely from the secularist/Islamist divide in Turkish society and politics.  The escalation of tensions between those who sought to expand the role of religion and those who wished to retain the secular foundations and institutions of the republic became one of the defining features of Turkish political life in the 1990s. This cultural polarization had a strong impact on the party system, especially after the electoral successes of the pro-Islamist RP in the local and national elections in 1994 and 1995, respectively.  Since the RP’s programmatic statements and ideology displayed discernible anti-systemic tendencies, most secularists questioned its commitment to democracy and the preservation of the country’s secular institutions.
  In particular, the staunchly secularist parties of the center-left, such as the CHP, vigorously opposed the RP’s efforts to inject greater religion into political institutions and the education system.  The polarization between the pro-secular and pro-Islamist forces eventually led to a major crisis in 1997, which resulted in the ouster of Prime Minister Erbakan’s coalition government from power under mounting pressure from the military, and its replacement by a new coalition of centrist parties. 

The outcome of the 2002 parliamentary elections produced a party system whose basic characteristics differ considerably from the pattern of party politics that prevailed in Turkey from 1991 until 2002. The most important differences concern the reduction in the number of parliamentary parties and the transition from coalition or minority governments to single-party majority rule with the emergence of the AKP as the dominant force in party competition. The outcome of the voting in 2002 revealed that fragmentation at the electoral level remained in force albeit with a slight decline over 1999.
  Instead of converging their electoral preferences on just a few parties, Turkish voters continued to divide their support among a multiplicity of different parties. However, the 10 percent electoral threshold effectively prevented the translation of fragmentation of the votes among different parties into the parliament. Otherwise, a lower electoral threshold such as 5 percent would have enabled five other parties, DYP, MHP, GP, ANAP, and DEHAP, to gain parliamentary representation in addition to the AKP and CHP. It is possible to argue, therefore, that the reduction in the number of parliamentary parties reflected more heavily the effects of the electoral system than the outcome of a strong majoritarian impulse among the Turkish voters. It is also possible to suggest that following the 2002 elections, two different party systems have come into existence: an electoral party system, where party fragmentation remains relatively high, and a parliamentary party system, where two parties, the AKP and the CHP, effectively control nearly 98 percent of the seats. Of the two, the latter better describes the basic format of the post-2002 Turkish party system since, as Sartori notes, the “format of two-partism must be assessed in terms of seats, not of electoral returns.”
    The basic two-partism   which emerged in the parliament as a result of the 2002 elections marked a fundamental change from the highly fractionalized distribution of seats among multiplicity of parties during the 1990s.  

The second major change in the post-2002  Turkish party system concerns the transition from coalition or minority government to single-party majority rule. Unlike the 1991-2002 period when Turkey witnessed frequent changes in government, the AKP’s large parliamentary majority led to the formation of single-party majority government for more than a decade. The simplification of the party system has made government formation much less complicated than before. During the 1990s, elections were usually followed by several weeks of bargaining and negotiation between parties interested in forming coalition partnerships. In sharp contrast, government formation following the elections in 2002 was straightforward: the AKP quickly formed the new government and installed itself in power.  Furthermore, for the first time since 1987, the outcome of the elections, instead of bargaining between parties, played the decisive role in the formation of the new government. The replacement of coalition or minority governments with majority single-party rule created a far more favorable environment for policy formulation, implementation, and continuity than it had been the case during the 1990s.   

Although the basic format of the party system witnessed important changes as a result of the 2002 elections, an important characteristic of the pre-2002 party system,  namely, the high level of polarization in the interactions between the parties has remained in effect. The polarization between the pro-secular and pro-Islamist forces in Turkish society and politics has continued to exercise a strong influence in the relations between the AKP and the CHP which represent two distinct political and social subcultures based on opposing views regarding religion’s role in public affairs. Since coming to power, the AKP has generally refrained from implementing overtly Islamist policies and has, on the whole, pursued a more pragmatic than an ideological orientation.  For example, despite its large parliamentary majority, the AKP has not yet sought to revise the ban on the headscarves for female students attending public universities--a politically charged and highly symbolic issue which has polarized Turkish politics for nearly two decades. Unlike the previous pro-Islamist parties that were led by Erbakan, the AKP has generally sought to avoid confrontations with the military to minimize the potential for political crises. 


However, under pressure from its more radical grass-roots organization, the AKP’s leadership has also tried to push for, albeit without success, such controversial measures as the criminalization of adultery. Although Prime Minister Erdogan’s government has generally sought to maintain friendly relations with the West and strove hard to promote Turkey’s entry into the European Union, it has also pursued an increasingly strident anti-Israel policy in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and the confrontation between Israel and Hizballah in the war in Lebanon. 
Many secularists in Turkey continue to remain distrustful of the AKP and question the extent to which Prime Minister Erdogan and his colleagues in the party’s leadership have departed from their earlier commitment to changing Turkey’s secular constitutional order when they served as loyal followers and aides of Necmettin Erbakan. These secularist concerns and criticisms have been frequently voiced in parliamentary debates and discussions by the CHP. As a result, the relations between the governing AKP and the main opposition have remained highly polarized since the 2002 elections.  
Conclusion


Even though the 2002 parliamentary elections did not indicate a trend toward the stabilization of the electorate, and uncertainty remains about its future direction, the outcome of the polling has led to significant changes in the Turkish party system. A newly formed party with an Islamist pedigree has become the dominant player in political competition, several established parties, such as DSP and ANAP, have lost much of their electoral support and organizational viability, and party fragmentation in the parliament has declined sharply. Equally important, the 2002 elections marked the transition from coalition or minority governments to single-party majority rule. The principal agents of party system change were the voters’ dissatisfaction with most of the established parties, the impact of the economic and financial crisis of 2001, and the political consequences of the country’s electoral system.


 Since the changes in the Turkish party system were not accompanied by the stabilization of the electorate, it is far from certain that the party system itself has stabilized. Developments in the Turkish party system in the near-term will depend largely on whether the AKP preserves its dominant position in electoral and parliamentary politics. In the past, being in the government has generally been an electoral liability in Turkey. In ten of the eleven governments that came to power during the period from 1983 to 2002, all governing parties lost votes in the election following their term in office, with a net average government vote change of –8.3 percent (Table IV).  In only one case, a party, which served in government—as the partner of a coalition arrangement--improved its electoral strength at the next election. 
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The costs of incumbency in Turkey have been considerably higher than in Western Europe where, between 1945 and 1999, 33 percent of the cases parties serving in the governments managed to increas their votes in the next elections.
  

Will the AKP prove to be an exception to the established trend in Turkey regarding the electoral costs of incumbency and continue its hold on political power? Public opinion polls since 2002 have shown that the AKP maintains a significant lead over all other political parties. Similarly, polls have also shown that Erdogan remains the most popular party leader in Turkey. Barring a major reversal in its political fortune, the AKP is likely to win the next parliamentary elections in November 2007. 
It is important to note that the AKP is also well-positioned to control the office of the Republic’s Presidency when the 7-year term of the current President, Ahmet Necdet Sezer, comes to an end in April 2007. Either Prime Minister Erdogan or another ranking AKP official stand a good chance of becoming Turkey’s next president. Although Turkey formally has a parliamentary system, the current constitution provides the President with fairly extensive powers. More importantly, the replacement of Sezer with Erdogan or one of his close aides will remove an important source of opposition to the AKP’s policies from the higher echelons of the Turkish political system. If the AKP remains the largest party with a parliamentary majority following the 2007 elections, maintains it stronghold over city governments and other local elective bodies throughout the country except a number of provinces in the Southeast, and also controls the Presidency of the Republic, it will have the means to further consolidate its power and exercise extensive influence over public policies concerning critical issues in domestic and foreign policy.


There are several possible paths regarding the development of the Turkish party system in the near future. The first would be the emergence of a predominant party system in which the same party wins successive elections and stays in power for a long time.
  Given its electoral strength and the weakness of the political opposition, the AKP has the potential to remain in power during the course of the next decade. If this scenario materializes, then party competition in Turkey will likely take place within the basic format of a predominant party system where one large party, the AKP, will face a number of smaller parties and exercise power through single-party majority governments.  The second possible path for the future course of the party system would be the continuation of the pattern which came into existence following the 2002 elections, namely, a bipolar party system in which only two parties, the AKP and the CHP, win seats in the parliament. Barring a major upswing in the CHP’s votes, the continuation of the asymmetry in the parliamentary strengths of the AKP and the CHP would lead to the formation of single-party majority governments by the AKP. The third possible path is the return of coalition politics through increased fragmentation in the party system. An increase in the number of relevant parties gaining representation in the parliament, coupled with the AKP’s failure to win a majority of the seats, could lead to the reemergence of a party system which defined the parameters of party competition and government formation in Turkey during the 1991-2002 period. Under these circumstances, a variety of different coalition formulae could be used to form the governments. One of these would be a coalition partnership between the AKP and one or more smaller parties. As the senior partner of such a coalition government, the AKP would still be able to exercise considerable influence over public policies and remain the strongest force in Turkish politics. Depending on the distribution of seats among parties, another possible coalition formula would be one which excludes the AKP from the government and includes several other parties such as the CHP, MHP, and DYP. The principal motivating force for this partnership would be to prevent the AKP from further extending its power and influence in contemporary Turkish politics at the expense of its rivals in the party system. However, given the badly fragmented state of the political opposition, this remains a distant possibility at best.  
Table 1: Percentage of Votes and Number of Seats Won by Parties in Parliamentary Elections, 1983-2002

	Party
	1983
	1987
	1991
	1995
	1999
	2002



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANAP
	45.1

(211)
	36.3

(292)
	24.0

(115)
	19.7

(132)
	13.2

(86)
	5.1

--

	DYP
	--
	19.1

(59)
	27.1

(178)
	19.1

(135)
	12.0

(85)
	9.5

--

	CHP
	--
	--
	--
	10.7

(49)
	8.7

--
	19.4

(178)

	DSP
	--
	8.5

--
	10.8

(7)
	14.6

(76)
	22.2

(136)
	1.2

--

	SHP
	--
	24.7

(99)
	20.8

(88)
	--
	--
	--



	MHP
	--
	2.9

--
	--
	8.2

--
	17.9

(129)
	8.4

--

	RP
	--
	7.2

--
	16.9

(62)
	21.4

(158)
	--
	--



	AKP
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	34.3

(363)

	SP
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	2.5

--

	FP
	--
	--
	--
	--
	15.4

(111)
	--



	HaP
	30.5

(117)
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	MDP
	23.3

(71)
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	GP
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	7.3

--

	HADEP
	--
	--
	--
	4.2

--
	4.8

--
	--



	DEHAP
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	6.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Independents
	1.1
	0.4
	0.1
	0.5
	0.9

(3)
	1.0

(9)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: Sabri Sayarı and Yılmaz Esmer (eds.), Politics, Parties, and Elections in Turkey, Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 2002, p. 191, and Resmi Gazete (Official Gazette), November 10, 2002. 
Party Names and acronyms: Center-Right—ANAP (Anavatan Partisi), DYP (Doğru Yol Partisi); MDP (Milliyetçi Demokrasi Partisi); GP (Genç Parti); Far-Right-MHP (Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi); Pro-Islamist-RP (Refah Partisi); AKP (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi), FP (Fazilet Partisi), SP (Saadet Partisi); Center-Left-CHP (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi); DSP (Demokratik Sol Parti); SHP (Sosyal Demokrat Halkçı Parti); HP (Halkçı Parti); Pro-Kurdish-HADEP (Halkın Demokrasi Partisi); DEHAP (Demokratik Halk Partisi).
Table 2: Electoral Volatility in Turkey, 1987-2002 (in percentages)

	Period
	Total Volatility
	Intrabloc

Volatility
	Interbloc

Volatility
	Interblock volatility as percentage of total volatility

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	1987-91
	18.1
	16.2
	1.9
	10

	
	
	
	
	

	1991-95
	15.3
	8.2
	7.1
	46

	
	
	
	
	

	1995-99
	19.3
	11.8
	7.5
	39

	
	
	
	
	

	1999-2002
	50.2
	34.7
	15.5
	30

	
	
	
	
	

	Mean


	25.7
	17.7
	8.0
	31.2


Source: Calculated by the author based on election data in Sabri Sayarı and Yılmaz Esmer (eds.) Politics, Parties, and Elections in Turkey, Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 2002, p. 191, and Resmi Gazete (Official Gazette), November 10, 2002, using the system developed by Bartolini and Mair. See Stefano Bartolini and Peter Mair, Identity, Competition and Electoral Availability: The Stabilisation of the European Electorates, 1885-1985, London: Cambridge University Press, 1990, appendix.     

Table 3: Governments in Turkey, 1983-2002

__________________________________________________________________________

Period

Type of government/

Governing party(s)
Prime Minister

________________________________________ __________________________________


Dec.1983-
Single party/majority

ANAP


Özal

Dec. 1987


Dec.1987-
Single party/majority

ANAP


Özal

Sept.1989

Sept. 1989-
Single party/majority

ANAP


Akbulut

June 1991


June 1991-
Single party/majority

ANAP


Yılmaz

Dec. 1991

Dec. 1991-
Coalition/majority

DYP, SHP

Demirel

June 1993

June 1993-
Coalition/majority

DYP, SHP

Çiller

May 1995

May 1995-
Single party/minority

DYP


Çiller*

Oct. 1995

Oct. 1995-
Coalition/majority

DYP, CHP

Çiller

March 1996

March 1996- 
Coalition/majority

ANAP, DYP

Yılmaz

June 1996

June 1996-
Coalition/majority

RP, DYP 

Erbakan

June 1997

June 1997-
Coalition/minority

ANAP, DSP, DTP
Yılmaz

Jan. 1999

Jan. 1999-
Single party/minority

DSP


Ecevit

May 1999

May 1999-
Coalition/majority

DSP, ANAP, MHP
Ecevit

Nov. 2002

Nov. 2002-
Single party/majority

AKP


Gül, Erdoğan**

_________________________________________________________________________

Source: Data compiled from www.tbmm.gov.tr/ambar/hukumet
*Failed to win vote of confidence in the parliament.

**Gul served temporarily as PM until Erdogan won a seat in the parliament in a special by-election in early 2003.

Table 4: Electoral gains and losses of parties in Turkish governments, 1983-2002

____________________________________________________________________

N

%

____________________________________________________________________

All governing party(ies)

Gaining votes



0

0

All governing party(ies)

Losing votes



10

90

Some governing parties

Gaining votes, others losing

1

10

Net average government

Vote change



-8.3

_____________________________________________________________________

Source: Calculations made by the author
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