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Introduction

The hitherto studies have shown that world politics have been having a transformation process
in which political parties and ideas becomes less powerful while the leaders are more
powerful (Mair, 2005); in which politics have become more personalized. This process has
been named as “personalization of politics”. Although some studies have no evidence that
leaders have been become more important to the vote and have only a little evidence that
party effects have diminished (Gidengil, 2000; Kaase, 1994: Schulz et al, 2005), since the
1980s, there has been a growing tendency to emphasize the personal role of leaders as
figureheads of their party’s electoral campaign (Paloheimo, 2005:258, Karvonen, 2007:
Castells, 2009). Castells claims that there are 3 main developments which cause that
transformation in American political life* [according to our view this transformation is not
restricted to American, also in European political life only it maybe weaker in Europe] in the
last years of the century 20™:? a) Declining of political parties, b) Far complicated and
ubiquities media than ever before, and c) political polls, simultaneous political marketing by
political polls, online marketing etc. (Castells, 2009:478). Those three developments are
supported by Campus’s claim suggesting that “when most of the old parties disappeared or
had to change their name and outlook to survive, voters lost the reference points with which
they used to orient themselves in the complex political world.” At that point, leaders appeared
as an anchor, a shortcut to making voting decisions without being obliged to fully understand
the political developments (Campus, 2010:4). Mancini and Swanson explain that development
“(...) the traditional ideological party that was so common in Europe and elsewhere until just
a few years ago is being replaced by catch-all parties devoted to personalization.” The
personalization proceeds more rapidly in majority systems are focused more strongly on the
role of television, which stresses the simplification of a choice between one party and the
other. (Mancini &Swanson, 1996:18)

When it comes to Constitutional Changes, it is more complicated. A referendum about a
constitutional amendment is highly based on knowledge in Law and usually too complicated
to vote as just “yes” or “no” to all. At this point, Campus’s claim plays an important role.
Voters have been used to use the “leader” anchor for the last decades increasingly, and they
tend to transfer this technique to the Referendum process, by the simplification of a choice
between one party’s choice or the other’s one, as a shortcut to making voting decision to say
“yes” or “no” without being obliged to fully understand what the amendments would bring or
not.

Method

In the changing environment of political life, as in other democratic countries, in Turkiye,
media events (pseudo-events), political speeches, polls and political news even political
cartoons play an important role in marketing the politicians’ ideas. Although Constitutional
Referendum is something above the parties and leaders, the personalization of the

! “The first personalization of power atthe State level was made inthe legal formson one side by the United States
Constitution of 1787, which provided for a president elected by indirect suffrage, electoral and other laws of U.S. states that
have gradually made to choose presidential electors by universal suffrage by requiring them to vote for the candidate you
were supporting at the time of their election campaign. Thus the personalization of power at the State level and is made
first with a voting mechanism which emphasized the personality of candidates” (Duverger, 1991:265) For that reason, when
we look into roots of the personalization, we need to check American origin of the concept.

2 Castells, Kimligin Giicii, s.478.
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controversial ideas occurs during the process of propaganda war. In this respect, the claim of
this study is to discover the dimensions of personalization of politics by researching the
process of 2010 referendum of Constitution Amendments in Turkiye. First of all, Critical
Discourse Analysis (CDA) is used here in order to reveal their personalization style of
political communication of the leaders through their propaganda speeches during the
referendum period. According to Fairclaugh CDA is analysis of the dialectical relationships
between discourse (including language but also other forms of semiosis, e.g. body language or
visual images) and other elements of social practices. Its particular concern is with the radical
changes that are taking place in contemporary social life (Fairclaugh, 2003:206). In this
respect, we performed CDA in order to discover the dialectical relationships between the
personalization of politics, the leaders’ speeches and the referendum process which brought
very radical changes to Turkish political life.
We then applied content analysis on 3 different newspapers, and finally we focused on why
people voted for what they did.
Therefore this study’s main claim is, the propaganda process of the referendum had been
more focused on leaders, instead of the articles to be changed, during the propaganda war
before the Referendum in 2010, in which we may trace personalization of politics. We are
seeking to answer those questions;

Is there any evidence for political personalization of politics in the political speeches

of the political leaders and in media news?

What were the main motivations of the voters for saying yes or no to changes?
And in conclusion;

What is the relation of those developments with personalization of politics?
Those questions are tested by subjecting three Turkish newspaper’s news and two political
leaders’ speeches to discourse analysis, on the consideration of the constitution referendum,
during the last month before the referendum. The newspapers are selected according to their
ownerships, circulations, being in the left, in the centre and in the right of the political
spectrum. The research is going to be completed by using some survey statistics on the
referendum that were performed by some private survey companies.

The Political Environment during the Propaganda Period of the Referendum in Turkiye

The referendum was held for the Constitutional Amendments on September 12", 2010
(exactly 28 years after the military coup, on September 12", 1982, a very symbolical date).
The Turkish Parliament includes 4 different parties. AKP (AK Parti) the governmental party
that passed the most of the articles to be changed in the Constitution from the Parliament on
its own. CHP, the main opposition party, claimed those amendments have been mostly set to
gain control over the judicial system by the government, so, the vote should have been “no”.
MHP had a similar attitude towards the referendum, and BDP called for boycotting the
referendum.



Istanbul ~ Zg,,
Kocaeli Diz

® CHP ®@DTP ®DP ® BBP @ DSP ¢

Map 1: The Map of the Results of the Local Elections in 29" March, 2009, Turkiye. (Source:
haritalar.web.tr)

We can see from the figure map above which party won in where in the Local Elections in
2009. Those parties can be pictured during the referendum process as the following way;
U AKP-AK PARTI (Adalet ve Kalkinma Partisi /Justice and Development Party)

Founded by Erdogan and Giil (and B.Aring) in 2001
Ideology: Economic Liberalism, Religious Conservatism
Position: Centre Right (although some AKP deputies belong to Far Right)
Deputies:332 /550 seats (by the General Election in 2007, the next election is
to be held on June 2011.)
E. Affiliation: European People's Party (observer)
The Referendum position: YES
i CHP (Cumbhuriyet Halk Partisi /The Republican People's Party)

Founded by Ataturk in 1923

Position: Centre Left

E.Affiliation: Party of European Socialists

Deputies:101/550

. The Referendum position:NO
U MHP (Milliyet¢i Hareket Partisi Nationalist Action Party)
Founded by Tiirkes in 1965, refounded in 1992
Position: Far Right
E.Affiliation: None
Deputies:72/550
The Referendum position :NO
G BPD (Baris ve Demokrasi Partisi Peace and Democracy Party)
Founded in 2008, Selahattin Demirtas and Giilten Kisanak as the co-
chairpersons of the party
Position: Ethnic (Kurdish) Centre Left
E.Affiliation: Observer in S. International
Deputies:20/550
The Referendum position: Boycotting
G The Rest; DSP (Democratic Left Party) 6; TP (Turkiye Party) 1, Independent 20.

As we can see from above, in the name of democratic pluralism, there were quite different
groups of deputies as different political parties in the Parliament, during the Referendum
process in 2010. But what we were witnessed during the process was more likely to be a
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propaganda war by and between political leaders than between political parties and opinions
about the articles to be changed.®

YES/EVET 58%
NO/HAYIR 42%

Map 2: The Map of The Results of the Referendum in 2010, September 12'" (The source: haritalar.web.tr)

In Turkey, the power party (AKP) and the main opposite party (CHP) are could be regarded
as “catch-all-party”, and the third party MHP’s ideology is based on Turkish Nationalism,
with taking a positing of far-right conservatism. When we consider the catch-all-party, we
should take account what Mancini and Swanson point out;

Catch-all parties[‘] (...) main goal is that of raising consensus at the election moment. Their organization
structure becomes weaker and weaker, and coexists with a strong capacity by individual politicians for
aggregating consensus, mainly at election time, and in the absence of strong ideological ties with the voters.
Its constituency is inherently unstable, being dependent on the appeal of a constantly changing cast of
individual politicians, a constantly shifting pattern of group alliances, and on the mass media to present
appealing politicians in a favorable light. (Mancini &Swanson, 1996: 10)

In this study we will focus on those 2 catch all parties’ leaders’ speeches to understand their
personalization of politics way. Bur first of all, we need to clarify what the personalization of
politics is.

The Personalization of Politics Concept

Rahat and Sheaffer evaluate political personalization as a process in which the political
weight of the individual actor in the political process increases over time, while the centrality
of the political group (i.e., political party) declines. (Rahat & Sheaffer, 2007: 65). In this
paper we will not seek to answer “whether there has in fact been an increase in the extent to
which the political process has become personalized” (Rahat & Sheaffer, 2007: 66) in
Turkiye, but we aim to seek to answer whether even the political process of changing social
contract has been personalized as well by taking the existence of the personalization of
politics in Turkiye as a priori. We skipped the step of the questioning whether there has been
any personalization of political process because in our earlier research about General Election
in 2007 in Turkiye provided some evidence about the personalization of politics. For example,
Figure 1 and 2 are summarizing how many times 5 different newspapers made news about
parties and their leaders in their all pages, in the last 6 months before the General Election
2007,

% We may exclude some speeches made by BDP leaders. BDP doesn’t (/can’t) offer a focused “party leader” directly, and
since that reason, there are 2 equal chairs of the party. This situation is linked to Ocalan who is in the prison because his life-
time penalty for being a terror organization (PKK) leader. But we can trace that fact of Ocalan has been considered the
“remote leader”, in many speeches of the official leaders of the party. According to news, the party decision on boycotting
the referendum was actually made by Ocalan as well. So, this may be another personalization of politics, but only
unofficially.
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Figure 1: Party News vs. Leader News in the Last 6 Months before the General Election 2007. Source: Nigar

Degirmenci, Media and Democracy, Doctoral Thesis (in Turkish), Dokuz Eylul University, 2010, (on publishing

period)

When we look at the figure above, we can see that AKP was less represented in the news in
the first 3 months of the period of 6 months before the election, than Erdogan was. This is
related with his being the Prime Minister, but also as a result of media personalization of
politics however, as Erdogan was covered up to nearly 4 times more than Baykal; nearly 8
times than Bahgeli was.
Another example of personalization of politics from the research in 2007 in Turkiye is
presented in the table below.

Table 1: News about indirectly or directly related
Leader News’ Relevance to the Leader
(Powerful ) Indirectly . Total
Period related Directly related
< The first 3
Erdogan months 12 86 98
% Period 12% %88 100%
e WoTotal | % A% L 46% .
The last 3 13 102 115
months
% Period 13% 87% 100%
e Yo Total € 6% .| 4% S4%%
-z Total n 25 188 213
% % Period 2% 88% 100%
g The last 3
5 Baykal months 16 16
£ % Total 100% 100%
4 . The last 3
2
,8- Bahgeli months 2 2
* % Total 100% 100%
Source: Degirmenci, 2010.

t

As we can see from the table above, compared about to the other leaders, there were much
more news about Erdogan, presenting him with an image of “powerful”.* In this study, this
personalization of media coverage could be tracked in candidate selection methods as well.

The Personalization of Political Campaigns
The more personalized politics creates the more personalized campaign of the ideas. As
Mancini and Swanson claims;

* There were also many news about Erdogan with an image of “victim” (ironically) and “succesful”.
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The growing tendency to aggregate around individual politicians produces a personalization of politics
reflecting the atomization of power, which breaks up into many competing centers that conflict and cooperate
with each other and seek a political authority, exercised and personified by a single individual, with which to
identify. (Mancini &Swanson, 1996: 10)

During the referendum propaganda process, each party leader had had many political
speeches in many different cities in Turkiye. There were many slogans and posters in use at
those times. Some of them were like the follow;

- (CHP, Chair Kemal Kiligdaroglu ) “Whenever Turkey is in trouble, a new Kemal is
born!” referring to modern Turkiye’s founder Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk.

The main difference between Erdogan’s and Kiligdaroglu’s speeches is about their length.
While Erdogan preferred to speak longer but in fewer different cities (36 cities), Kiligdaroglu
had had 2-3 speeches in a day (70 cities), but of course much shorter than Erdogan did. In
this study we collected 20 speeches of both of Erdogan (as governmental party leader) and
Kiligdaroglu (as main opposite political party leader) in 20 different cities in 7 census-defined
Regions of Turkiye. Since the referendum was held on September 12", the speeches were
collected from between August 8" - September 9™ 2010.

Speechesnof Erdoj a

As Mancini and Swanson noted, in thoroughly modernized campaigns, the voter's choice
depends increasingly upon the voter's relationship with the individual candidate. (Mancini
&Swanson, 1996:14) Erdogan uses this information very effectively. He builds up a relation
with the audiences via the use of a very certain word: My friend(s) in each of his speeches. In
Turkish there are different words to call elder brother (Agabey) or elder sister (Abla). Calling
as “Kardesim” or “kardeslerim” provides a meaning of being called by an elder (big) brother
(or sister). By this meaning of the word “kardeslerim”, Erdogan sets himself as both one of
the audiences and superior than them. We can observe the rates of used words in his speeches

from the following table below;
Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of the Speechesof Er d o] an

Mean Std.

I n the speeches (N Min. Max. Mean Percentage | Deviation
Total Word Counts 20 | 2584 |5165 391595 | 100 616,613
“My brother/sister(s)” 20 48 82 66,55 1,690 9,534
Religious Words Counts 20 14 50 25,40 0,640 7,803
"Kilicdaroglu" (CHP Leader) 20 0 7 1,20 0,030 1,795
D.Bahceli (MHP Leader) 20 0 9 1,55 0,039 2,395
It;rehﬁalﬁs;jer of the party" (instead with 20 0 9 3.20 0,081 2,949
"Them" (Onlar), refers to all of the opp. | oq 2 15 6,55 0,187 3471
“Menderes” (The PM executed in 61) 20 0 4 1,20 0,030 1,005
"Constitution” 20 12 41 26,05 0,660 7,605
"From now on" (Artik) 20 6 24 14,00 0,350 4,316
No (Hayir) 20 |2 1 5,70 0145 2,658
Yes (Evet) 20 |19 53 37,00 0,940 8,467
I/My/1 do etc. 20 |42 110 76,40 1,950 20,682
We/Our/we do etc. 20 97 208 148,65 3,700 34,696
Valid N (listwise) 20




As we can see from the above, Erdogan used the following words at least 5 times or more, in
each and every one of his speeches; Yes (Evet); From now on (Artik); My brother(s)/My
sister(s) (Kardesim/Kardeslerim); Constitution (Anayasa); I/I do etc. (Ben, yapiyorum, etc.);
We/we do(Biz, Bizim, yapiyoruz etc.); and Religious words (consist of; Sehit, Ramadan,
Turban, Allah [includes Masallah, Insallah etc.]) This summary of his speeches
personalization of politics is a key point of the campaign of AKP. First of all, Erdogan set
himself as “big brother” of the audiences. According to Campus, the ideal leadership profile
should result from the compromise between the true personal characteristics of the candidate
and the image that targeted voters seem to like and require (Campus, 2010:222). By using
religious content, Erdogan connect himself to the local culture and henceforth, provides a
direct connection between himself->his personality->his opinions->his party->his vote with
the audiences->their personality->their opinions-> their votes. In this respect, Erdogan seems
good at performing that creating personalized ideal leader advice about connecting with
audiences via personalization.

The second evidence of the personalization of the propaganda speeches is that he highly
preferred to use “I” concept sentences, which means, he had explained “what he did, does,
will do” during the referendum propaganda process. When we consider this referendum was
about the Constitutional Amendments, instead of some presidential run or some general
election, using personal expressions is supposed to be out of the propaganda content. But
again, we live in a personalized political world so the leaders use personal expressions to gain
the audiences, so did Erdogan. Moreover, Erdogan also used the strategy of calling himself
“we” sometimes too. By doing so, he provides a perception that he and his party are almost
inseparable two things. Voting for Erdogan equals to voting for AKP and this is supposed to
equal for voting for YES.

While Erdogan used the personalization strategy for himself very often, whenever he needed
to mention the opposition leaders, he exactly used the “anti-personalization” or even “contra-
grouping” strategy. There are many speeches from him in which he never mentioned about
either Kiligdaroglu (CHP, the main opposite party leader) or Bahgeli (MHP, the opposite
party leader) and there are only a few speeches where he mentioned them (Kiligdaroglu max.7
times; Bahcgeli max.9 times). He also had used the word “onlar” (them) to call all of the
opposite parties; their leaders, and at the end, whoever was NOT going to vote for “YES”
(that includes voting for NO; boycotting; and non-voting). This counter-grouping of the
opposites forced audiences to think if their political identity were matching with the other the
party leaders and their opinions in the same group which identified by Erdogan during the
speeches as well. For example;

In that scenario, some conservative individual may think to vote for NO, and also feels

close to Bah-eli ( MHP) , BUT, Erdojan warns hi

and BDP (Kurdish party) are all in the same group. When he votes for NO, he is going to
support others too.

This strategy was supported by some other expressions of Erdogan, such as:

AThi s i s not a fAvote for a confidence f

or t he

youtovoteforAKP. My br ot her, who Jvwoatgodtovoefor CHP, MHP

the Amendments and say YES! O

Finally, Erdogan ended each of his speeches as follows;
Wh at was our song? Come on, |l etds make alll of
together those roads. We burnt together under the sun. Now whichever song |
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l'isten, everything remi nds me of youé Everything

Everything r e fguoteddrem amwell krmin Tyrkistusong] Happy

our day, Have a blessed Ramadan. Flags. Flags. [asking the audiences to hold up

the flags of Turkiye] | wish you have a double festival by the September 121"

[me|nstioning about Ramadan Festival and the result of the Referendum] God bless

you!
As Castells claims, political actors devise their strategy by tailoring messages to bring about
the most favorable connection between the political leader and the electorate (Castells, 2000:
205) and this repeating concept above is a very good strategy which allows Erdogan create
another connection with the audiences. On the other hand, in marketing business, there is “star
strategy” which is often used to sell products. In this referendum process we were witnessed
again, the personalization of Erdogan strategy was supported by Menderes and Ozal’s credits
which can be considered as another “star strategy” but this time in politics.®
When we consider Erdogan’s way of referring to the opposites, we can clearly see that he
prefers to “un-personalize” them. He barely call them by their names but instead, he call them
“them”, or less preferably “The Leader/Chef of CHP/MHP etc. When we look at
Kiligdaroglu’ speeches, we see the tactic used in the very opposite way. He calls Erdogan by
his first name, Recep.

Speeches of Akl N-adner ajsl Ke mal , I 611 do
Even though Kiligdaroglu uses the personalization strategy by using the nickname for himself
as “Ghandi Kemal”’ (the picture 6); or saying “ My Name is Kemal, I’ll do it!” or before
coming up to the stage, having an announcement of “Whenever Turkey is in trouble, a new
Kemal is born,” (referring to modern Turkiye’s founder Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk), the analysis
of his speeches does not show a strong personalization of the politics for himself, but instead,
we found there was a strong personalization the politics in favor of Erdogan, by calling him
“Recep Bey (Mr.)” However, by using the credit of Ataturk, he personalized himself but also
set himself as “hero” to save the country from “Recep” too.

Table3: Descriptive Statistro$laf the Speeches

N Min. | Max. Mean Mean Std. Deviation
Percentage
Word Counts 20 1309 | 2859 2178’4 100 357,079
My/I do etc. 20 |30 84 58,35 | 2,670 15,932
Our/We do etc. 20 |54 118 78,60 | 3,608 19,951
My brother/sister(s) 20 |0 10 3,05 0,140 2,502
Religious Words Counts 20 |0 12 6,35 0,290 3,216
Erdogan 20 |0 3 .80 0,030 1,005
1,23
Recep  Bey  (MrRecep [,, | 52 26,90 13,183
(Erdogan))
0,030
Mend_eres_ (The PM 20 0 12 80 2,668
execuited in 60)

® The original quote from Erdogan’s speech is as the following; Sarkiya hazir miy1z? Neydi sarkimiz? Haydi bakalim, biitiin
Tiirkiye duysun, biitiin Tiirkiye duysun. Beraber yiiriidiik biz bu yollarda, beraber yandik bu giineste. Simdi dinledigim tim
sarkilarda, bana her sey sizi hazirlatiyor, bana her sey sizi hatirlatiyor, bana her sey sizi hatirlatiyor. Giinlimiiz kutlu olsun,
Ramazan-1 Serifiniz miibarek olsun. Bayraklar... Bayraklar... Bayraminiz ¢ifte bayram olsun 12 Eyliil'le birlikte. Allah'a
emanet olunuz.

® In added files, there can be seen 2 posters (from 2007) in which Erdogan is represented as one of the equal 3 ministers, all
of them were “victims” in their own way. (see the pictures 1 and 2).

" This nickname was given to him by Ahmet Hakan, liberal columnist in the Hurriyet newspaper, after the results of Local
elections in 2009, March.. (Kiligdaroglu was a candidate for being Mayor of Istanbul, he was not able to be to selected but
the party’s votes were highly increased, to 40% of the votes.). He was considered as “new hope”. After becoming the Chief
of the party, Kiligdaroglu kept this nickname.(see the picture 7)
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"Constitution" 20 |5 38 16,15 | 0,740 8,450
"From now on" (Artik) 20 |0 6 1,90 0,087 1,774
No (Hayir) 20 |0 31 12,20 | 0,560 7,537
Yes (Evet) 20 |0 15 5,45 0,250 4,199
Valid N (listwise) 20 |

As we can see from the figure above, the personalization of the politics strategy of Erdogan
had been supported by Kiligdaroglu’s speech and as well as by announcing as “by voting for
YES; you save Recep [Erdogan]; but by voting for NO, you save the country from Recep” via
the party’s bus loudspeaker. This personalization concept of the politics for the opponents
(Erdogan and AKP) can be a very dangerous strategy. When the main concept is about
national issues, i.e. constitutional changes, the amendments are usually too complicated to be
fully understandable, and at this point, voters need hints and simplifications of the ideas to
vote. Yet, making over simplification of the issues may affect undecided voters in an
unexpected way too. If one of the leaders offers “change”, “something new” while other one
is only denigrating the first one, voters can vote for the first leader, even voter does not like
his/her personally. Shortly, too much denigrating can create boomerang effect.

On the other hand, Kiligdaroglu’s speech style was much less personalized than Erdogan’s
style. He barely used my brother/sister(s) word (kardesim); he barely used religious words;

Comparative Means Percentage
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Figure 2: Comparative Percentages of Means of the Word Countsuse d by Er doj an and

When we combined those two different tables of the speeches, we derive the figure above. As
we can see from the figure, those two words “yes” (Evet) and “no” (Hayir), which are directly
related to accepting or rejecting the amendments, are high or low frequency usage due to the
leaders’ referendum positions. Rates of using the word “Constitution” were low for both of
the leaders, however by using the strategy of personalization, mentioning about the individual
leaders were far higher than the rest of the concepts. One of the most remarkable points in the
figure is the difference between Erdogan’s mentioning of Kiligdaroglu and Kiligdaroglu’s
mentioning of Erdogan, and also about themselves This summaries that Erdogan prefers
personalization strategy for himself but .anti-personalization strategy for the opposite.

The Personalization of News

We prefer to use “personalization of news” instead of “mediatization of politics” or
“mediation” in order to stay away from theoretical arguments about what mediatization is and
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is not.®> Our main focus here is the news about the politicians and the referendum process. Due
to our main focus, we more care about what Wolsfeld does say. According to Wolsfeld, the
influence of the news media on a political process is only after a change in political
environment;

fa cycle in which <changes in the political
performance that often lead to further changes in the political environment. It is not a
chickenandaneggpr ob |l e m; politics al most al ways comes

principle as the politics-media-p o | i ti ¢cs (PMP) cycledo (Wol fsfeld,

If a media effect is only after a change in political environment, we need to focus on the
political events that were created for media exposures during the referendum period.
However, as Mazzoleni and Schultz point out, the mass media are not mere passive channels
for political communicators and political content. Rather, the media are organizations with
their own aims and rules that do not necessarily coincide with, and indeed often clash with,
those of political communicators (Mazzoleni &Schultz:1999: 249) and the media have
become as independent from political institutions as any institutions can be from a social
systems perspective where total independence is always impossible (Strombéck, 2008:
240).Thus, we can not expect, the politicians could not have expected that everything they did
would be newsworthy for each newspaper. However, regarding Sim’s study’s finding which
is that the routine personalization of social issues in media discourse also contributes to a
significant political effect (Sim, 2006:589), media personalization of politics in the
referendum process was traced by subjecting 3 Turkish newspaper’s news during the last
month before the referendum. Again referring to Mazzoleni and Schultz, the traditional left-
right dimension is still the dominant dimension along which parties try to differentiate
themselves from each other, even though some socialist and social-democratic parties have
moved slightly to the center (Mazzoleni & Schultz:1999: 254), we may see the same issue for
many newspapers in Turkiye. However, the newspapers were selected according to their
ownerships, circulations, being in the left, in the centre and in the right of the political
spectrum, although some left newspapers and right newspapers slightly to the center, the
newspaper we selected are more stable due to their position in the political spectrum..

The Left The Center The Right

&
<

>
>

Cumhurivet H;rrivet Zaman

Figure 3: The selected Newspapers and Their Position on the Political Spectrum

Those newspapers were examined in this respect; which pseudo-events were newsworthy and
important for them during the referendum process. Mazzoleni and Schultz claims that mass
media present only a highly selective sample of newsworthy events when they satisfy certain
rules, commonly understood as the criteria for determining “news value”, and often the

8 According to Mazzoleni and Schultz, the term mediatization denotes problematic concomitants or consequences of the
development of modern mass media. It is distinguished from mediation, which refers in a neutral sense to any acts of
intervening conveying, or reconciling between different actors, collectives, or institutions. (...) If political actors stage an
event in order to get media attention, or if they fashion an event in order to fit to the media’s needs in timing, location, and
the framing of the message and the performers in the limelight, we can speak of a mediatization of politics. The same
measures also may be seen as attempts by political actors to gain control over the media (Mazzoleni &Schultz, 1999:249,
251).
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selection process is determined more strongly by journalistic worldviews and by media
production routines (Mazzoleni &Schultz, 1999:250). In this respect, we will try to find out
which events were newsworthy by which newspapers.

Pseudeevents concept

The term was used for the first time in 1961 by Daniel J. By Boorstin, in his book named as
“The Image: A guide to Pseudo-events in America”. A “pseudoevent” is an event which has
no any other function but takingthe public’s attentionvia media in a certain
direction. This occasion has been led by irretrievable increasing of human expectations which
to be met by the press for the press via re-making press productions (Boorstin, 1987: 3-11) As
Pattersons claims, media events must be designed to attract maximum news coverage and
media prefers to focus on a few individuals, the politicians, rather than on the broader
interests they represent and the broader political forces that shape their politics” (Patterson
2000: 254) During the referendum propaganda war, there were several political pseudo-
events; height fight, villa fight. In those three newspapers, the presentations of the pseudo-
events were seen differently. Next, we will focus on how differently they were represented in

the newspapers.

The Events

“Height”; The event started by AKP Deputy Prime Minister B.Aring stated that “he (Kiligdaroglu) is
saying something with such a little height” (Ad Hominem Fallacy®)

“Ancestor’; This event is following event of “height”. Erdogan stated that “Don’t look at the height, look at
the ancestors”. (Ad Hominem Fallacy)

“Racisnt’; Kiligdaroglu claims that Erdogan as racist, asks him to be polite due to his earlier words about
“ancestors.”

“Betraying claini’; Kiligdaroglu accused Turkish PM, and mainly AKP and Erdogan of betraying country.
fi C o uKpliddaroglu stated that if there was any coup, he would be the one who stands in front of the tank.
“Counteracting to Coup Erdogan stated that “if there was any coup, you would be in front of the tank
only to salute them.”

“Televised debafe Kiligcaroglu invited Erdogan to a televised debate and “He doesn’t have the courage to do it,
because he knows his actions are wrong,” he said.

“White Shirf” (as metaphor of cerement); Erdogan stated that “The mentality which threatened to kill and
killed Menderes™ once upon a time, today says us “ We will send you to the Supreme Court”. When we on
our way for the first time, we put the white shirts on ourselves. We have only one life. No one can take it
away but God.”

“Cerement: Kiligdaroglu replied Erdogan’s “white shirt” statements by “No one can make you wear it. If
someone makes it, come to find me, | will be the first who fights against him. But if you steal, | will be the
one who will ask you to account”

“Counterfeitef”: Kiligdaroglu called Erdogan as “Counterfeiter” on the basis of a prosecutorial
investigation, which signed by Erdogan himself, to be sent to the Parliament. And so, Kiligdaroglu stated
that “Why do you pretend to be a ‘victim’ when I mention about that? I will get your mask down!”

“Recep Bey (Mr.Rece}) Kiligdaroglu called Erdogan with his first name and “Bey” (sir, mister) instead
calling him as in a formal way, as Erdogan, or The Prime Minister etc.

“Official Kemal Efendi’, Erdogan counteracted Kemal Kiligdaroglu by implying his being retired official
civil servant, and Kiligdaroglu counteracted him by saying “I am official Kemal, employee Kemal, retired
Kemal. Anyone can call me like this but no one can call me as ‘Counterfeiter Kemal’.

“General amnesty ppo s a | by ’K®Belp@misddaorrdeja hew law for “Conditional release for
convicted” but he didn’t specify his aim at his first related speech. And so, Erdogan used that in his
speeches against to Kiligdaroglu.

“Counteracting to Amnesty Propoka Erdogan stated that T “Do you [Kiligdaroglu] have the authority to
bring the general amnesty? I don’t even see any such authority in myself. How do you come up with such
a proposal? Can you ignore the cries of the mothers and fathers of our [dead soldiers]?

AVill a wjAnkraMayopctaimdd that Kiligdaroglu had seven properties including a villa with a

<,

® Ad Hominem Fallacy: According to the Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, If the fallacious reasoner points out irrelevant
circumstances that the reasoner is in, the fallacy is a circumstantial ad hominem. The major difficulty with labeling a piece of
reasoning as an ad hominem fallacy is deciding whether the personal attack is relevant. the Internet Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, http://www.iep.utm.edu/fallacy/#Ad%20Hominem (10.03.2011)

10 Adnan Menderes (Turkish Republic Prime Minister between 1950-1950) was executed in 1961 after a military coup in
1960. He was found guilty of violating the constitution, of abusing power in the anti-Greek riots, of suppressing the
opposition and the students' and sentenced to death penalty by hanging on September 17th, 1961.
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pool.

fiCounteract to the plKilgdedgltsiat@ sat “Cdb mtitaka Bim skrigusly. G Rake
already unmasked [his mishandling]. Now he tries to bring himself back onto the agenda [with such claims],”
Kiligdaroglu also claimed that Erdogan owned five villas with pools and with golden faucets. He said, “That’s why we
say that being in politics will not make us rich,

“A @ i eEfdo@an stated that “They have told me that I couldn’t become a Chief (referring his being former Mayor of
Istanbul), but today I become a Prime Minister”.

i Count er atHiligddropiu st&et thateTfdid not say to you that you could not be a Prime Minister, but you
have to be A MAN” (using a Turkish phrase of I did not tell you that you could not be ... but I told you that you could
not be a MAN.)

Those pseudo-events which were created by the political leaders were presented in most of
the newspapers, but the ways of presenting were different. The Zaman newspaper (right wing)
represented Erdogan with powerful images and most of the news about Kiligdaroglu was in a
critical, and even teasing way. Some quotations from Edogan were not with quotes (“ )
which looks like the Zaman newspaper and Erdogan think the same. According to Mazzoleni
and Schultz, there is growing evidence that a number of news media organizations try to
compete with the political parties and political actors for public consent and legitimation in
the same political arena (Mazzoleni &Schultz, 1999:257). Making news without quotation
marks is a kind of strategy for competing with opposite political parties and actors for public
consent in the same political arena.

Hiirriyet newspaper is a mainstream newspaper and owned by Aydin Dogan (who has some
troubles with the government because of some tax problems. But still the Hurriyet is one of
the best selling newspapers in Turkiye.) The Hurriyet newspaper used both critical and neutral
representations of both Kiligdaroglu and Erdogan. The Cumbhuriyet’s news about Erdogan
was mostly critical but still there was less news about Kiligdaroglu.

Every media groups have their own political position and due to that position, they have
editorial choices which frame the news about politicians and politics. During the
personalization of politics in the period of the referendum, it is even more complicated to
make news, because it is hard to separate which is worth to make news about or which is not,
which is something personal, private, which is not. And as Castells claims, there is no longer
any privacy for political leaders (Castells, 2009:267). At the end, newspapers can not/will not
avoid making personal news, but instead, they prefer to make news about them because it is
always easy to sell news about not politics but pretending one. However, as Munghan points
out, the only media effect worthy of note is that they reinforce political predispositions that
already exist (Mughan, 2000:79). In this respect, even though media function on political
personalization is very important, its effect on voters has been always limited.

The Personalization of VVotes

The personalization of votes is another angle of the process, the last but not the least of
course. As Carpara points out, the personalization of politics does not only concern the
significant impact of politician’s personality characteristics on voter’s preferences but also
relates to the role of voters’ personality with respect to their own decision making (Carpara,
2007:153). All the effort about personalization is to gain and to keep votes at the end. In order
to understand the personalization of the votes during the referendum process we made use of
some survey results that were done by some private research company. As Angell implies
there has been a parallel process of a growing personalization of politics above ideas and
ideology—another trend that reduces public enthusiasm for parties (Angell, 2007:290). This
result can be seen in voting reasons.

Voting Reasons in the Referendum

After politicians and media analysis we finally focus on the voters’ decisions. How did they
decide to vote? How were they motivated to vote in what direction? In order to answer those
questions we will use survey statistics on the referendum that were published by some private
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survey institution (Metropoll Survey Co.) 1land also will by applying a survey on a small

group.

As we can see from the following figures, the personalization of the referendum ended by in
personalization of the voting decision of majority. It seems that the strategy was worked in
both positive and negative ways in favors of the politicians.
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M For my party

O For Kurdish prb.

Multiple Options

H Against to the
Oppositions

Figure 4: Why did you voted for YES? (Metropol Survey Co.)

As we can clearly see from the above, every each one of two YES voters, voted for Erdogan.
If this rates were belonging to some general election, it would much less problem but when
we consider it is about Constitutional Amendments, this rates proves us ...

This personalization of the referendum process was worked against Kiligdaroglu as well, in
favor of voters YES.

1 About the survey; The survey was performed on the Referendum day, 12 September 2010, in Turkey's seven geographical
regions, 49 provinces and 153 districts and 254 villages.3072 subjects (1528 women) were interviewed face-to-face, right

after they had voted
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Figure 5: Why did you voted for NO? (Metropol Survey Co.)

According to the survey company, they found a relation between education and vote decision.
More educated people voted for “NO” while less educated people voted for “YES”. Although
we do not have a statistical data about the relation between about “why did you vote for
YES/NO” and “education”, we can not conclude a direct result about personalization effect on
voters due to their demographic variables.

CONCLUSION

We live in a mediated world. We live in the connected networks ground in which there always
some information is coming in and out in 7/24. Personalization of politics on this ground is
even faster, more spontaneously, more complex and interactive than it was in 50 years ago.
Today, politicians communicate with each other and with voters via media. Today,
personalization of politics by a party leader creates a synergy and media exposure; demands
public attention, and thus it demands personalization of other parties’ political attitudes too.
The more personalized politics demands more personalization and as Kepplinger claims, the
changing political coverage, whatever the causes or intentions were, might have contributed
to the growing conviction that politicians talk more than they act (Kepplinger, 2002:985 ).
These kinds of talks are produced for people as well as media, and thus, as we saw from the
examined speeches, they are usually rich sources for pseudo-events and the results of our
analyses underline the importance of the individual politicians and their speeches’ effect on
voters’ decisions. The following figure depicts how the personalization has created the
snowball effect in time based on media.
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Figure 6: The Spiral of The Personalization of Politics on Media Ground (The inter-active personalization of politics on a
mediated ground) (own figure)

Our study proves Mazzoleni and Schultz’s claim, that is, it is left to the media to decide who
will get access to the public; media select and frame events, the media select which actors will
receive attention and frame those actors’ public images (Mazzoleni &Schultz, 1999:251). This
key point also explains the figure above, that personalization of politics could survive on
media ground, if there is no attention of personalization of politics in mass societies the effect
of the strategy would be very limited even promised to disappear.

On the other hand, the strategy of the personalization is likely to be a kind of “double-edge
knife”. The more personalized politics brings along the more gained votes but also the more
lost votes as well. This ambivalence is an opportunity for some politicians to manipulate
voters while for some others is a threat which may lead to the loss of votes. Using this
strategy during a referendum needs to be supported by some other strategy as well. Erdogan
finds out that the strategy would be combining of “contra-grouping” and also ‘“anti-
personalization” of the opposites. By using those strategies, he was personalizing of the
referendum (for his supporters), he also did pretend to separate the situation from himself (for
opposite voters) at the same time. Shortly, everyone could take “the message” which was
needed.

Even we concluded the personalization of the politics had been used by both of the parties;
this strategy was more often applied by AKP, and specifically Erdogan for himself. Besides,
according to the survey results, personalized votes for YES were more than personalized
votes for NO. Knowing AKP and in favour of the Amendments have the majority of the votes
in Turkiye, this strategy seems successful anyway.

In this paper our approach to the strategy of personalization of politics was critical, although
some studies evaluate this concept as a way out for democratization of political life. For
example according to Schmitt, voters are in need of functional equivalents that can provide
them with plausible criteria for their vote choice without inflating their information- and
decision costs. Leadership traits, especially their personal qualities, might be able to fill the
gap and gain greater importance for the electoral process (Schmitt, 2000:5). On the other
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hand, we can ask several questions i.e. “High rates of voting always equal to
democratization?”. “Can we say that when people vote for leaders they always vote for the
same ideas the leaders think and the voters assume?”. Thus, due to our approach, the more
personalized politics, especially in a referendum process does not necessarily bring the more
democratic process always, but on the contrary, the more personalized politics usually means
the more distracted political life in general (particularly in a referendum process).

Of course there are some other important indicators of voting decision, such as income,
education, sex...etc. The next research would be to study deeper in those aspects too. But the
personalization of politics has mainly 3 angles; it is done by politicians; via media; to public.
And thus, analyzing of it requires a united study of those different angles of the
personalization; politicians, media and public opinion.
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ADDITIONS

Picturel: fAThe Men of the Nationo (a poster from 2007: Menderes
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Picture3: A poster from the Referendum (AOur | ove is the nation
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Picture 4: A Poster from the Referendum in 2010, by CHP

OGR“R‘ \R‘

Ciinkii;
26 Soru
Tek Cevap,
Bu Bir Tuzak!

CHP SARUHANLI iLGE ORGUTU /7=

“The Correct Answer is NO!. RTE I=&: ANAYASASI” The Constitution of Furkish-Republic-Recep Tayyip Erdogan
Picture 5: A Poster from the Referendum Meetings, in 2010

“NO! Honest Leader Welcome!”

Picture 6:

OYUNUZ

“Make your vote is with no” () Hayir is in Turkish also means “Good”
Picture7: Kemal Keél é&-darojlu vs. Ghandi
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