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Abstract 
This article investigates power relations in Intra-Party Democracy in the 
study of organizing political parties. Intra-Party Democracy refers to the no-
tion of formal political institutions, whereas the political process more often 
occurs informally, personally, multi-vector which involves multi actors, multi 
political resources and power relations no longer come from formal institu-
tional sources but any direction and beyond the reach of formal institutions. 
Using the literature review method, this article enhances the explanation of 
Intra-Party Democracy by presenting the perspective of Discursive Institu-
tionalism as an analytical framework that bridges multi-vector power rela-
tions that occur in organizing political parties. Discursive Institutionalism 
explores the actors’ discursive capabilities, namely coordinative discourse and 
communicative discourse in the discursive process in organizing political 
parties. 
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1. Introduction 

This article investigates the power relations between political actors in organiz-
ing political parties using the theory of Intra-Party Democracy. The study of po-
litical parties organizing in new democracies was based on Katz-Mair’s thought 
on parties in government, the relationship between parties with institutions and 
the public (Katz, Mair et al., 2008; Katz & Mair, 1994, 1995; Mair et al., 2020; 
Webb & White, 2008), focusing on the way of political parties organize them-

How to cite this paper: Kuswandoro, W. 
E., Marijan, K., & Nugroho, K. (2020). 
Discursive Institutionalism as Framework 
of Analysis for Multi-Vector Power Rela-
tions in Organizing Political Parties. Open 
Journal of Political Science, 10, 607-625. 
https://doi.org/10.4236/ojps.2020.104036 
 
Received: July 8, 2020 
Accepted: August 15, 2020 
Published: August 18, 2020 
 
Copyright © 2020 by author(s) and  
Scientific Research Publishing Inc. 
This work is licensed under the Creative 
Commons Attribution International  
License (CC BY 4.0). 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

  Open Access

https://www.scirp.org/journal/ojps
https://doi.org/10.4236/ojps.2020.104036
https://www.scirp.org/
https://doi.org/10.4236/ojps.2020.104036
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


W. E. Kuswandoro et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojps.2020.104036 608 Open Journal of Political Science 
 

selves to build electoral power (Scarrow et al., 2017). In a study of organizing po-
litical parties, Intra-Party Democracy represents a competition between elites in 
the pursuit of power (von dem Berge & Poguntke, 2017), including relations 
between actors in organizational aspects such as leadership changes, political re-
cruitment, and party policy formulation (Scarrow et al., 2017). Intra-Party De-
mocracy requires a party leader to engage in external relations, external coordi-
nation, reach out to social elements, and party leaders need internal support for 
these functions to smooth the hold public office effort such as building coalition 
(Lehrer, 2016). Trends in political personalization (Calise, 2015; Dalton et al., 
2003; Emanuele et al., 2015; Emanuele & Marino, 2016; Garzia, 2013; Meeks, 
2017; Rahat & Hazan, 2013; Shin, 2017; Tan, 2006) in Intra-Party Democracy 
has shifted the political process from party institutions to interpersonal (Rahat & 
Hazan, 2013). This fact further opens up a more fluid, multi-space institutional 
discourse of political parties (Susewind, 2020), and requires a perspective that 
further explains micro-subjective relations that describe relations between actors 
(Serpa & Ferreira, 2019). This explanation at the micro-subjective level has not 
been accommodated by Intra-Party Democracy. 

The theoretical problem that arises is how Intra-Party Democracy accommo-
dates the relational explanation among actors in the body of the party with the 
role of multi-actors, multi-directions, and multi-resources. This article aims to 
provide theoretical elaboration to increase the explanation of Intra-Party De-
mocracy on power relations among actors with a micro-subjective approach. For 
this reason, the article offers a model of Discursive Institutionalism developed 
from Schmidt’s thought (Carstensen & Schmidt, 2016; Larsson, 2015; Schmidt, 
2008, 2017b; Schmidt, 2010; Schmidt, 2012; Van Gorp et al., 2011) which high-
lights the role of actors, personal, in line with Intra-Party Democracy which has 
shifted to the role of personal politics (Calise, 2015; Emanuele & Marino, 2016; 
Mikola, 2017; Rahat & Hazan, 2013). The perspective of Discursive Institutio-
nalism uses the communicative power discourse approach (Schmidt, 2008, 
2017b), to elaborate multi-vector intra-party democracy, which involves mul-
ti-actor, multi-political, multi-directional resources related to social base func-
tions that contain norms, regulations, policies and social practices (Hurlbert & 
Gupta, 2019). Discursive Institutionalism combines the concepts of new insti-
tutionalism based on actor roles combined with Foucault’s power discourse 
(Armstrong, 2015; Guizzo & de Lima, 2015; Hofvenschioeld & Khodadadi, 2020) 
and Habermas’ communicative power (Habermas, J translated by Regh W, 1996) 
which gave rise to the ability of actor’s discursive towards institutions through 
the process of interaction of ideas and power in political parties. 

2. Method 

This article uses a literature review as a research method, to find certain issues, 
mapping and study as well as finding accuracy in certain theories and related 
theories (Snyder, 2019), verifying theories or, constructing new theories (Lan-
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guage et al., 2018). A literature review is carried out systematically on specific 
topics (Burgers et al., 2019) with a focus on research concepts and results pub-
lished by scientific journals (Hutzschenreuter et al., 2020) to find gaps of these 
theories for the development of new methods (Gentles et al., 2016). A literature 
review for this article is carried out on international journal articles until map-
ping of theorization is found in the study of organizing political parties so that 
gaps can be found in these theories. It is at this gap that a new perspective is of-
fered which has not yet emerged on the tradition of organizing political parties. 

The literature review research method is run in several steps. First, find the 
development of the theory of organizing political parties by examining papers in 
numbers of international journals, outlined in the literature review section. 
Second, find theories commonly used to explain the internal dynamics of orga-
nizing political parties. Third, make a synthesis of step one and step two dragged 
as a conclusion. Fourth, from this conclusion, theoretical problems are drawn 
which are the theoretical gap of organizing political parties using the Intra-Party 
Democracy theory. Fifth, based on the central issue, a check is made of the key 
elements in the focus being investigated, namely power relations in Intra-Party 
Democracy. Sixth, find the key elements that are the problem and develop them 
in the discovery of new theories and methods as an explanatory problem, namely 
Discursive Institutionalism. 

3. Literature Reviews 

3.1. Organizing Political Parties 

The theoretical development of political parties organizing in new democracies 
is related to the understanding of institutions in Huntington’s conception, namely 
the procedures, internal rules of political parties (Huntington & Fukuyama, 
2006). The development of the theory of organizing political parties is insepara-
ble from the conception of the organization of the Katz-Mair formulation of 
party organizations about parties in grassroots, parties in public offices and par-
ties in central offices (Katz, Mair et al., 2008), which in its organizational aspect, 
political parties in Western democracies are based on the ideas of Lipset & Rok-
kan and Duverger (Poguntke, 2002). Lipset & Rokkan’s thought laying the 
foundation of political party theory on a social basis of social cleavage as a result 
of social segregation from social heterogeneity (Torcal & Mainwaring, 2003). 
This reasoning states that the organization of political parties cannot be sepa-
rated from their association with the social basis of social division in society as 
the main supporting element. Whereas Duverger looks at political parties linked 
to the electoral system and voter behavior (Janda & Colman, 1998). 

The theories of organizing political parties are developed from the assumption 
of a dialectical process of reflection, that is, one type of party produces another 
new type of party, and so on as the Gunther-Diamond and Katz-Mair formula-
tions. The dialectics of party organizations, according to Gunther-Diamond, are 
not only derived from changes in civil society which are the source of the forma-
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tion of elite-based parties, mass-based parties, electoral parties, ethnicity-based 
parties, and movement parties (Gunther & Diamond, 2003) but also changes in 
relations between parties and the state, especially relations that are getting closer 
between parties and the state, which ultimately results in a new type of party, the 
cartel parties (Katz & Mair, 1995; Vernardakis, 2012). Based on this classifica-
tion, Gunther-Diamond believes that the party is associated with forms of clients 
in the community, such as mass organizations and social groups or certain 
masses. Electoral parties in the view of Gunther-Diamond consist of personal 
parties, programmatic parties and catch-all parties that associated with all types 
of social groups (Gunther & Diamond, 2003). Meanwhile, Janda and Colman re-
view the organization of political parties from the complexity of the procedures 
used by the party to coordinate the activities of party supporters, the centraliza-
tion of the policy determination process, the extent to which party members and 
sympathizers are involved in efforts to achieve party objectives, and factionaliza-
tion within the party body (Janda & Colman, 1998). The organization of political 
parties discusses the institutional performance of political parties, as Randall & 
Svåsand argued, that organization of political parties was conceptualized in four 
institutional dimensions, namely systematic, decisional autonomy, value infu-
sion, and reification (Randall & Svåsand, 2002). Webb & White linked a political 
party’s institutional performance with electoral activity (Webb & White, 2007). 
After Randall & Svåsand and Webb & White, the discussion of organizing polit-
ical parties more focussed on political party institutions that involve the role of 
political resources influenced them, for example, institutional strength, individ-
ual influences, and factors of political institutions. As found in the writings of 
Sampugnaro, Rangel, and Scarrow-Webb, the discussion of political parties’ re-
lations had a great deal to their relationship with individuals, internal democrat-
ic procedures and communities, groups, and networks outside the parties 
(Sampugnaro, 2015). It also discussed the dimensions of political party resources 
and the role of the community in party activities (Rangel, 2017), and also struc-
tural relations, resources, and functions of party representation (Scarrow et al., 
2017). Scarrow added a discussion about political parties’ way of life, competi-
tion between political parties, and between political actors in internal political 
parties along with new political actors to determine political actors who would 
gain long-term success in the political arena (Scarrow et al., 2017). Scarrow and 
Webb also found that political parties act as vehicles for personal mobilization to 
help them gain electoral abilities (Scarrow et al., 2017). The parties then became 
an instrument of personal political interest, Scarrow-Webb called it “gatekeeper” 
as Miettinen also underlined, to bridge the interests between party politicians 
and the general public (Miettinen & Poutvaara, 2015). There is a reciprocal rela-
tionship between parties and personal actors in internal party democracy which 
makes political parties “top-down” under the domination of the people who held 
power (Scarrow et al., 2017). The institutional argument of political parties built 
by Scarrow-Webb opened the opportunity to more specific discussion on the 
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organization of political parties, that political parties have their ways to organize 
themselves specifically and conditionally both internally, externally, culturally 
and structurally (Scarrow et al., 2017) to open participation with elements and 
organizations outside the party (Wang, 2020). 

Those scholars seem to agree on the idea of “interaction of the interests of ac-
tors” in political parties so that the discussion on the organization of political 
parties then develops on the discussion of inter-relationship between actors in 
political parties. Janda, Colman, and Scarrow saw the interrelationship between 
the interests of these actors present internally and externally with complex pro-
cedures, to trigger conflicts of interest between political actors, make factionali-
zation and coalition within the party (Janda et al., 2010; Scarrow et al., 2017). By 
this assumption, parties’ function shifted to be a gatekeeper of the interaction of 
interests and competition of personal actors (Close & Sierens, 2017). They also 
welcomed those who wanted to pursue political nomination through their party 
(Cheibub & Sin, 2015) and recruit strong people who can be a source of electoral 
power for them (Scarrow et al., 2017). In the internal dynamics of political par-
ties, powerful individuals emerge, for example with charismatic powers that ex-
ert a strong influence on the party (Fionna, 2016; Singh, 2016), including outside 
parties that influence political party organization, for example, business players 
in the arena of contestation by political party leaders (Reuter, 2015). The role 
and competition of personal actors in political parties can also be found in the 
writings of Fionna-Tomsa (Fionna & Tomsa, 2017), personal actors’ appeal for 
political parties (Soare, 2017) so that personal politics becomes a new choice for 
contemporary politics dealing with the institutional role of political parties (Ca-
lise, 2015). The role of these personal actors with various backgrounds of inter-
ests (Ladkin & Probert, 2019; Ufen, 2019) in these political party institutions ex-
tends the reach of institutional work externally (Arter, 2016). This is in line with 
the new institutional views derived from Panebianco and Randall-Svåsand’s in-
stitutional views which incorporate external elements (Calise, 2015). The strug-
gle for existence in these institutions encourages political actors to compete with 
and influence each other in political party institutions (Ayan Musil & Dikici Bil-
gin, 2016; Scarrow et al., 2017). Political parties are also considered as a collec-
tive unit where inter-individual coalition and elite groups struggle to reach the 
top position (Lane & Preker, 2018). In discussing the internal dynamics of polit-
ical parties with the “interaction of the interests of actors”, the study of organiz-
ing political parties commonly used is Intra-Party Democracy (van Biezen & 
Piccio, 2013; Close et al., 2017; Lehrer, 2012; Sandri & Amjahad, 2015; Scarrow, 
2005; Scarrow et al., 2017; Seeberg et al., 2018). 

3.2. Intra-Party Democracy and Power Relations among Actors 

Intra-Party Democracy contains the notion of internal dynamics of political par-
ties that represent competition between elites in the pursuit of power in which 
there is democratic control over political party elites by mass community organ-
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izations (von dem Berge & Poguntke, 2017). The involvement of outside ele-
ments of the party is important in democratic control, for example, supporters 
and masses of party members (Norris, 2005; Sandri & Amjahad, 2015), which 
shows the party as public utilities in Biezen’s view (Van Biezen, 2004) and is as 
inclusive as Berge’s (von dem Berge & Poguntke, 2017). Berge’s inclusiveness 
explains the relationship between actors in the internal political process of polit-
ical parties, namely how many parties are involved in the process of determining 
party policies, such as the selection of party candidates and the election of polit-
ical party leaders. Political parties that are considered democratic in the process 
of determining their policies are political parties that have the most participation 
from their members in the internal process. There are three components of In-
tra-Party Democracy in Berge’s view, namely programs, personnel and organiza-
tional structures which include the inclusiveness of the process of determining 
political party policies, selection of party leaders and selection of political party 
candidates and formal distribution of power within the party (von dem Berge & 
Poguntke, 2017). The Berge concept has the same viewpoint as Bolin’s finding 
that Intra-Party Democracy can be influenced by the existence of a law or party 
rules, the high level of public trust in political institutions, such as political par-
ties, and the high standard of living of a country’s society (Scarrow et al., 2017). 
This opinion affirms the previous opinion about the cohesiveness of Intra-Party 
Democracy written by Giannetti and Benoit (Giannetti & Benoit, 2008) and the 
accountability of leaders and party members as written by Maravall who both 
agreed on the relationship between actors as demands for internal democracy in 
internal political parties (Maravall, 2007). This reinforces Bolin’s argument that 
Intra-Party Democracy builds the relationship between organizational structure 
and dynamics outside the organization of political parties, which deal with 
members and constituents and political recruitment such as candidate selection 
(Scarrow et al., 2017). That is, Intra-Party Democracy brings party representa-
tion in the community (party on the ground) to parties in public office as con-
ceived by Katz-Mair (Katz & Mair, 1994). 

In discussing the organization of political parties, Intra-Party Democracy is 
sufficient to explain the dynamics that occur within the internal and external in-
stitutions of political parties. But how the “interaction of the interests of the ac-
tors”, both internal and external to the party, is not sufficient enough to be 
reached by Intra-Party Democracy. As referred to Habermas (Habermas, J 
translated by Regh W, 1996) that political power includes communicative power 
and administrative power, then in discussing the “interaction of the interests of 
actors” the communicative power approach can better reach the recesses of the 
struggle for political resources played by political actors in discursive practices 
among them (Jansson, 2014; Kondowe & Ngwira, 2019). 

3.3. Discursive Institutionalism: Multi-Vector Bridging 

Discursive Institutionalism has a communicative power perspective in explain-
ing the relationship among actors in institutional structures both internal and 
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external. As recognized by the initiator, Schmidt, Discursive Institutionalism 
suggests the ideas and power brought by each actor in interactional relations 
(Carstensen & Schmidt, 2016; Schmidt, 2008). It is no exaggeration if Schmidt 
called it a rich and varied perspective on the social and political reality that is 
more complex than the previous three theories of New Institutionalism, namely 
Sociological Institutionalism, Historical Institutionalism, and Rational Institu-
tionalism. Whereas New Institutionalism itself is the next development after the 
old institutionalization theory (Schmidt, 2017a; Wahlström & Sundberg, 2018). 
The theory of New Institutionalism comes to replace the old theory of institu-
tionalism because the study of institutionalization in the early 20th century left 
many problems, such as economic conflicts came from the clash of economic 
interest, cultural narratives which took over in organizing electoral politics (Bell, 
1998; McConnell, 2008; Reinert, 2006), are teleological, which states that the 
state is only “destined to continue to grow and protect itself from competing in-
fluences” (McConnell, 2006). The New Institutionalization theory, and so does 
Discursive Institutionalism, which offers behavioral and post-behavioral ap-
proaches since the 1970s is functionalistic and emphasizes the functions that 
must be fulfilled by an institution. The basic argument of this newest institutio-
nalization theory in the description above is on the dynamics of functional in-
stitutions, collective action, which involves multi-actors and multi-direction, 
that we called “multi-vector”; in its social-political relations previous institutio-
nalism theories which emphasized aspects of social change, development and 
macroevolutionary considerations of various institutions but lacked emphasis on 
individual influences (Hadler, 2015). The dynamic character of the relational in 
this new institutionalization is in line with Goodin’s emphasis on the new insti-
tutionalization which according to him is no longer limited to the meaning of 
the organization, but more than that, which refers to stable and permanent be-
havior, focusing on values and power relations on the interaction between insti-
tutions and individuals, no longer talk about the impact of institutions on indi-
viduals (Koning, 2016). This approach conceptualizes institutions, not as struc-
tures or cultures or passive backgrounds where social relations occur, however, 
institutions are causal variables that structure opportunities and constraints 
faced by individual and collective players, thus emphasizing the pattern of activi-
ties of political players (Negm, 2015). Here, there is a reciprocal relationship 
between individuals and institutions with an emphasis on individual freedom as 
Hayek views (Miljkovic, 2018). The idea of collective action then received atten-
tion on discursive institutionalism as a rational discourse of collectivism (Li et 
al., 2019). 

3.4. Ideational, Collective Action and Institution 

Discursive Institutionalism focuses on the development of ideas, placing ideas in 
specific contexts, examining the way ideas are delivered between actors or 
so-called Schmidt as coordinative discourse and between politicians and the gen-
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eral public called communicative discourse (Hadler, 2015). Schmidt emphasizes 
the idea factor or “ideational ability”, as capital in discursive practices and relations 
that manifest in “background discursive abilities” similar to Bourdieu’s habitus 
(Carstensen & Schmidt, 2016) and “foreground discursive abilities” are means 
actions, that the “actions” have close meaning to the idea of Habermas’s com-
municative action and both occur in argumentative practice at the center of pol-
icy, as stated by Fischer and Forester cited by Schmidt (Schmidt, 2015). 

This ideational concept also contains a load of values and beliefs, all of which 
are carried out through discourse (Di Gregorio et al., 2017). The Theory of Dis-
cursive Institutionalism argues that the behavior of actors is greatly influenced 
by how the actors interpret the world around them (Ochieng et al., 2016). In the 
discourse of Institutional Discursive, actors, or in the term of Schmidt called 
“agents”, are understood as sentient agents who produce and consider ideas 
through discursive communication interactions that lead to collective action 
(Schmidt, 2017a; Schmidt, 2012). Discursive interaction is the practice of com-
municating to whom agents state what they think, namely who states what, to 
whom, when, and where to state it. This is where the argumentative interaction 
practice occurs which usually occurs at the level of “central policy process” 
(Schmidt, 2015). The idea of collective action in institutions takes place argu-
mentatively. Discursive Institutionalism treats institutions as structures that 
place the context in which agents think, speak, and act. Institutions are internal 
for actors who function as structures in organizing thoughts, words, and actions 
to meet with similar organizing from other agents. Then the institutional action 
is “background discursive ability” where agents can maintain and or change 
their institutions. Agents, in Discursive Institutionalism reach out to every polit-
ical leader, elected leaders, political party members, policymakers, political en-
trepreneurs who are influencing public opinion, mass media, interest groups, 
public intellectuals, opinion-makers, social movements, and ordinary citizens 
who make conversation everyday politics (Clément & Zhelnina, 2019; Schmidt, 
2017b). This new perspective in Discursive Institutionalism opens the space for 
the development of political theories in a critical, post-positivist paradigm that is 
needed to explain the events and dynamics of contemporary politics, in a 
changing, dialectic, discursive society (Connaughton et al., 2017; Mozaffari, 
2015; Schmidt, 2017b). 

3.5. Summary 

Organizing political parties representing a common and interlinked action con-
sisting of competition among actors, where actors interact with each other in 
pursuit of their respective interests. They, party leaders, party officials, party 
members, election candidates, compete in complex procedures. Political party 
institutions, such as the melting pot where various interests meet, in which there 
is a reciprocal process between institutional and individual face. Party leaders 
also need an internal strategy to get internal party support to carry out the par-
ty’s external strategy, for example building a social link for political and financial 
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support, building a coalition, etc. Intra-Party Democracy represents the cohe-
siveness of the political process in the internal party which is loaded with many 
interests, many resources, power played by many actors. This multi-vector rela-
tion in Intra-Party Democracy is operationally described by Discursive Institu-
tionalism that describing practices of ideas, concepts, and power among actors 
leading to collective action influencing and shaping institutions. 

4. Discussion 
4.1. Discursive Institutionalism: Bridging Multi-Vector Power  

Relations 

The institutional dynamics and collective action of the argumentative-discursive 
ideational relations in multi-vector as explained above, are approached by two 
explanatory tools of Discursive Institutionalism, namely “agent’s background 
ability” and “agent’s foreground ability”. Both of these explanatory tools are used 
by agents or actors in interacting with other actors in “communicative dis-
course” and “coordinative discourse”. These discursive interactions occur in two 
types, namely “coordinative discourse”, namely discursive interactions that oc-
cur among agents at the “center of the institution”; and “communicative dis-
course”, which occurs between agents and the public at the same time on an on-
going basis (Schmidt, 2017b, 2017a). The agent’s background ability includes the 
ideational ability to communicate ideas (Schmidt, 2008). While the interactive 
process that occurs between agents with the ability of “background” this allows 
agents to consciously change institutions, as real actions or “foreground capabil-
ities”. The ability of the agent’s discursive foreground is aligned with the notion 
of the power of ideas that Bourdieu uses to go beyond doxa through interactive 
communication or producing his discourse. The role of intellectuals in Grams-
ci’s hegemonic discourse exposes power in ideas that function as vehicles in do-
mination and power (Kowal-Bourgonjon & Jacobs, 2019). This is also used by 
Foucault to show the power of ideas in social movements (Armstrong, 2015) and 
the production of meaning which is an interplay between power and discourse 
(Latorre & Malo-Larrea, 2019). 

Communicative discourse among actors occurs in deliberative, argumentative, 
ideational, bargaining processes in political space. This discursive interaction is 
characterized by “coordinative discourse”, which is the process of discursive 
communication that takes place among actors in the “institutional center”, 
which is involved in the process of creating, negotiating, debating, bargaining, 
and reaching agreement and political domains marked by “communicative dis-
course” namely discursive interactions that occur between political actors and 
the public. Agents in “coordinative discourse” refer to actors involved in the 
policy process, organizing themselves in various groups as “discursive commun-
ities” to influence others. This discursive community is a “discourse coalition”, 
conducting discourse interactions or “discursive interactions” that produce dis-
cursive reality. Discursive groups can build new social ideas or new narratives 
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through this process. Coordinative discourse and communicative discourse oc-
cur at a limited elite level dealing with actors outside formal institutions 
(Schmidt, 2015). This discursive process can form a discursive institution, and 
this process occurs every time because of the coordinative discourse and com-
municative discourse occurs at any time. Therefore, he explained institutional 
change and continuity more dynamically and adaptively to social changes and 
political dynamics, by changing public epistemology (Brandmayr, 2019). This is 
what distinguishes it from the previous three institutionalism namely sociologi-
cal institutionalism, historical institutionalism, and rational institutionalism in 
terms of institutional meaning, institutional change, interests, uncertainty, 
norms, and relativism (Schmidt, 2017b; Schmidt, 2015). Discursive Institutio-
nalism explains the changes that are implied by the ideas and actions of political 
actors, namely through a discursive process: who states what, to whom, when, 
and how (Carstensen & Schmidt, 2016; Schmidt, 2008, 2017a). The discursive 
process is mediated by the work of “discourse” which in the sense of Discursive 
Institutionalism is a whole process of organizing ideas carried out by various 
parties or agents in different fields. The discourse reaches out about “who states 
what” in the process of policy construction and political communication in the 
public space. 

This discursive process leads to institutional changes, social-political behavior, 
and mobilization (Carstensen & Schmidt, 2016). In Discursive Institutionalism, 
institutions are considered as a discursive process of ideas and power between 
actors where actors create and maintain institutions (Hadler, 2015). Discursive 
Institutionalism uses discourse as an agent communication act in an interactive 
process involving political actors, namely the process of coordinative, commu-
nicative, deliberation, contestation, and legitimization. The institution then be-
comes no longer material because it consists of a meeting of the actors or agents 
who think and speak or Schmidt calls it “sentient agents” (Schmidt, 2017b). 
Discursive action occurs at the “policy center on the institution”, which is not 
necessarily the case on the “center of formal institutions”, but can occur at the 
“point of political resources” outside the formal institutions of political parties 
which are not always physical, but “something of real strength”, an external 
force that breaks through institutions (Akong, 2019). It is a virtual power rela-
tion which is also the object of the study of Discursive Institutionalism which 
Schmidt embraces in “discursive practices” which leads to collective action. This 
rationale can explain the post-truth phenomenon when political actors produce 
distorted information (Temmerman et al., 2019), is in harmony with Foucault’s 
power and knowledge, namely the production of discourse to build “new know-
ledge” to enter its power network (Harris & Adams, 2016). 

4.2. Discursive Institutionalism in Organizing Political Parties 

Operating Discursive Institutionalism in the study of organizing political parties 
is to understand the multi-vector power relations namely multi-actor, mul-
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ti-directional and multi-political resources. This power relation is explained 
through two explanatory tools of Discursive Institutionalism namely “agent’s 
background ability” and “agent’s foreground capability”, both working in the 
“coordinative discourse” and “communicative discourse” corridors, depending 
on the context in which the discursive event occurs. Coordinative discourse 
takes place among elites, involving “the agent’s background ability” and “agent 
foreground” in the discursive process between them. Communicative discourse, 
which takes place between the elite and the public, involves the “agent back-
ground ability” and the “agent foreground” in the discursive process between the 
elite and the public. In the terminology of Discursive Institutionalism, as the de-
scription above, “the ability of the background agent” is a subjective modality or 
actor’s habitus including ideas, thoughts, knowledge, actor power used in inte-
racting-discursive. Whereas “agent’s foreground capabilities” are the real actions 
of agents in discursive interactions. Ideas also include the interests and powers 
that are manifested in these interactive relations. An institution is an aggregation 
of ideas, thoughts, and collective actions of the actors or agents. In political party 
institutions, there are discursive groups in the form of factions in party man-
agement, members, sympathizers or supporters, party wing organizations or 
groups, or social-based supporting parties. 

Intra-Party Democracy, there was an interactive relationship among actors 
that was occurred both internally within political party institutions among party 
elites, between members and party leaders, or between party leaders and actors 
outside the party. Two sets of explanatory tools of Discursive Institutionalism 
explain the interrelation between political party actors. The dominant power in 
political parties is the “point of political resources” which can be inside or out-
side the institutions of political parties which are not always physical, but 
“something real virtual power”, can be an external force that breaks through in-
stitutions. In the context of political parties, the discursive process of various 
discursive actions runs like what is called the struggle for legitimacy through the 
aggregation of discursive abilities by discursive groups. From the perspective of 
Discursive Institutionalism, the struggle for legitimacy is socially constructed 
from social practices carried out by constituents who react differently (Peda & 
Vinnari, 2019). The complexity of the role of actors and interests between actors 
in political parties as explained by Intra-Party Democracy gets an additional ex-
planation of how relations between actors that run inclusive in matters related to 
party policy and attraction of interest within it which is also related to elements 
of external forces and plural communities for broader public legitimacy 
(Thévenot, 2019). 

4.3. Summary 

Discursive Institutionalism bridges the discursive practices of the political actors 
who each carry ideas, concepts, power, as ideational concepts called “back-
ground capacity” to be brought into the arena of competition among them as 
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“foreground capacity”. This discursive practice occurs between political actors 
within internal political parties, called “coordinative discourse” and externally 
between actors and the public, called “communicative discourse”. Intra-Party 
Democracy which describes the internal dynamics of political parties is related 
to external elements of the party, social relations, and practices loaded a conse-
quence to party legitimacy in which the interaction process is intertwined dis-
cursively. 

The findings of this research are, firstly, the complexity of the process, and in-
stitutional elements in the organization of political parties that occur discursive-
ly. Secondly, the organization of political parties is full of discursive multi-vector 
sources of power that are from many actors and many directions. Thirdly, the 
process of Intra-Party Democracy is interwoven discursively, that externally ran 
as discursive communities, explained by Discursive Institutionalism, which we 
named “Discursive Intra-Party Democracy” or “Discursive IPD”. Fourthly, by 
this framework of analysis, the institution is analyzed as an aggregation of sen-
tient agents of political actors whose idea and power, namely discursive institu-
tions. 

5. Conclusion 

Discursive Institutionalism provides a more dynamic understanding of institu-
tionalism in organizing political parties. It aims power relations in intra-party 
democracy that occur in a namely multi-actor, multi-directional, multi-political 
resources that we called it “multi-vector”. The multi-vector discursive interac-
tion process is bridged through the concepts of coordinative discourse and 
communicative discourse, using the “agent’s background abilities” and the 
“agent’s foreground abilities” used by the agent in communicating their ideas 
and power. The meaning of institutions also extends from structural physical 
constraints as understood by other institutionalism, to an understanding that is 
no longer material, that is, ideational because it consists of an aggregation of 
thinking-and-talking agents (sentient agents) in a wider and more complex pub-
lic space. In the perspective of Discursive Institutionalism, institutions were seen 
as an aggregation of ideas and thoughts, represented by sentient agents or actors 
through a discursive process. Coordinative discourse occurs between political 
actors, as well as between discursive communities and/or public to gain public 
legitimacy. 

Theoretical implications of Discursive Institutionalism or Discursive IPD in 
organizing political parties open broader horizons of political thought to the 
study of the development of political parties, electoral sources of political parties, 
management of political parties, political mobilization, political party competi-
tion, political campaigns and broader political communication in harmony with 
contemporary political episteme. Furthermore, the theoretical implications of 
Discursive Institutionalism are also compatible to explain the processes, dynam-
ics, and development of political and social institutions in general as long as 
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there are related actors and public spaces. 
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