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Abstract  This paper is not written for political reasons. 
This study presents the perceptions about how the 
communities lived in the Middle East, which has been the 
center for religious, economic and political conflicts 
throughout history and how it has been ruled since the 
ancient times and how they can be ruled today. The aim of 
the study is to reveal the origins of the lifestyle of Middle 
Eastern people whom have only been gathered together 
under the hegemony of a leader. The Sumerian community, 
who has organized city kingdoms, formed the first legal state 
structure that puts the governor to the center and accordingly 
was the earliest monarchic kingdom system in history. By 
the invention of writing and the development of 
transportation, multinational states like the Akkadian 
Dynasty which ruled over large areas, has rapidly prospered. 
All the states which have been established in the Middle East 
following the Akkadian Dynasty were ruled by the monarchy 
system. The leaders, who hold the political and military 
power in the Middle East, had un-reachable place upon the 
people’s minds. When compared with communities living in 
the other regions of the world, people of the Middle East are 
closer to the decentralizing thought system. This study, tries 
to give answers within the limits of the article, to such 
questions as “Who is a leader for the Middle Eastern 
people?”, “What are the characteristics of a leader for the 
Middle Eastern people?” and “Can a leader be democratic?” 
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1. Introduction
The geography in which three great civilizations of 

Ancient History, Mesopotamia, Anatolia and Egypt 
civilizations, rose development and dominated the history of 
humanity, is called the Middle East today. At the end of the 
19th Century, French academicians used the expression, 
“Near East” for the lands under the domination of the 
Ottoman Empire, and Far East for China, Japan and the 

countries around them [1]. The expression of the Middle East 
was used in 1902 for the first time by Alfred Thayer Mahan 
(1840-1914), a naval officer and academician [2]. In this 
description, which were admitted in a short time, the 
geographical borders were not drawn and the description of 
the Middle East was shaped in accordance with the political 
borders of the countries. When we think about the Middle 
East in present, the borders which extend to Iran in the East, 
Egypt in the West, Turkey in the North and Yemen in the 
South, comes up in our minds. The geographical borders of 
the Middle East are thought as the Arabian Sea which is an 
extension of the Indian Ocean, Basra, Aden Gulf and the Red 
Sea in the South. East Mediterranean Sea and Aegean Sea in 
the West, Marmara Aegean Sea and The Black Sea in the 
North and the Caspian Sea in the East [3]. 

The Middle East has a very different cultural, ethnical and 
social structure in every period of history. The Middle East 
geography, which communities settled from the earliest 
times of the history, witnessed a lot of immigrations, which 
is comparable to no places in the world [4]. The greatest 
change in the Middle East found on the passing route of the 
continents, Africa, Asia and Europe known as the old world, 
occurred through the establishment of the states with the 
result that people adopted a settled life. “Fertile Crescent” 
forming a part of the Middle East, became the region in 
which the first agricultural economics developed and city 
states were established [5]. 

2. Concept of Ruling in Ancient History
The transition period to agricultural society, which is also 

named as “Neolithic Revolution”, started in Mesopotamia. It 
is as this region was created for the birth of agriculture with 
its fruit trees, marshes and reed fields among limitless deserts 
extending over its sides [6]. The marsh areas were 
transformed into fertile fields with the channels through the 
settlement of Sumerians, the hardworking peasants, in this 
region. Moreover, according to a calculation made on a text 
dated 2500 B.C., eighty six fold products were obtained from 
a seed planted on a barley field.  The small villages found on 
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such fertile Mesopotamia lands developed in a short time 
and gave their place in agriculture cities [7]. 

The Sumerians solved the two important problems that 
they met on the way of urbanization with the help of clay 
which was abundantly found in the region. Firstly, they 
used adobe which was produced from clay both for 
construction of residence and temple because there wasn’t 
any wood in great quantities. Therefore, they built cities 
formed by the houses whose surroundings were encircled 
with walls and had more than one room. The second 
important problem was to keep economic and religious 
records. They solved this by pressing reed on the wet clay 
tablets; in the end this led them to invent a new writing 
formed by signs after the pictures in the earlier times [8]. 

When villages of forty or fifty citizens, formed by 
five-six houses gave their places to great cities like Lagas 
composed of nineteen thousand, governing and being 
governed, problems took place in these villages. Since the 
people living in the villages that they established in the 
earlier periods of Neolithic Age had consanguinity with 
each other, a leader they chose among themselves, we can 
call him the clan leader as well, solved daily problems by 
taking the rules applied beforehand, that is to say, sustaining 
the tradition or easily enabling the rule of the people that he 
was responsible for [9]. 

As these villages founded with an agricultural purpose 
began to develop and urbanize and their populations started 
to reach a few thousand, the clan leadership began to give 
its place to kingdom, and the traditions to written laws [10]. 
A clan leader could sustain daily process through his simple 
orders to ones around him without needing any organization. 
In the vital cases related to all of the clan, it was possible to 
make a decision through a short interview made with the 
leaders of the clan. Since everybody participating in this 
meeting could express an opinion for the decisions to be 
made, later on there was no revolt or inconsistency [11]. 
Because the simple lives of these people that lived on 
agriculture and stockbreeding did not stick to the rules too 
much, the practices and beliefs they inherited from their 
ancestors were sufficient for the maintenance of life. The 
rules and beliefs were known by almost everyone and 
handed down to the generations after them [12]. 

When the populations of Sumerian villages came up five 
or six thousand, this system that can be applied for a few 
thousand people digressed from being useable for a 
population reaching over thousands. Moreover, the extant 
political, social and economic structure became out of use. 
Then the city public began to search a solution. Primarily a 
gabionade was built by means of common labour of the 
public in order to determine the borders of the city and 
enable its security [13]. To preserve these bulwarks that were 
constructed from adobe, a military class was established. 
Since in earlier periods everyone obtained production for 
their needs, they consumed what they produced. However, 
the yield suddenly increased through the application of 
agricultural production made by simple devices and animal 
force, and people began to produce much more than they 

needed. This surplus revealed the need to keep the product in 
stores or sell, so this made occupational groups need proper 
organizations in themselves like trade and storage and on 
which some people had to specialize [14]. 

This rapid development brought out two necessities with 
itself. The first of these was record keeping that this led to the 
invention of writing. Secondly, as the human relations 
developed with the emergence of different occupations and 
life styles, the rules coming from the tradition were not 
sufficient. Thus, every Sumerian city developed and 
recorded their own rules and therefore rules of law emerged. 
A short time ago the people leading a simple life suddenly 
specialized on different occupations. The life rapidly 
progressed in developed cities in which people stratified in 
various social classes primarily as military and religious, 
daily life was determined with the written law [15]. 

At this point, an authority was required to appear to 
establish and apply rules of law. Although the clan leader 
was the one elected to remain in office for a life time, he did 
not lead a different life from other clan individuals. 
Moreover, as he was tied to the rules that other individuals 
had to obey, he had no great superiority over the community 
[16]. When the villages began to develop, clan leaders 
started to see themselves as the sole source of the dominance, 
a new system began to dominate in cities, which we can 
define as a monarchy. Thus, the Sumerian cities formed by 
the transition of the agricultural society to settled life 
transformed into monarchic state structure, which had a 
political organization developed through writing, a 
professional army and well-organized trading structure, and 
at whose head there was a king [17]. 

While the government system in Mesopotamia was 
continuing in this way, a new civilization and therefore a 
new understanding of government developed around Nile 
River. The Nile valley became one of the fields that 
agricultural production was made in the easiest way in the 
world. The rise of the Nile River at particular times of the 
year made a very fertile mudflat spread out on the coast.  

A very fertile harvest was made because of the seeds 
which were easily planted on this mudflat. In a short time this 
product surplus enabled many more people to live together 
and establish new villages along the river [18]. The rapid 
increase of the village populations caused the rise of small 
cities called Nom. From 4000 B.C. these states were brought 
up together in one administration. [19].  

Egypt that fulfilled its political and social organization 
under a sole leader, accomplished to create great 
architectural works and cities contrary to state cities in 
Mesopotamia. At this point, the endurance of stone against 
adobe is also important. Furthermore, the fact that there was 
a leader to stimulate people in line with a purpose, and there 
was a centralized rule for centuries instead of political 
authorities that were suspended with the migration waves in 
Mesopotamia, played an active role in the formation of 
Egyptian civilization [20]. The leaders who gathered Egypt 
under themselves, namely pharaohs, saw the source of the 
dominance in their own existence. Moreover, they 
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guaranteed not to be questioned by any means for their 
actions by declaring themselves as a god instead of making 
themselves gain a religious identity [21]. 

3. The Forming of Concept of 
Leadership in Ancient History 

Until today, thousands of views were presented to make 
the definition of the concept of “Leadership” and many 
academic studies were made on this subject. In the last 
century, approximately 5000 studies were conducted and 
there were over 400 definitions [22]. In the historical process, 
the eminent philosophers of the Greek society in which the 
leadership concept was discussed and the government passed 
into other hands through despotic ways or election, tried to 
define the concept of leadership in order to systematize the 
governing logic. Socrates described the most significant 
quality of a leader as: “the ability to distinguish the good 
from the bad and to know what to do or not to do.” [23]. 
According to Plato, the student of Socrates, the most basic 
condition to become a leader is to be a philosopher. 
Moreover by saying, “Either philosophers should be king or 
kings should be philosophers,” Plato described the virtues of 
a philosopher makes him a king or a king should have the 
qualities of a philosopher. [24]. 

In Middle Eastern communities the thought related what 
qualities the leader should have come into prominence rather 
than the concept of leadership. There has always been an 
extant leadership structure in the mind of the Middle Eastern 
person since ancient ages. Thus, he has some basic 
expectations from the people who desire to govern him. 
Apart from these expectations, Middle Eastern communities 
separated the concepts of leader and governor. According to 
the perspective of these people, while the governor was 
trying to preserve status quo, the leader had to take the 
society or the state he governed further [25]. 

While the systematization of the concept of “Leadership” 
in modern sense arose in the 19th Century, the Western 
thinkers made definitions by using the internal dynamics of 
their own societies as a base. In spite of this, they supposed 
that the government philosophy of Middle Eastern 
communities that saw as backward was formed by the 
thought of “obedience based on fear.” The fact that 
governmental development of Middle Eastern communities 
had a complicated social structure could not be explained so 
simply emerged in a later period [26]. So from the beginning 
of the 20th Century, many tests were made to define the 
concept of leadership in the Middle East. Despite many 
definitions made by the Orientalists, it isn’t suitable to 
mention about a single type of leader or a leader profile that 
will contain all times for the definition of the Middle East. 
Here at this point, we will try to emphasize that how the 
content of the concept should be filled rather than the 
definition. Primarily, it is necessary to state that the coming 
of Islam served as a milestone for the change of government 
systems of Middle Eastern communities. Despite this, some 

elements of the government system which has its roots in 
ancient ages, various qualities asked from leaders continued 
in the same way after the coming of Islam even today [27]. 

When we have a look at the civilizations that the first city 
states composed, we see that the personal qualities which the 
leaders governing the society have determined the extant 
situation of the state. Yet as the institutionalization of 
bureaucracy did not completely occur, the fate of society 
depended upon the decisions and success of the leader. 
Therefore, when the states rapidly gained strength and 
developed under the powerful and skilled rulers, the death of 
these people carried the states in a process of fall [28]. State 
government which was fixed to the success of the leaders 
transformed into personalized ruler ships in time. Due to the 
personalized ruler ships, the intelligence courage and skill 
that the person in power has, and as a result of these, his 
prestige in society was admitted by people. The communities 
thought that the person who led them had more superior 
qualities than they had. From the earlier periods, the leaders 
tried to present this legality by either attributing themselves a 
religious leadership, or using violence, fear and pressure 
[29]. 

The rulerships provided by despotism were more 
short-lived than other legality systems. Because the 
rulerships formed by pressure and fear, may collapse with 
the sudden removal of the fear factor over the defeat of the 
leaders in a war or a disease. Even his death led the 
community's respect, mixed with fear, for him to continue 
for centuries. In the communities governed by despotism, it 
was expected from every individual to obey to the orders of 
the leader [30]. In these leadership systems, there was no 
concept such as dissenting or being against the state. These 
types of government systems are composed of people 
gathering around a purpose that the leader shows rather than 
a national or religious social structure. In the societies 
governed by the pressure element, the leaders have a 
continuous war system, because the most efficient way to 
hold people together is to convince them to fight together. 
Apart from this, the periods that despotic leaders appeared 
became the ones in which the countries were invaded by 
external powers. The desires of these leaders who emerged in 
emergency were fulfilled by society without questioning. 
The societies dominated by despotic leaders were generally 
the communities that had the same ethnic, religious and 
social structure [31]. 

From the ancient history, another source of the rulership is 
the phenomenon of religion. The leaders who had power did 
not avoid using religious beliefs to conduct the society they 
governed to a direction. Hence the leaders wanted to use the 
power that the religious beliefs had over the society, they did 
not allow other groups to direct this. In ancient history, we 
met two different examples of this [32]. 

The kings in Hittite State had a title of “Archpriest” as 
well as their ruling power. Thus, they attributed their 
decision to a divine power and presented themselves as a 
divine sublimity before the community. However, they met 
with some events that this case reversed as well. Especially 
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in times of famine, depending upon drought or in epidemics, 
caused large amounts of deaths which were thought that the 
rulers of the state were punished by gods prevailed in 
society. Similarly, when the individuals of dynasty family 
killed each other, it was thought that they drew the rage of 
gods upon themselves. Therefore, the title of “Archpriest” 
of the Hittite kings mostly made the conduct of state easy 
and increased their dominance on the society [33]. 

The Egyptian pharaohs living in the same ages did not 
restrict their sublimity to become a priest of god but took on 
the source of the legality by declaring themselves a god. This 
case gave the pharaohs very great advantages. Firstly, it 
hindered the formation of a religious class that they had to 
struggle and prevented this class from fighting against them. 
Moreover, they transformed into a leader who spread fear 
over their community with the source of all favors to occur 
and evils. The Egyptian pharaohs constructed magnificent 
monuments for themselves by using their power. Because 
people working in construction of these structures, believed 
that they worked for their pharaoh who was a god, there was 
no objection [34]. 

In the same period, great and magnificent buildings were 
constructed in other states outside Egypt. The understanding 
of god-king that the Egyptian pharaohs created is a unique 
practice in terms of world history since it totally holds both 
the political and religious power. In this practice there was 
no possibility to object to the leader by any means or to 
question his decisions. As the pharaohs made the decisions in 
the name of themselves, that is to say, the god, the possibility 
for the religious class to question or criticize this was 
removed [35]. 

In ancient history another important power of the Middle 
Eastern world was the Assyria State. The Assyrian kings 
gathered all of the prestigious positions such as “Chief 
Justice,” “Chief Commander,” “Archpriest” like Hittite 
kings under their domination. However, when the Assyrians 
were compared to Hittites, Assyrians had a more developed 
bureaucracy system. The Assyrian kings were on the top of 
this bureaucratic ruling tradition. This bureaucratic tradition 
led to the formation of a bureaucracy class that was 
responsible for the continuation of the state as well as a 
dynasty class holding the rule. This case might prevent the 
Assyrian kings creating a dominance over the country or 
making everybody tied to the king unquestioningly as much 
as the Egyptian pharaohs [36]. 

The Middle East was not under the dominance of great 
states such as Hittite – Assyria and Egypt in every period of 
history. From the earliest periods of history, the Middle East 
was ruled by small states and the clans based on ethnic 
association as well. The ruling styles of these communities 
which are not based on a developed system as much as great 
states and bureaucracy generally continued depending upon 
the traditions coming from the past.  These communities 
were governed by a ruler they elected among themselves. In 
this ruling system, the clan leaders should live as being tied 
to the rules coming from the tradition together with 
everybody living in the community. He could not make any 

decision and could not live out of these rules. That is to say, 
while a ruler could refuse to obey to the rules of law the 
community were subjected to, the clan leaders had to obey 
these traditions which did not transform into a written law. 
These leaders could not consider themselves outside and 
over the community. He had to live and behave like the ones 
who were under his dominance as an individual of the 
community [37]. The ones living in the community had to 
consider their leaders a person among themselves and had to 
admit that he was “the most superior person among the equal 
ones.” Even though this understanding of ruling resembled 
the understanding of “Princeps”, namely “The First 
Citizenship” in Rome in some ways, while this system in 
Rome was turned into a dictatorship in time, the leaders of 
small clans in the Middle East continued to live in this way 
for centuries [38]. 

The leader considered to be the first among the equal ones 
was required to create effects on others. Middle Eastern 
communities obeyed the ones who they considered more 
powerful or superior than themselves. To create this 
obedience culture, we mentioned above the methods the 
great states in Ancient History applied. But mostly, the 
leaders living in a consanguineous society needed to develop 
different methods to create an obedience culture on the 
people he lived together every day. The leaders linked the 
decision process that we can define as an authority to order 
on small communities to traditions mostly became 
connective. However, the leaders in new cases that the 
society never met made their own decisions. No matter how 
small the communities were, there was an advisory council 
mostly constituted by old people near the leader. This 
council helped in new decisions to be made by the leaders. In 
Middle Eastern communities that the leaders made firm and 
relentless decisions, made the ones govern fear and develop a 
sense of obedience mixed with fear. If the firm and relentless 
attitude operated fairly or the public considered the decisions 
of the leader fair, obedience transformed into a respect for 
the authority of the person in time [39]. 

As the leaders acceded with election gained power, they 
began to transform the family they had into a dynasty. The 
greatest difference on the way from community or clan 
leadership to the dynasty is succession system. In the death 
of the leaders who ruled small communities, notables of the 
community elected another leader commissioned for life and 
no individual in the community objected to this. In the 
dynasty systems, when the leader or the ruler died, his son or 
relative acceded in the state [40]. As the states developed 
their borders in the Middle East, the dynasty system began to 
be more dominant. While the dynasty system was suitable 
for the rule of great states, they found the rule of one person 
they elected among themselves for the small groups which 
were consanguineous. In the ancient history states 
bureaucracy that gradually began to develop had no meaning 
for small communities and clans. Because the small groups 
that suddenly made and applied decisions did not need to 
keep any record or correspond. However, when the 
communities united and became a state, bureaucrat who 
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specialized on their subjects became an indispensable 
element of state government. As the leaders desired to hold 
the total power, they did not want the bureaucrats to be 
involved in state government. When the bureaucrats who 
were one of the basic elements of the formation of the state 
and their bureaucracy were compared to Rome and Greek 
world, they were very weak in the Middle Eastern states in 
Ancient History [41].  

4. Leadership in Today’s Middle East 
The concept of leadership in today’s Middle East was 

shaped after the First World War. Before the First World 
War, under the domination of the Ottoman Empire that 
continued roughly for five centuries, the ethnic and religious 
groups in the Middle East did not display any attempt to 
rebel. Both the thought that it was impossible to resist the 
great power of the Ottoman Empire and Ottoman’s 
“Tolerance” policy combined with the understanding of 
justice prevailed in this. From the end of the 18th Century, 
the fact that the Ottoman Empire lost power against 
European states and the thought of nationalism that French 
revolution spreaded led the people to move against central 
government first in the Balkans then in the Middle East [42].  

As the communities that lived under the Ottoman rule for a 
long time, lost almost total of the governmental and political 
organization, they could not be organized by themselves. At 
this point, the Western states tried to establish ruling 
organizations by conducting these communities in line with 
their own policies. With these ruling structures that did not 
occur in natural process and the rulers who did not move in 
accordance with the values of the communities, a permanent 
and balanced regulation was not possible. Today the bases of 
the conflicts inherited from periods that continue in the 
Balkans and the Middle East. On this subject it is necessary 
to mention about the leaders rather than how the ruling 
organizations are formed because the states in the Middle 
East had a ruling organization according to their leaders’ 
willing [43]. 

In today’s Middle East, when it is said leader, an 
oppressive, strict, who has a personalized power and focuses 
on preserving his rule at all costs will come to mind. From 
the 19th century the fact that the Middle East was the 
geography that the thoughts of freedom and democracy that 
spread in the whole world found support and were applied at 
the least was resulted from the qualities of the leaders in the 
countries. At this point, understand the perspective for the 
ruling structure of the leaders gained importance. Today the 
individuals of community who were used to be governed by 
democracy, consider the state an organization formed to 
make the society live comfortably and peacefully and in 
which every citizen is represented equally. However, today’s 
Middle Eastern leaders see state as an organization that they 
create to sustain their legality. With a simpler expression, 
Middle Eastern leaders consider the fate of state as their own 
fate. On the base of the discourses of the leaders in the 

legalization of their rule it is the phenomenon that he rules 
the country the best and there is no country if he is absent. 
The communities to whom this black propaganda was 
performed were conditioned to see their leaders as 
indispensible [44]. 

It should not be thought that today’s Middle Eastern 
leaders govern countries by themselves. The family or clan 
of the leader has a great importance in the state government. 
The leaders who appear before the public as the symbol of 
power and charisma share the state government among their 
families and relatives. These systems in which the close 
relatives of the head of the state behave like a “Dynasty 
Family” bring about much injustice and the waste of sources 
of the country. The public is classified according to the 
affinity to the leader. That is to say, while the communities 
that belong to the same ethnic, religious or denominational 
rank form the upper class of the society, other ethnic ranks 
and the ones who believe different religions and sects are 
involved in lower groups. The share of the richness’s of the 
country is made in line with this system. This case led the 
ones living close to the leader or the head of the state to reach 
an enormous richness, and the great multitudes of people to 
live in poverty [45]. 

This governing structure and leadership profile that 
dominate today’s Middle East bring about a continuous 
conflict environment. The leaders need a large network of 
enquiry to get the multitudes of people to rebel at any time as 
they have nothing to lose under control, and personal guards 
unit educated to protect himself from his public. In this 
governing structure, based on protecting himself and his 
power, the public is continuously repressed and punished out 
of law system. Thus, the people do not feel themselves safe 
and do not rely on their leader [46]. 

A particular importance was given to nobility derived 
from family in Arabian communities that composed the 
majority of Middle Eastern population. This case led the 
leaders to consider their family more superior than other 
multitudes of people forming the state. This formation we 
can call tribalism or micro nationalism, prevented society 
from adopting each other and becoming a “Nation.” Right 
after the end of the domination of the Ottomans, Middle 
Eastern communities that were tried to be nationalized by the 
Western countries, could not enter in the process of being a 
“State” from “Tribalism” culture [47].  

The western countries, who shared the region after the 
First World War formed ruling systems according to the 
boards that they formed. But in the two-pole world, after the 
end of the Second World War, Middle Eastern communities 
that were gradually saved from the mandate rule were 
directed by the same Western states to establish national 
states. These states composed outside natural formation 
process found themselves in the Cold War in a short time. 
During the Cold War, they first thought that the Arabian 
leaders clinged were Pan-Arabism. Because the leaders who 
realized that the tribalism thought was not enough to form a 
state tried to establish national states with Pan-Arabism 
ideology that they saw as a formation to embrace the whole 
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society. During the establishment of national states, there 
was no significant development on behalf of democracy, 
only the leaders were contented with establishing councils to 
clear themselves [48].  

During the Cold War, the Middle Eastern leader supported 
the USA or USSR in line with his interests. This case enabled 
the two great states to have an influence on the Middle East. 
Some leaders who blended Pan-Arabism and Socialism 
ideology with Islamic thought tried to reveal new governing 
models. The states that engaged with the USA tried to make 
the public admit a governing model we can define 
“Traditional Religious Monarchy.” As these two governing 
systems were not derived from the internal dynamics of the 
Middle East, they were not accepted. In spite of this, the 
states in the Middle East along 50-70 years were governed by 
these two different systems. The USA became the dominant 
power of the world with the end of the Cold War, settled in 
the region to protect its interests based on petrol in the 
Middle East and tried to politically keep the states in the 
region under its hegemony. Nowadays the USA saw the 
continuous stay in the Middle East conflicted its interests 
began to retreat from the region after the second Gulf War 
[49]. 

Another event which gave the mentality of the Middle 
Eastern people a deep shock became the last decade called 
the internet age. The young population that rapidly increased 
in the Middle East began to be informed about various 
countries of the world and accept the thought that the 
despotic rule which their leader deemed proper was not their 
fate. The fact that great economic income they had was not 
shared fairly, they had no voice in state government and they 
were subjected to ethnic and religious discrimination, they 
were repressed under pressure and deterrence policy, other 
publics and nations lived in democracy fearlessly turned into 
a rebellion under the leadership of the youth. What the result 
will be of these rebellions called “The Arabian Spring” as a 
popular phrase and spread from one country to another is not 
definite. As a result of this movement, whether the Middle 
Eastern communities would reveal a new despotic leader or 
the governments, in which the conditions of democracy are 
enabled, did not become clear [50]. 

5. Conclusions 
Middle East where the great part of developments of 

human beings common culture formed has been the 
geography where conflict and development lived together 
throughout history. Moreover, the greatest leaders of the 
history struggled to reign in these lands. In the eyes of the 
Middle Eastern communities living under the yoke of many 
leaders, heroes and rulers, a common leader type emerged 
and the qualities that they wanted this leader to have 
underwent little change from the ancient ages to these days. 
There is no great difference between the understanding of 
rule of today’s governments in the Middle East and the ones 
of the states in Ancient History. The leaders, who rule the 

Middle East countries at present, rule the country by putting 
forward their characteristic features as in the ancient times. 
Middle East countries are governed according to the willing 
of the ruling class instead of being governed by the features 
of the society. While the successful leaders dominated and 
governed the vast areas in a short time, the unskilled rulers 
coming after these leaders lost these lands and state authority 
in a short time. Throughout history, either there was an 
unattainable and powerful leader in the eyes of the society or 
holiness was given to the state in order to prevent the Middle 
Eastern communities governed by solid monarchy from 
revolting against the government. In these two cases it was 
aimed to provide the authority of the leader and the 
continuity of the state rather than the comfort and peace of 
the society. 

There was a powerful, skilled, despotic when appropriate, 
fair in spite of all of these as an understanding coming from 
Ancient History to our age without any change in the 
mentality of the Middle Eastern communities. It is possible 
to see this understanding in Epic of Gilgamesh, the most 
important work of the Sumerian sources which give the first 
written documents of history. Gilgamesh is a wise and good 
warrior, and his despotic decisions lead the public to respect 
him rather than feeling fear. Gilgamesh, beside his 
adventurous travels, is seen as a powerful leader on the 
public. In the concept of governing in ancient Middle East 
which is formed during the period from the king to the heroes, 
the society has always accepted the entity of a leader to be 
apart from chaos.   

The most significant quality coming from ancient history 
to today’s Arabian heads of state without any change is that 
the leaders consider themselves more superior than every 
individual in society. It was not possible to be dominant over 
the Middle Eastern communities without this understanding 
of superiority. That is to say, people expected that the 
persons they would call leader who did not go after a person 
like themselves should be on the top of society in every 
respect. This case can be interpreted in the sense that these 
people will not respect the ones they do not fear. To explain 
this in more detail, if every soldier in battle field kills an 
enemy, it is required to kill many more enemies than all of 
them so that the soldiers will respect him. This understanding 
of thought achieved to come our day by beginning from the 
Sumerian city states. As the leaders knew this situation very 
well, they removed people that the society considered more 
successful in a subject than they were. 

Another aspect that did not change from ancient ages to 
these days in the perception of leadership, is the thought that 
the leader should be the savior. That is to say, in the periods 
that the communities lived in abundance and welfare avoided 
falling under hegemony. However, when they were 
undergone an invasion of another society or state or exiled 
from their country, they began to search for a leader to gather 
them. The leaders appearing in these difficult conditions had 
great permanence. In the ruling concept that came up in the 
last century, as a virtue that democracy brought, an idea of 
the responsibility of the rulers against  the people they ruled 
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has spread. As the ruler had perceived the business that he 
made as a duty in democratic rulings, in the Middle East, this 
situation is thought as a right. The rulers have used the 
religious value or the military strength to legalize governing 
that saw as a right for them. Successful leader title is given to 
the ones who used these two powers in a balance, brought the 
economy in a good condition and kept the peace. The Middle 
Eastern communities governed with monarchy from the first 
periods of history were more prone to proceed after a leader 
rather than being governed with democracy because of their 
cultural and social structure. After the end of the Ottoman 
dominance in the Middle East, none of the leaders who took 
the lead, left their posts with election by following a 
democratic attitude. These leaders who took the lead thought 
that they would sustain these posts for life and even they 
tried to hand down their power to one of the individual from 
the family. These owners of power sought to protect their 
own interests either by monopolizing religion or by claiming 
that they dominated religious beliefs or they determined and 
removed the ones who were against themselves in society by 
means of a large intelligence of enquiry they created. The 
two cases were anti-democratic, and reduced the life quality 
of people; moreover they created a continuous source of 
disturbance in the country. Therefore, the Middle East 
became the centre of the continuous conflict. When world 
history is examined, the process passing from tribalism to 
empire, from empire to national states and then democracy 
has not been lived in the Middle East yet. As the Middle 
Eastern states did not get free of the tribalism thought in 
Ancient History, they could not adapt to democracy 
government. Thus, every individual in the Middle East had 
the desire of a very powerful leader rather than a democratic 
state. It is clear that this style of thought will not disappear 
easily in the next period. 
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i This article is the extended version of the summary that was presented and 
published as a paper at the conference in the University of Marmara in 
Istanbul on June 19-21, 2013 which held at the European Conference on 
Social Science Research. 
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