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ABSTRACT

According to the legitimacy approach of political culture research, public’s approval of a particular regime as the best form of
government and rejection of its alternatives provides public support for that particular regime. This research attempted to trace
temporal trajectories of approval of democratic political system as well as it's three alternative forms of government among
the electorates of recent three major political parties in Turkey, the Justice and Development Party (AKP), the Republican
People’s Party (CHP) and the Nationalist Movement Party (MHP). It also revealed the extent these parties’manifesto documents
praise democratic political system across the successive eighteen general elections in the modern Turkish political history. It
revealed the changes in both public and party support for four alternative regimes across years in modern Turkish history. This
research analyzed the World Values Survey and the Manifesto Project data using quantitative research methods. It has achieved
four main findings. First, voters are more stable than their parties across time in terms of pro-democracy. Second, democracy
clearly emerges as the strongest alternative among the four alternative regimes for all the three electorates. Third, supporting
democracy and rejecting its three alternatives occupy different places in the minds of the three party electorates. Fourth,
changes in the three political parties’ pro-democracy as identified in their manifesto documents are not always parallel with

changes in those of their voters.

Keywords: Political regime, political culture, legitimacy approach, democracy, party politics.

JEL Classification Codes: D72.

INTRODUCTION

Political culture research has been instrumental to
understand how particular cultural assets aid flourishing
of particular political regimes. Students of this line of
researchaimtoexplainbottom-up mechanismsoperating
from societal culture to institutional structure. The main
argument of the advocates of this line of research is
that are compatible with the principles of a regime, the
more entrenched that regime. Three approaches within
the political culture research aim to explain this accord
from different perspectives. They are; the legitimacy
approach, the communitarian approach and the human
development approach. These approaches suggest
different sets of societal values and orientations that are
thought to be important for entrenchment of a regime.
The advocates of the legitimacy approach suggest that
the public’s overt legitimization of a particular regime
and delegitimization of its alternatives support its
establishment, entrenchment and survival. Expectedly,
the application of this approach to the democratic
political system is guided by the parameters that explain
values intrinsic to democracy. Expectedly, it is suggested

by the advocates of the legitimacy approach that the
greater public’s overt approval of democracy as the best
way of governing the country the greater the changes
that democracy will survive (Weber 2002 [1904], Almond
and Verba 1963, Easton 1965, 1975, Dowling and Pfeffer
1975, Przeworski 1991, Putnam, Leonardi and Nanetti
1994, Evans and Whitefield 1995, Mishler and Rose 1996,
Klingemann 1999, Evans and Rose 2012, Bratton and
Mattes 2001, Inglehart and Welzel, 2005).

Theapplicationofthelegitimacyapproachtodemocracy
is not free of criticism though. These criticisms are mostly
based on problems related to people’s identification of
democracy. Similarly, misidentification of the term may
also be the case for institutions such as political parties.
The most popular criticism is about the popularity of the
term democracy. The critics argue that the public’s overt
approval of democracy as the best regime is not a good
way of measuring its democracy level owing to the fact
that democracy, by far, the most popular regime among
its alternatives all over the world. Although the world
societies’ tendency to name democracy as the best way
of governing their country is evident in almost all the
countries of the world, the picture is absolutely different
when it comes to their level of intrinsic democratic values.
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Another reason why the public’s approval of democracy
as the best regime is not a good way of measuring it's
genuine democratic level is that as democratic countries
are mostly the economically developed ones, democracy
as a term, most of the time, is used as synonymous to
economic development instead of its authentic meaning
(Inglehart and Welzel, 2005). Despite these criticisms
targeting this approach’s power to predict the public’s
genuine democracy level, understanding the level of
the public’s affirmation of democracy is still important.
Understanding what different segments of the society —
people of different generations, of different age groups,
people supporting different political parties — may give
us power to predict how much democratic ideals will be
supported by the members of future generations or the
electorates of future governments.

Departing from this perspective, the empirical aim
of this research is thought to be threefold. The first aim
is to follow three recently most popular political party
electorates’ trajectories of support for democracy across
the time.The electorates of the three recent most popular
political parties in Turkey, the AKP, the CHP and the MHP
will be analyzed over the elections, that their parties
took part in, in terms of their level of endorsement of
democracy as the best administrative form of governing
the country. The selection of these three parties first
based on their vote shares and effect in Turkish politics.
The AKP is governing party since 2002. It's executives
tend to define themselves as a centrist, conservative,
pro-democratic political party but it largely claimed to
be a pro-Islamist one in academic circles. The CHP is the
founder party of the modern Turkish Republic. It is a left-
wing, modernist, pro-Western, pro-democratic political
party which is frequently criticized by its opponents for
being elitist. The MHP is a right wing political party which
show great sensitivity to cultural degeneration and issues
related to national security and high politics.

It is suggested both empirically and theoretically that
the most effective way of analysing popular democratic
support is to analyse it together with popular support for
its alternative regimes (Klingemann 1999, Bratton and
Mattes 2001). For this reason, this research will inquire
three major political party electorates’ countenance
of democracy together with their endorsement of
strong leader, expert rule and army rule as the most
popular three alternatives of democracy of which there
exist available empirical data. Owing to the global
popularity of the term democracy, my first hypothesize
is that Turkish society endorses democracy highly
across the generations and across the electorates of
the three political parties. Having mapped the historical
course of the three party electorates’ endorsement
of democracy and its alternatives as the best way of
governing Turkey, the following question may spring to
the mind: Is it possible for a person or an overall political
party electorate, owing to individual or party specific
historical reasons, may be, to support at the same time
both democracy and a regime which is suggested to be

it's alternative? This question naturally brings us to the
second aim of the research, which will be to empirically
explore whether these three allegedly alternative forms
of democracy are genuinely alternatives of democracy
in the minds of the three party electorates. Owing to
a century long democratic experience in Turkey, my
hypothesis is that democracy and its three alternatives
emerge in distinct places in the minds of all the three
electorates. People know and understand the differences
between the four regime types and perhaps owing to
Turkish greater experience with military coups, locate
army rule to the furthest point to democracy. Following
this, the research will move on with its third aim, which is
to go beyond the scope of a descriptive show and arrive to
a point where the legitimacy approach meets with party-
voter congruence. As discussed above, the traditional
interpretation of the legitimacy approach argues that the
public’s endorsement of a particular regime is important
for that regime’s survival. Yet, we know from the recent
wave of protests for democracy from the Arab World
to the Caucasia and to the Far East that the large gap
between the public’s desire for establishing a democratic
political regime and that of the political parties governing
the country may, on the contrary, end up with situations
to the detriment of democracy. Keeping this in mind, it
is plausible to argue that not only party bases’ level of
support for democracy, but also electorate-party accord
on the desirability of a democratic regime is important for
democratic progression. So far, only a few studies have
investigated ideological accord between political parties
and their supporters in Turkey in a systematic way (inan
2020). Thereof, as the third aim, this research will explore
the congruence between the three major political parties
and their supporters by looking at the formers’ pro-
democratic pledges in their manifesto documents and
the latters’ pro-democratic inclinations. Matching party-
level Manifesto Project data with party-level aggregated
individual-level World Values Survey data in a causal
fashion, this research will show us the extent of the
party-electorate accord on the desirability of democracy
and its three alternatives. This sort of a causal analysis
will show whether Turkish political parties follow the
trajectories of the public’s approval of democracy and
of its alternatives as the best regime while determining
their pro-democratic stance. My expectation of this final
analysis is to find results supporting the elitist theory
of democracy. More frankly, | hypothesize that the
political parties’ pro-democracy levels are not necessarily
determined by those of their supporters. The final set
of findings is assumed to be useful to understand the
representativeness of the democratic political parties
in Turkey, which also, by extension, bespeaks to their
political legitimacy.
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Turkey constitutes an important case study to
investigate democratic support because a research
on Turkey will contribute to the discussions revolving
around the question whether Islam is compatible with
democracy. It will reveal whether voters and their parties
ina country populated heavily by Muslims are compatible
with democratic principles by showing important
political parties’ commitment to the democratic political
system as well as their supporters’ inclination towards
democracy.

In order to accomplish the above-mentioned aims,
this paper has been divided into five sections. The
second section lays out the theoretical dimensions of
the research. The third section introduces the data, the
construction of the variables and the research strategy
and methodology. The fourth section presents empirical
findings. The final section discusses the empirical findings
of the research in a broader theoretical perspective.

POLITICAL CULTURE RESEARCH AND THE
LEGITIMACY APPROACH

All political regimes require public endorsement. It
provides them legitimacy and power to govern. However,
public endorsement is perhaps the most required for
democratic regimes. This is simply because a democratic
regime, different than all its alternatives, no ways can rely
on brutal force to maintain its rule but on mere public
support. Types of public support that a democratic
regime can enjoy are diverse. People’s interest in
politics, their high participation level or their interest in
taking part in voluntary organizations are known to be
bolstering democratic political regimes. Beyond these,
when looked from the political culture research’s point
of view, cultural, behavioral and attitudinal orientations,
which are compatible with democratic norms and values,
also provide support for a democratic political system.
So far, a number of scholarly works following this line of
research have provided a useful account of how cultural
values and orientations such as popular support, trust
and tolerance determine the destiny of democratic
governments (Dowling and Pfeffer 1975, Weber 2002
[1904], Almond and Verba 1963, Putnam, Leonardi and
Nanetti 1994). In this causal picture drawn by the political
culture researchers, the idea is that the more prevalent
cultural assets compatible with democracy in a society,
the more likely that a democratic regime will take root.
At least three basic approaches have emerged within
the political culture research, which suggest different
types of values, and orientations that help entrenchment
of a democratic regime. The first one is the human
development approach, which suggests values such
as tolerance and self-expression as the most important
determinants of destiny of a democratic government.
The second approach is the communitarian approach,
which promotes the view that some orientations such as
participating in politics and voluntary organizations and
trusting fellow citizens are important for entrenchment of
a democratic system. The third approach, the legitimacy
approach, is different from the first two in that it does not

focus on societal values but interests in overt popular
support for, in other words assessment, in the eyes of
the public, of democracy as the best way of governing
the country. Inglehart and Welzel’s empirical findings
suggest that the orientations associated with all the
three approaches are distinct and correspond to different
facets of democratic support (Inglehart and Welzel 2005,
inan 2016).

DATA AND METHODS
Data

The final data were drawn from two separate datasets.
They are the Manifesto Project and the World Values
Survey. These two datasets are unprecedented to
maintain the objectives of the research strategy adopted
here. The party-level data was culled from the Manifesto
Project, which codes the Turkish political parties’ policy
positions referring to their manifesto documents over
elections. The individual-level data, on the other hand,
which was then aggregated to the party level, was
achieved from all the four legs of the Turkish Values
Survey between 1996 and 2012.

The four variables were constructed using four items
of the same battery-type question of the Turkish Values
Survey. The question reads: I'm going to describe various
types of political systems and ask what you think about
each as a way of governing this country. For each one,
would you say it is a very good, fairly good, fairly bad or
very bad way of governing this country?

Following the question the following regime types are
described as in the following.

a. Having a strong leader who does not have to
bother with parliament and elections.

b. Having experts, not government, make decisions
according to what they think is best for the country.

¢. Having the army rule.
d. Having a democratic political system.

Finally, four answer categories were provided for each
statement: I) Very good, Il) Fairly good, Ill) Fairly bad, IV)
Very bad.

The variable was coded with whole numbers ranging
from 1 to 4 and greater scores show greater support for
the regime in question.

There are some matters with the individual level data
that should be mentioned at this point. One matter is the
under-representation problem of the older electorates
and over-representation of the younger ones. The Turkish
Values Surveys were conducted between the years 1990
and 2012. For that reason, the number of surviving electors
of older elections is fewer than the number of surviving
electors of newer elections which creates a bias against the
representativeness of the older electors. Another problem,
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which emerges owing to the time interval between the
election time and the survey time, is related to electoral
volatility. It is known that even in established democracies
voter behaviors and preferences may change even in
short time periods. In developing democracies, the voting
volatility is even greater. When the length of the interval is
considered the change in voting preferences is expected
to be even larger.

The party-level democracy score was achieved from
Manifesto data. The variable is a continuous one and
greater numbers show greater level of pro-democratic
notion in the manifesto document in the related party-
election year dyad.

MEASURING PARTY-VOTER CONGRUENCE

In democracies, responsive political parties take their
supporters’ views into consideration while determining
their policy positions. Thus, in democratic regimes, it is
expected that a significant accord occur between the views
of the parties and their supporters. This accord is called
congruence. Congruence can simply be defined as the
correspondence on opinions, values, orientations of the
represented and the representative (Powell 2008). It is now
a well established view that the greater the congruence
between the public and its representatives the greater
the level of democracy. Ideological congruence between
parties and voters (Huber and Powell, 1994), between
legislators and voters (Miller and Stokes 1963, Barnes
and Farah 1972) or between governments and voters
have been subject to considerable academic attention. In
these studies finding the most representative point of the
representatives and the represented constitutes the most
important step of the research. Different researchers have
applied different procedures in this regard. In general,
while voter positions are estimated by using mass survey
of the voters, party positions are estimated by either elite
survey of the party executives, or voting positions of party
legislators, or content analysis of the party manifestos.
Benoit and Laver compared the left-right positions of
the party electorates achieved from mass surveys with
estimates of the same parties’left-right positions achieved
from the content analysis of their manifestos on four
policy dimensions (Benoit and Laver 2007). Castles and
Mair (1984) used the results of the questionnaires asking
experts, academics and journalists in different countries
about parties’ ideological positions on a 0-10 scale. Kim
and Fording (1998) used party manifesto data compiled
by Budge, Robertson, Heari, Klingemann and and Volkens,
which was then updated by Volkens (1992). After this
step, the most common procedure for measuring the
level of party-voter congruence is simply to calculate the
absolute distance between the policy positions of the
representatives and the represented.

While finding the most representative ideological point
of the representatives and the represented a researcher
is to decide whether to take mean or median. Kim and
Fording (1998) estimated the median voter position as
the best representative point of voter ideology. Some

other previous studies have selected mean as the most
representative position. The use of both procedures has
weak and strong points. Using the mean as the most
representative position of an electorate is appropriate
while working with large-N data. However, mean gives
greater weight to those voters whose substantial political
positions are at the margins. Giving greater weight to
any voter’s influence creates a problem that a researcher
studying democracy would not like to have since one of
the principles of the democratic theory is that each voter’s
influence to the configuration of the political outcome
is supposed to be equal. The median can be a good
alternative to mean in equating each voter’s influence,
yet, it is not as effective as mean for finding the most
representative point, since it provides numbers in integers
only which in most cases causes loss of information.
Nevertheless, for the large number of the cases and the
small range of the variable that was introduced above, in
this research mean was preferred to median (inan 2020).

METHODS

Having introduced the data, now | can turn to
introducing methods. To assess the relationships
between independent and dependent variables a series
of Multiple Linear Regression were used. To distinguish
between different dimensions of pro-democratic support
Explanatory Factor Analysis were used. Factor Loadings
were used for the illustration of different dimensions on
two-dimensional panel. Loading Plot and Bar Charts were
used for the visualization of regime support (Field 2013).

FINDINGS

This section starts with providing descriptive statistics
of the final dataset. Having the main features of the
data presented then it turns to provide findings of the
statistical analyses conducted. First, to develop a better
understanding of our final dataset, let us take a close
look at descriptive statistics for each variable.

’

Table 1 shows the three party electorates
aggregated legitimization level of four types of regime
over all the elections their parties have joined since
their foundation. For each battery item, the answer
categories rank from 1 to 4, where 1 corresponds to
“Very bad”, 2 to “Fairly Bad”, 3 to “Fairly Good” and 4
to “Very good” way of governing the country. On the
right-most column the parties’ democracy score for
the election year is presented.

It is seen that from their foundation over the years
the three party electorates’ endorsement of these four
alternative regimes have not changed considerably.
Yet, this is not true for their parties’ democracy score
as shown on the right-most column of the table. The
individual level trend is much easily seen in the Figure
1.

Table 2 reports the percentages of the answers given
by the party electorates to the question inquiring
their level of endorsement of four alternative regimes.

298



Tracing Trajectories of Regime Support in Turkey

Table 1. Mean values for the three party electorates’ endorsement of democracy and its alternative forms of govern-
ment with parties’democracy scores by election years

Party Abbr. Electionyear Strongleader Expertrule Armyrule Democracy Party democracy score

CHP 1950 2.35 2.39 2.10 3.46 0.80
CHP 1954 247 2.52 2.16 3.44 6.00
CHP 1957 239 2.45 2.01 3.47 5.40
CHP 1961 242 2.53 2.10 3.42 0.80
CHP 1965 2.52 254 2.00 3.44 0.20
CHP 1969 2.58 2.62 1.98 3.51 0.50
CHP 1973 2.56 261 1.93 3.51 4.80
CHP 1977 2.51 261 1.88 347 8.29
CHP 1983 2.50 2.62 1.90 3.49 -
CHP 1987 2.56 2.69 1.94 3.47 -
CHP 1991 2.58 2.73 1.96 3.48 -
CHP 1995 2.57 2.70 1.98 3.47 4.25
CHP 1999 2.59 2.75 2.05 3.47 2.58
CHP 2002 261 2.75 2.06 3.47 2.02
CHP 2007 259 275 2.09 3.45 0.74
CHP 2011 2.60 2.73 2.10 3.45 3.99
CHP 2015 (June) 2.60 2.73 2.1 3.44 9.60
CHP 2015 (Nov.) 2.60 2.73 2.1 3.44 11.07
CHP 2018 2.60 2.73 2.1 3.44 8.19
MHP 1961 2.71 246 2.17 3.71 13.82
MHP 1965 2.71 2.55 2.15 3.65 291
MHP 1969 2.58 2.58 2.09 3.52 4.31
MHP 1973 2.70 2.62 2.10 3.44 1.10
MHP 1977 2.78 2.67 217 3.38 1.10
MHP 1983 2.76 2.77 2.13 3.40 -
MHP 1987 2.75 277 2.10 3.38 -
MHP 1991 2.75 2.79 2.09 3.34 -
MHP 1995 2.79 2.78 2.09 3.34 10.48
MHP 1999 2.80 277 213 334 234
MHP 2002 2.80 2.79 2.13 3.32 10.13
MHP 2007 2.79 2.79 2.14 3.32 0.97
MHP 2011 2.79 2.79 2.14 3.32 2.60
MHP 2015 (June) 2.80 2.79 2.15 3.33 8.09
MHP 2015 (Nov.) 2.80 2.79 2.15 3.33 8.22
MHP 2018 2.80 2.79 2.15 3.33 15.14
AKP 2002 2.56 2.65 2.04 3.40 3.03
AKP 2007 2.58 2.64 2.05 341 1.60
AKP 2011 2.60 2.65 2.05 3.40 241
AKP 2015 (June) 2.60 2.65 2.05 3.39 6.19
AKP 2015 (Nov.) 2.60 2.65 2.05 3.39 6.16
AKP 2018 2.60 2.65 2.05 3.39 2.12

Data: World Values Survey, rounds: 1996/2001/2007/2012, Manifesto Project 1950-2018.
Number of Obs: 2.278 (WVS), 35 (Manifesto Project).
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Figure 1. Public Support for Democracy and Its Alternative Forms of Government (For Three Party Constituencies,

by Election Years)

Table 2. Percentage values for the three party electorates’ endorsement of democracy and its alternative

forms of government

Having a strong leader

Having experts make

Having the army rule Having a democratic

decisions political system
AKP CHP  MHP AKP  CHP MHP  AKP  CHP  MHP  AKP  CHP  MHP
Very Good 28 21 20 25 40 33 26 41 32 22 39 37
Fairly Good 37 36 37 28 36 35 24 36 38 29 36 34
Fairly Bad 19 21 23 24 35 40 29 36 34 25 28 45
Very Bad 14 19 18 19 40 42 26 32 34 30 34 34

Data: World Values Survey, rounds: 1996/2001/2007/2012.
Number of observations: 2,278

It seems that, when the election-aggregated data
is nested on the party level, important significant
differences emerge between party electorates’ levels
of endorsement of different types of regimes. The
AKP electorate seems to be the strongest supporter
of having a strong leader as a very good/fairly good
way of governing the country (65%). The CHP and
MHP electorates seem to be almost equal in this
regard. Expert rule is supported by the CHP electorate
as very good/fairly good by far (76%) more than the
other two party electorates. While in total 68% of the
MHP electorates think having experts make decisions
is very good/good way of governing the country,

this is 53% for the AKP supporters. For supporting
the army rule as a very good and fairly good way of
governing the country, the CHP electorate ranks the
top by 77% and followed by the MHP and by the AKP
electorates by 70% and 50% respectively. The final
panel of the table shows party electorates support for
a democratic political system. The same rank, which
was observed in supporting the army rule, can be
seen in supporting the democratic political system.
While the percentage of the CHP voters who support
the view that democracy is the best way of governing
the country is 75%, this is 71% for the MHP and 51%
for the AKP voters.
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Figure 2. Popular Support for Democracy and Its Alternatives as the Best form of Government by Party Electorates

Figure 2 shows the level of endorsement of each
regime type for each party electorate. It is seen that
democracy is, by far, the most popular regime for all the
three electorates. Support for democracy seems to be
‘something’ between ‘fairy good’ and ‘very good’ way
of governing the country for the all three party bases.
Nevertheless, democracy’s all the three alternatives
including the army rule still seem to be not too unpopular.
Among them while for the AKP and the CHP electorate
expert rule and for the MHP electorate strong leader are
the most popular regime types. To be able to understand
where do these four regime types locate in the minds
of the three party electorates a series of factor analyses
were conducted.

Factor analysis in Table 3 and loading plots in Figure 3
show concomitantly that democracy sits on a completely
different place in the minds of all the three party
electorates than do all its three alternatives. This is shown
by the scores they tap to the first factor in the table and
by the physical distance between the plots in the figure.
Among the three alternatives, army rule, also appears
slightly far from strong leader and expert rule for the CHP
and to a lesser extent for the MHP but not that far for the
AKP as shown by the plot locations in the figure. Also,
democracy seems to be closer in the minds of the CHP
electorate to expert rule and strong leader than it is in the
minds of the AKP and MHP electorate.

Having mapped the parties’as well as their electorates’
level of support for four alternative regimes across the
election years and understood that democracy and its
alternatives occupy different spots of the minds of the
three party electorates, now we turn to explore whether
these four regime types are really viewed as alternative
by the Turkish public. It is expected that having a strong
leader, having experts make decisions and having the
army rule variables to appear as significant and negative
determinants of the variable of having a democratic
political system. But, is this really the case? Our findings
do not lend full support for this view.

Table 4 shows the results of a series of regression
analyses attempted to investigate this matter. The
results show to what extent the three party electorates'’
legitimization of democracy is effected by their
delegitimization of its alternatives.

’

As can be seen from the table, Turkish respondents
understanding of the relationship between support
for democracy and support for democracy’s alternative
regimes differs categorically according to their party
affiliation. While the AKP and the MHP supporters view
strong leader as a mirror concept of democracy as
indicated with negative and significant relationships
between the terms (p=0.000 and p=0.013 respectively),
the CHP voters seem not to associate democracy with
strong leader neither negatively nor positively (p=.
0.667). This is perhaps the CHP voters’ understanding of
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Table 3. Factor analysis of forms of government for the three party electorates

AKP CHP
Type of Government Factor1 Factor2 Uniqueness Factor1 Factor2 Uniqueness
Having a strong leader 0.59 0.01 0.64 0.66 0.06 0.55
Having experts make decisions 0.60 0.10 0.61 0.63 0.16 0.56
Having the army rule 0.42 -0.10 0.80 0.40 -0.29 0.74
Having a democratic political system -0.13 0.24 0.91 -0.07 0.39 0.83
Eigenvalue 0.92 1.01
MHP ALL
Type of Government Factor1 Factor2 Uniqueness Factor1 Factor2 Uniqueness
Having a strong leader 0.61 0.06 0.61 0.61 0.06 0.61
Having experts make decisions 0.60 0.15 0.61 0.60 0.15 0.61
Having the army rule 0.40 -0.21 0.79 0.40 -0.21 0.79
Having a democratic political system -0.14 0.32 0.87 -0.14 0.32 0.87
Eigenvalue 0.81 0.92
Data: World Values Survey, rounds: 1996/2001/2007/2012.
Number of observations: 2.278
AKP CHP
14 1
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Figure 3. Loading Plots of Four Government Types by Party Consitutiencies
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Table 4. Ordinary Least Square (OLS) models predicting individual level democratic support

AKP CHP MHP ALL
Strong Leader -.10 (.02) *** -01(.02) -.07 (.03) * -.07 (.01) ***
Expert Rule .09 (.03)** .10 (.03)** .05 (.03) .09 (.0T1)***
Army Rule -.10 (.02) *** -.18 (.02) *** -.19 (.03) *** -15(.01) ***
N. of Obs. 845 853 580 2.278
Adj. R. Sqr. .0312 .0688 .0690 .0510

Data: World Values Survey, rounds: 1996/2001/2007/2012, Manifesto Project 1950-2018.

Number of Obs: 2.278 (WVS), 35 (Manifesto Project).
Significance levels: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001.

Note: Entries are coefficient scores with standard error values in parentheses.

Atatiirk as a strong leader and having not much negative
memories about the one-party CHP rule as much as the
members of the other two parties. When the data for
all the three party electorates are pooled the negative
relationship between support for strong leader and for
democracy remains significant (p=0.000). When the
results related to the relationship between support for
democracy and support for expert rule are observed, it
is seen than for the AKP and the CHP electorates support
for expert rule is a significant positive determinant
of support for democracy (p=0.004 and p=0.001
respectively). There seems to exist a consensus between
these two electorates in the view that support for expert
rule is not to the detriment of support for democracy.
This is not seen in the MHP electorate though (p=0.194).
For the overall electorate there seems to be a positive
and significant relationship between the two variables
(p=.000) This finding can be related to the lack of a
technocratic government memory in Turkish history and
having an expert to rule the country may be understood
as synonymous with having a qualified leaders which
were still selected by means of democratic electoral
processes. The third line of the regression analyses
shows the relationship between support for democracy
and support for the army rule. We observe a consensus
between all the three party electorates here. It seems
that all the three party electorates view army rule as
a mirror term of democracy. The negative and strong
significant relationship between support for democracy
and support for army rule indicates that in the minds
of the voters of the three political parties, democracy
and army rule occupy opposite places. It seems that
respondents in general who agree with the statement
that democracy is the best regime type for Turkey are
at the same time tend to disagree with the statement
that army rule is the best regime form for governing the
country. This is also likely for the respondents that have
given opposite answers to the both questions. In other
words, respondents who disagree with the statement
that democracy is the best form of regime are inclined
to disagree with the statement that army rule is the best
regime form. This result is perhaps due to several military
coups and coup attempts being held in the recent Turkish
political history, which made army rule and democracy

two mutually-exclusive concepts in the minds of masses
in Turkey.

Having observed the three party electorates’
endorsement of the four regime types now let us look at
democraticness of the parties the electorates said they
would vote for if there were a national election tomorrow.

Figure 4 shows the three political parties’ positive
mentions in their manifesto documents since their
foundation. The first thing that strikes the eye that
the political parties are quite different than their
voters in terms of the volatility of their commitment to
democracy over the election years. It seems that all the
three political parties’ frequency of positive mentions
of democracy in their manifesto documents fluctuates
immensely throughout the time. Both the CHP and the
MHP have come to 1960s with quite low democratic
mentions however following the 1960 coup both parties
democracy mentions went up. Yet, this trend did not last
long and following the 1980 coup both parties and the
new-born AKP’s democracy mentions followed a modest
trend until the democratization wave of the 2000s
which was coupled by the EU membership and rapid
democratization processes of the country.

Table 5 shows the results of a series of Linear Regression
Analysis predicting party level democratic positions by
aggregated individual level, support for strong leader,
support for expert rule, support for army rule and
support for a democratic political system. Before the
interpretation of the results the small number of cases for
the party-level data should be noticed. Having this noted,
as one can see from the coefficient scores and standard
error values, for none of the parties and also for the
pooled data coming from all the three parties, party level
aggregated individual level support for a strong leader,
expert rule, army rule and democracy predict party level
democracy scores statistically significantly. Yet, although
the relationships were insignificant it should be noted
that while strong leader variable has a positive sign for all
the political parties, expert rule has negative for AKP and
positive for the other two parties, army rule has negative
signs for CHP and MHP and democracy has negative sign
for AKP and CHP and positive sign for MHP.
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Figure 4. Democratic Support Score in Party Manifestos (By Election Years)

Table 5. Ordinary Least Square (OLS) models predicting party level democratic support

AKP CHP MHP ALL
Strong Leader 15.50 (82.77) 7.79 (41.23) 21.22(56.75) 7.36 (9.48)
Expert Rule -129.33 (458.38) 3.56 (29.10) 51.99 (61.67) 5.63(11.12)
Army Rule t -6.98 (17.91) -14.33 (88.08) 5.98 (12.32)
Democracy -241.33(270.33) -45.13 (59.08) 54.09 (45.66) 9.53(10.46)
N. of Obs. 6 16 13 35
Adj.R. Sqr. -2932 -.1862 -.2008 .0108

Data: World Values Survey, rounds: 1996/2001/2007/2012.

Significance levels: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001.

Note: Entries are coefficient scores with standard error values in parentheses.

t: Omitted due to multicollinearity.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

All the political regimes would enjoy being named by
the people as the best way of governing the country. They
would like to be known as the best fit policy producer
to the problems related to the past, to today and to the
future. Gaining people’s endorsement provides all types
of regimes legitimacy but especially the democratic
ones. In democracies, different than in all the other
regime types, political parties are ready to hand over
rule in the event of being defeated by rival parties in the
race of attracting public’s vote support in the elections.
Thus, losing the link with the people is the costliest
so the desire for public’s endorsement is the greatest
in democratic regimes. The political culture research

focuses on the link between culture and institutions.
Three approaches within the political culture research
suggest three different sets of values that are thought
to be breeding democracy. This research had focused on
the legitimacy approach, which suggests the importance
of overt public endorsement for a political regime for its
survival. As suggested by the advocates of the legitimacy
approach, this research have mapped public affirmation
of democracy together with that of its most popular
alternative regimes. Including army rule, expert rule
and strong leader as alternatives of democracy to the
analyses, this research has inquired popular countenance
of four alternative regimes in Turkey by the three major
political parties and their supporters.
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This research had set three objectives. The first
objective was to map three political parties’ as well as
their supporters’level of democratic support. The second
objective was to explore whether three regime forms that
are known to be alternatives of democracy really appear
as alternatives in Turkish electorates’ minds. The third
objective was to match legitimacy approach with party-
voter congruence by researching the extent of the party-
voter accord on the attractiveness of democracy and
unattractiveness of its alternative regimes. Investigating
correspondence between the representatives of a
political party and its voters is important because it
directly has implications for the representativeness and
the legitimacy of the party in question. This research
has not claimed to encompass the entire party-voter
congruence issue but provided an important insight to
the particular topic of party-voter congruence on regime
support in Turkey. For that reason, it is not possible to
assess the whole party-voter congruence picture, which
makes the generalizability of the findings of this research
subject to certain limitations. Nevertheless, with findings
of this research in hand we are now more able to assess
the democratic journey of Turkish political parties.

Regarding to the first objective of the research, the first
major finding suggests that Turkish electorates are a lot
more stable in their level of endorsement of democracy
when compared with the political parties they would
vote for over election years. Moreover, Turkish electorates
are not only stable in their high level of endorsement
of democracy but also low level of endorsement of its
alternative regimes. With these findings in hand, one can
argue that democratic political system will continue to
remain to be the most popular regime in Turkey.

The second major finding is that the level of
confirmation of democracy as well as its alternatives as
the best way of governing the country differ slightly from
one party electorate to another. Democracy is by far the
most endorsed regime for the AKP, the CHP and the MHP
electorates. This is obviously good news for the future of
democracy. Democracy is followed by the expert rule for
the AKP and the CHP electorates and by strong leader
for the MHP electorate. This finding can be explained by
the islamic emphasis on the principle of ‘giving the job
to the competent one’ for the AKP and pro-bureaucratic
stance of the CHP and authoritarian tendencies among
the MHP electorates. Yet, obviously this interpretation
requires further empirical examination. Finally, the most
unwanted regime type is the army rule on which there
seems to be strong accord across all the three party bases.
Expectedly, this is due to the 1980 military government’s
policy to ban all the political parties following the coup
which created an existential threat to democratic politics.

Following revealing the differences in degree in the
endorsement of different regimes this research has then
turned to revealing differences in kind. It was shown that
having a strong leader, having experts make decisions
and having thearmy rule appears as alternatives of having
a democratic political system in the minds of all the three

electorates. Nevertheless, the distances between all the
binary regime combinations differ slightly across party
bases. Thus, the differences were better explained by
means of causal analyses. Findings have suggested that
the three party bases’ understanding of the oppositeness
of the four regimes is slightly different. For the AKP and
the MHP electorates the endorsement of two out of three
(strong leader and army rule) and for CHP one out of three
(army rule) regime forms have emerged as significant
and negative determinants of the endorsement of
democracy. For the overall electorate this is strong leader
and army rule. Sixty years of electoral democracy history
together with anti-democratic interruptions by means
of military coups seems to have thought well the overall
Turkish electorate the mutually exclusiveness of the
terms democracy and army rule.

The final major finding is that, although it should be
noted that it was achieved by the analysis of a small
number of cases generated by aggregating voter level
data to party level for each election year, Turkish political
parties do not seem to consider neither their electorates’
level of endorsement of democracy nor their level of
rejection of its alternative regimes while determining
their pro-democratic stance.

Beyond these major findings there is one side finding
that needs interpreting here. This interesting finding
shades light to recent political discussions revolving
around the party alignments the new presidential system
has produced. Despite the People’s Alliance formed
by the AKP and the MHP and high vote permeability
between these two parties, the similarity between the
CHP and the MHP seems to be greater than the similarity
between the AKP and MHP in terms of their support for
these four alternative forms of government.

Asthefinal word, these findings should be read carefully
regarding to their implications for the legitimacy of the
Turkish political parties and the future of democratic
political system in Turkey as well as the prominent
question of whether islam is compatible with democracy.
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