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Political Culture in Turkey:
Connections Among Attitudes Toward
Democracy, the Military and Islam

MARK TESSLER and EBRU ALTINOGLU

Against the background of Turkey’s continuing but unconsolidated democratic
transition, this article examines the nature and determinants of attitudes toward
democracy held by ordinary Turkish citizens. Using data from the World Values
Survey conducted in Turkey in 1997, it seeks to contribute to a growing body of
literature concerned with the relationship between political culture and
democratization. Although this relationship has not bggn fhlly explicated, the authors
share the view of those scholars who believe that the § yce of democratic attitudes
and values among a country’s population is no less ympogtant than are democratic

dttitudes supportive of
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democracy; what factors account for ag BONE Hiance in relevant political
attitudes? What is the relationship betwgek ds toward the military and attitudes
toward democracy and governance™ Whas

religious attachments and attitud ardNdemy
The importance o

scholars and décy %

acy and governance?

rat? #tical culture has been noted by many
d'in a grgwing number of empirical studies. For
example, research atin  America shows that an important factor
contributing to demod survivability ‘revolves around changes in
political attitudes, toward’a greater valorization of democracy’.' Similarly,
a recent analysis of survey data from Taiwan and Korea concludes that a
‘crucial dimension [in the consolidation of democracy] involves sustained,
internalized belief in and commitment to the legitimacy of democracy
among the citizenry at large’.” Linz and Stepan thus contend that ‘a
democratic regime is consolidated when a strong majority of public
opinion, even in the midst of major economic problems and deep
dissatisfaction with incumbents, holds the belief that democratic
procedures and institutions are the most appropriate way to govern
collective life’.> And again, according to Przeworski, ‘democracy becomes
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the only game in town when no one can imagine acting outside the
democratic institutions, when all losers want to do this again with the same
institutions under which they have just lost’.*

The importance of political culture has similarly been emphasized by
Turkish scholars, including Esmer, who coordinated the 1997 World Values
Survey in Turkey. Like others, Esmer calls attention to the need to examine
the normative orientations of ordinary citizens in order to understand fully
the nature and functioning of a political system. He also contends that
definitions of political culture should not be limited to beliefs and values.
He asserts, convincingly, that political attitudes are an equally important
component of political culture.’

Turkey’s Experience with Democracy

Turkey has regularly held free and competitive ¢le
this period, the number and influences of pp Q
frequently. The country has had a two-party po\
and a multi-party system at others. Electoral d
dominated by highly ideological rival parfe
election, parties range across the ideologi
extreme-right. Party competition and ete
story, however. Turkish politics ]
military interventions.

In the elections of 1950, yh¥ ghPemocratic Party (DP) defeated
the Republican Peopfe’s PAITR(RRP), which had been established by Kemal
Atatiirk and thu, @
was interruptedB wiitary cosp in 1960, however. A new constitution
was promulgated th¢ fdllowing year, and one of its most important
provisions was the esthblishment of a National Security Council (NSC).
Composed of senior mikfary leaders, as well as top government officials,
the NSC is an extra-political institution. It is not accountable to elected
policy-makers; even though some of its members have been elected to their
positions in the government, the NSC is essentially an instrument through
which the military can exert political influence or even intervene in the
political process when it judges government actions to be injurious to the
national interest.’

With the resumption of electoral politics, competition between the DP
and the RPP gave way to a multi-party system in the 1960s. Then, in the
1970s, following a military ultimatum in 1971, the political landscape
began to change with the emergence of two new parties: the pro-Islamic
National Order Party (NOP) and the ultra-nationalist National Action Party
(NAP). In 1980, the military again intervened, claiming that coalition

etions since 1946. During
1 parties has changed
system at some times
has at times been
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instability and political unrest required it to act in order to safeguard
democracy. The military ruled until 1983, at which time it permitted new
legislative elections. It also modified the electoral code, requiring that a
party receive at least ten per cent of the national vote to be represented in
parliament, thereby diminishing the prospects for small extremist
movements.

The Motherland Party (MP) of Turgut Ozal captured an absolute
majority of the seats in parliament in the 1983 elections, but fragmentation
and polarized multi-partyism re-emerged in the elections of 1987. In the
elections of 1991 and 1995, support for centrist parties diminished as voters
increasingly displayed a preference for either the pro-Islamic Welfare Party
(WP), a descendant of the NOP and later reformed as the Virtue Party, or the
highly nationalistic NAP. Indeed, the WP became the dominant party after
the 1995 elections and established a coalition with the True Path Party
(TPP) of Tansu Ciller. Some scholars consider thgss.developments a turning
point in Turkish politics.’

Once again, however, the military conclud fat there was a threat to
democracy, this time in the form of the WP*\proNslamic policies. In

February 1997, demands by the NSC forc'

he YesigngHon of WP leader
and then-Prime Minister Necmettin Erbaljah, af ich a new coalition
government was formed under NSC gupe /1998, in response to an
ultimatum from military leaders, th¢(cabinet\adopted measures designed to
limit the influence of Islamic partiek abhd mpyements.

As a result of these megsNi(Es, aewolitical configuration emerged
following the electipf Y99 Carkoglu notes, the election was marked
ght Motherland Party and True Path
ost influence, coming in third behind the
eft Party and the National Action Party of the
extreme right.” The lattex twé parties thus became the dominant members of
the government coalitié, which also included the Motherland Party.
Accordingly, as summarized by Carkoglu, at the end of the 1990s much of
the electorate remained at or around centrist positions on a left-right
continuum, a majority was nonetheless situated at least somewhat to the
right of centre, and at least 15 per cent of the electorate placed itself at the
extreme right of the ideological spectrum.'

Early elections in November 2002 brought important changes, however.
All three parties in the governing coalition, as well as centre-right TPP, then
in opposition, failed to meet the ten per cent threshold for representation in
parliament. These parties were punished by voters for failing to make
progress in the fight against poverty and corruption, and in response some
of their leaders resigned and or retired from political life. Only two parties
surpassed the ten per cent threshold: the Justice and Development Party

left of centre Demo
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(JDP) led by R. Tayyip Erdogan, which obtained 34 per cent of the vote and
won the right to form a government; and the Republican People’s Party
(RPP) led by Deniz Baykal, which received 19 per cent of the vote and
became the opposition. The origins of the JDP are in the Virtue Party; and
while the party describes itself as a ‘conservative democratic’ movement
and rejects the label ‘Islamist’, its impressive electoral victory led some to
wonder whether the emerging political configuration would assign a more
central role to Islam.

Despite its history of competitive elections, Turkey does not appear to
be a consolidated democracy." It should probably be placed in the
category of countries that possess some but not all of the characteristics of
democratic political systems. Such countries have been variously
described as ‘unconsolidated’, ‘incomplete’, or ‘electoral’ democracies."
A Turkish political scientist recently described his country’s political
system as a ‘delegative democracy’.” These apd~qther assessments point

political parties.
At the same time, this does not meay

ey write, for example,
to predominate in the
and possibly sooner, the
be replaced by consolidated

-

Rossible to identify and assess the factors

A urkey’s democratic transition. Three
such considerfiis 7% terrelationships among them, are of
particular concern to pcesent inquiry.

Research Concerns

The question of most immediate relevance to the present study concerns the
degree to which Turkey possesses a democratic political culture. As noted
above, many scholars consider the existence of pro-democracy attitudes
among a majority of the population to be a necessary condition for
democratic consolidation. Inglehart writes, for example, that ‘democracy is
not attained simply by making institutional changes through elite-level
manoeuvring. Its survival depends also on the values and beliefs of ordinary
citizens’.”” As summarized by Rose, Mishler and Haerpfer, ‘a new
democratic regime can become established only as and when there is a
popular consensus favouring a democratic culture.'® Therefore, unless and
until it can be established that a significant proportion of Turkey’s citizens
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possess attitudes and values supportive of democracy, the country’s
democratic transition should be considered incomplete. Indeed, even the
continuation of this transition remains uncertain.

A second important consideration is the military’s involvement in
political life. More specifically, are the prospects for democratic
consolidation either advanced or retarded by the military’s recurring
intervention? Most students of democratization consider political
involvement by the military to be an obstacle, calling attention to the
problem of ‘privileged enclaves’ and ‘extra-political authority’. For
example, Linz and Stepan observe that

in many cases ... in which free and contested elections have been
held, the government resulting from elections ... lacks the de jure as
well as de facto power to determine policy in many significant areas
because the executive, legislative, and judicial powers are still

of ‘reserve domains,’
217

Observers of present-day Turkey give ar attention in this

note that there have indeed been frequent Y it&ventions, thwarting
the will of the electorate, restricting poht(s oms and, on occasion,

society, placing it
involvement in pé

¢f, the contribution of the military to
acracy has been emphasized by both Turkish and
American scholars.”” Equally important, there appears to be broad popular
approval of the militar%, Public opinion polls consistently report that
ordinary citizens have more confidence in the military than in any other
political institution, suggesting that it may not be perceived as contravening
the will of the people and protecting its own interests rather than those of
the nation.”

Third, questions have been raised about the compatibility of Islam and
democracy. Some allege that Islamic political parties are inherently anti-
democratic and suggest that popular support for these parties reflects an
anti-democratic impulse. Others argue more generally that the religion tends
to produce a mind-set hostile to democracy among ordinary Muslims.
Whereas democracy requires openness, competition, pluralism, and
tolerance of diversity, Islam, they argue, encourages intellectual conformity
and an uncritical acceptance of authority. Equally important, Islam is said to

safeguarding secular\
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be anti-democratic because it vests sovereignty in God, who is the sole
source of political authority and from whose divine law must come all
regulations governing the community of believers. As expressed by
Kedourie, ‘the notion of popular sovereignty as the foundation of
governmental legitimacy, the idea of representation, or elections, of popular
suffrage, of political institutions being regulated by laws laid down by a
parliamentary assembly, of these laws being guarded and upheld by an
independent judiciary, the ideas of the secularity of the state, of society
being composed of a multitude of self-activating groups and associations —
all of these are profoundly alien to the Muslim political tradition’.”!

At the same time, many others reject the suggestion that Islam is an
enemy in the struggle for democracy. They note that Islam has many facets
and tendencies, making unidimensional characterizations of the religion
highly suspect.? They also point out that openness, tolerance, and
progressive innovation are well representgd~among the religion’s
traditions.” Indeed, there are even expressions port for democracy by
some Islamist theorists.*

Similarly divergent analyses are offered by st
in Turkey. While many regard the Welfarg
threat to the country’s secular democracy,
rhetoric the party has showed the sapred
displayed by other political partiesf*
religiosity is a very strong predh
voters,” there is also evid
citizens who, while ve no desire to see an Islamic state
established in thet
attitudes toward 2Q ce heldby ordinary Turkish Muslims remains an
open question.

These concerns infox e present study, which, as noted, seeks to shed
light on the nature and d&terminants of the attitudes relating to democracy
held by ordinary Turkish citizens. The analysis to follow gives special
attention to the influence on these attitudes of views about the military and
personal religious attachments

of Islam and politics

Data, Variables and Measures

The analysis to follow uses data from the World Values Survey conducted
in Turkey in 1997. The Turkish survey, which is based on a national random
sample of 1907 respondents, was carried out by a team of scholars at
Bogagcizi University in Istanbul.
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Dependent Variables

Dimensions of political culture relating to democracy are the dependent
variables in this study, with conceptual and operational definitions informed
by prior research on democratization. According to one study, relevant
orientations include both generalized support for democratic political forms
and the embrace of specific democratic values, such as respect for political
competition and tolerance of diverse political ideas.” Thus, as summarized
in another empirical investigation, a democratic citizen is one who ‘believes
in individual liberty and is politically tolerant, has a certain distrust of
political authority but at the same time is trusting of fellow citizens, is
obedient but nonetheless willing to assert rights against the state, and views
the state as constrained by legality’.”

Esmer offers a similar assessment, writing that a person who has
democratic values is an individual who trusts others and participates, who is
liberal and tolerant, who compromises, who is pfadgrate and non-extremist,
and who criticizes legal authority but does not totaly reject it.** In addition,
however, Esmer observes that it is important texamine the relationships
among these attitudes and values, which wi e
of support but also on the meaning that citf ttach)#0 democracy. More
specifically, he suggests that many peoplk ypress a preference for
democratic political forms at the sgms tilg>~that"they hold attitudes and
values that are inconsistent with a ¢ % political culture.” This point

8.=24%

Been enyployed to select items measuring the
sther variables. For the dependent variables, those
items in the interview\schgdule that appear to be tapping attitudes and
values pertaining to demg€racy are included in the analysis and, following
rotation, the items with the highest factor loadings are selected and then
combined to form additive indices.

Used in this way, factor analysis has a number of important advantages.*
First, it provides an objective basis for selecting the items used to measure
the dependent variable. While selection is of course limited by the
composition of the interview schedule, factor analysis identifies those items
that are most closely associated with whatever conceptual property or
properties characterize the collection of items that ask about democratic
institutions and values. Second, factor analysis constitutes a scaling
technique and offers evidence of reliability and validity. High loadings on a
common factor indicate reproducibility, and hence reliability. They also
indicate unidimensionality, meaning that the items measure a common

nd

dependent variables

o



1l1ldem02.gxd 28/11/2003 12:48 Page 29$

POLITICAL CULTURE IN TURKEY 29

conceptual property, which is a basis for inferring validity. Third, factor
analysis identifies empirically distinct clusters of items, which not only
addresses concerns of measurement but also helps to clarify the conceptual
locus of various normative orientations. In this case, factor analysis will
demonstrate whether items pertaining to democracy are or are not indicators
of a single conceptual dimension, and if the latter it will shed light on the
character of each distinct dimension.

Here two independent clusters of items emerge from the analysis, and in
both cases two different items have particularly high loadings on one and
only one factor. This is shown in Table 1, which also presents the bivariate
correlations among these items. As with the factor loadings, the coefficients
show that the two items in each cluster are strongly intercorrelated but that
neither is strongly correlated with either item in the other cluster. The four
items selected in this manner are shown below.

TABLE 1

CORRELATION AND FACTOR ANALYSES\QOF TITUDES AND
VALUES RELATING TO DEMOZRA

V157 \%9 V106
Democratic system Democracy: : Government:
better Order vs
freedom
Correlations
Democratic system
Pearson correlation 0 424 -0.075 -0.077
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.002 0.001
N 17 1684 1747 1752
Democracy:bettey
Pearson correlatio 0.424 1.000 —-0.045 -0.020
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 - 0.061 0.418
N 684 1720 1692 1701
Government: Society vs indiyidfial
Pearson correlation -0.075 —0.045 1.000 0.226
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.002 0.061 - 0.000
N 1747 1692 1844 1806
Government: Order vs freedom
Pearson correlation -0.077 -0.020 0.226 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 0.418 0.000 -
N 1752 1701 1806 1851
Factor analysis
Rotated component matrix
Component 1 0.85 0.84 —-0.02 -0.04
Component 2 0.02 —-0.08 0.78 0.78
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V157. 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? Coded according to the
evaluation of a democratic political system.

V163. Democracy may have problems but it’s better than any other
form of government. Do you: Agree Strongly, Agree, Disagree,
Disagree Strongly?

V106. If you had to choose, which one of the things on this card
would you say is most important: Maintaining order in the nation,
Giving people more say in important government decisions, Fighting
rising prices, Protecting freedom of speech? Coded according to
whether or not respondent chose Giving people more say in important
government decisions or Protecting freedgm~<Qf speech.

V159. If you had to choose, which @ you say is the most
important responsibility of government: Tguna¥qtain order in society,
To respect freedom of the individual? Ceded agccOxding to whether or

not respondent chose: To respect freg c% dividual.

strongly intercorrelated and have adifigs on a common factor.
Similarly, the next two, V106 89, are also strongly intercorrelated
and have high loadings on a e6 acfo?! V157 and V163 measure level
of support for dem oted, they have been combined to form
an additive inde éasure importance attached to political
liberty, and the¥, e been €0mbined to form an additive index. The

two indices, suppo democracy and importance attached to political
freedom, are treated as\Jependent variables in the analysis to follow. It is
noteworthy, as discussed¢’above, that past research on cultural aspects of
democratization calls attention to both of the conceptual dimensions that
these indices appear to measure. Their importance has been demonstrated in
studies carried out in the new democracies of Eastern Europe,* and their
statistical independence has also been shown in a cross-national analysis of
World Values Survey data from seventeen countries.” A similar pattern,
based on survey data from several Arab countries, has also been reported by
one of the authors of the present study.*

Table 2 presents percentage distributions for each index, showing that
there is considerable variance on both variables. At the same time, the two
distributions are skewed in different directions. While there is fairly
widespread popular support for democracy, at least in the abstract, a much
smaller proportion of individuals attaches importance to political freedom
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TABLE 2

LEVELS OF SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRACY AND IMPORTANCE ATTACHED TO
POLITICAL FREEDOM

Support for democracy Importance of political freedom
High 53.4 per cent 16.6 per cent
Somewhat high 33.1 per cent 35.9 per cent
Low 13.5 per cent 47.5 per cent
TABLE 3

PER CENT IN EACH CATEGORY OF TYPOLOGY BASED ON SUPPORT FOR
DEMOCRACY AND IMPORTANCE ATTACHED TO POLITICAL FREEDOM

Importance of political freedom
Support for democracy Lesser Greater

Lesser 25.4
Greater 22.2

wo-dimensional typology.
ariable. Table 3 presents this

the typology’s four categafies is also approximately equal.

Independent Variables

Three conceptually distinct categories of independent variables are
examined in an effort to account for variance in attitudes and values relating
to democracy. The selection of independent variables has been guided both
by considerations of availability, meaning the items included on the World
Values Survey interview schedule, and by prior research on
democratization. Although findings from prior research are neither
comprehensive nor entirely consistent, these studies offer insights not only
about which factors are likely to have explanatory power but also about the
direction of significant variable relationships.”’ In cases where a variable
refers to a normative or behavioural orientation that is measured by a multi-
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item index, items have been selected using the same factor analytic
procedures discussed in connection with the dependent variables.

The first category of independent variables deals with personal status. It
includes education, age, sex, and a measure of personal well-being. The
later is an additive index composed of intercorrelated items that ask about
financial satisfaction, general life satisfaction, and income. Based on past
research, it is expected, other things being equal, that support for democracy
and attachment to democratic values will be higher and more widespread
among individuals who are better educated, younger, male, and
characterized by higher levels of personal well-being and life satisfaction.

A second category deals with cultural and normative orientations. It
includes a measure of religiosity in the form of an additive index based on
six highly intercorrelated items from the interview schedule: self-assessed
religiosity, belief in God, importance of God, belief in life after death, belief
in the soul, and taking comfort in religion. This~qeasure is of particular
interest given questions that have been raised ap&Qt’the influence of Islamic
attachments on attitudes toward governand¢ a#gd democracy. Other
independent variables in this category include ifdNyidwalism, measured by
two intercorrelated items that ask about ge ¢
independence and imagination in child-i e-item measure of
traditionalism, which includes questipas-s Jmportance of traditional
values pertaining to family life and ~ or continuity over change
in other areas; and social tolera

The items used to m these variables are given in Appendix 1.
It is expected @
attachment to d Crabig

individuals who are

A1l be higher and more widespread among
igher on the measures of individualism and social
tolerance and lower e measure of traditionalism. Expectations
regarding religiosity are“less clear; while some scholars posit an inverse
relationship between strong Islamic attachments and pro-democracy
attitudes, this has not been documented by empirical research among
ordinary citizens in Muslim societies.”

The final category of independent variables deals with political
experiences and assessments. Of particular note is an index measuring
confidence in the military and other institutions of order. Once again guided
by Esmer’s analysis of the World Values Survey data, this index is
composed of three highly intercorrelated items: one asks about confidence
in the military, another about confidence in the police, and a third about
confidence in the legal system. Other independent variables in this category
are trust in ordinary citizens, rather than a preference for either a strong
political leader or technocratic leadership; an evaluation of government
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performance at the time of the survey; confidence in the institutional
structure of the political system at the time of the survey; and a three-item
measure of political attentiveness based on expressed political interest,
frequency of discussing politics, and the importance attached to political
affairs. Again, the questions used create multi-item indices are presented in
the appendix.

Based on past research, it is expected, other things being equal, that
support for democracy and attachment to democratic values will be higher
and more widespread among individuals who have higher levels of trust in
ordinary citizens, more positive assessments of the government, more
confidence in the institutional structure of the political system, and higher
levels of political attentiveness. Expectations are less clear with respect to
confidence in the military and other institutions of order. While the non-
democratic character of these institutions suggests an inverse relationship,
this may not be the case since the military presepsiitself as the guardian of
democracy.

In addition to identifying the relative import of specific independent
riables, the analysis

variables in accounting for variance on the depe
wer of categories

to follow will also shed light on the relative gxplanato
% Wil) Hélp to determine the

of independent variables. More specifical

. demigeracy are influenced by
demographic characteristics, nonff
experiences and assessments. i

pricitations, and/or political
rficitar pafitical attitudes are acquired and

n, will contribute to a fuller

of the factors likely Qr retard the emergence of a democratic
political culture,

As noted, f: peen used to select and validate the items
used to construct ind easuring these independent variables. In cases

where appropriate, a despofise of ‘don’t know’ has been coded as the
midpoint along an agréé-disagree or important-unimportant continuum.
This has been done to maximize the number of useable responses. Factor
analyses have been run both with and without this recoding, and no item
used to construct an index was recoded in this way if to do so significantly
altered the pattern of factor loadings. In fact, however, this very rarely
occurred.

Analysis and Findings

Regression analysis has been used to assess the relationship between these
independent variables and the two one-dimensional dependent variables
described above. Ordinal logit has been employed for this purpose since
there is no standard unit of measurement and, accordingly, the categories of
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each dependent variable are ordinal rather than interval. Table 4 presents the
results of an analysis in which the support for democracy index is the
dependent variable, and Table 5 presents the results of an analysis in which
the importance attached to political liberty index is the dependent variable.
In addition, logistical regression has been used to examine the relationship
between the independent variables and the third dependent variable, the
two-dimensional typology based on support for democracy and importance
attached to political liberty taken together. Separate logistical regressions
are run for each of the four categories of this typology, which were shown
in Table 3. The results are presented in Tables 6-9.

In one important case, that of religiosity, approximately 20 per cent of
the respondents did not answer at least one question in the six-item index.
Mean substitution was employed in this instance, and two assessments were
performed to make sure this did not introduce distortions. First, regressions
were run both with and without the cases for whieh mean substitution was
employed. The results were identical. Second Qtfen the cases for which
mean substitution was employed were incldded{in the regressions, a
with/without mean substitution dummy variable¥¥ss added as an additional
control.

Support for Democracy

Table 4 presents the results of
democracy index is the dependg our models, each involving a
af variables, are examined in an
effort to account fg 3 the dependent variable. The first model
% [28 pertaining to personal status. As
expected, suppdttYor deocracy 1€ higher among individuals who are better
educated and male.
are more likely than yb
although a positive relaOnship between personal well being and support
for democracy had been expected, regression results indicate that this
variable has no effect on the dependent variable.

The second models deals with cultural and normative orientations. While
at least some scholars argue that support for democracy will be higher and
more widespread among individuals who are less religious, Table 4 indicates
that religiosity has no effect on support for democracy. The table also shows,
contrary to expectations, that individualism is unrelated to support for
democracy. On the other hand, consistent with expectations, both lower levels
of traditionalism and higher levels of social tolerance are related to support
democracy to a statistically significant degree.

The third model examines the impact of political experiences and
assessments. As expected, support for democracy is higher among
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individuals who have higher levels of trust in ordinary citizens, as opposed
to a strong leader or government technocrats, and also among individuals
who are more politically attentive. Alternatively, contrary to expectations,
support for democracy is higher among individuals who have an
unfavourable view of government performance. Finally, confidence in the
institutional structure of the political system has no effect on support for
democracy, whereas confidence in the institutions of order, which includes
the military, the police, and the legal system, is positively related support
democracy.

Model 4 includes all the categories of independent variables. It shows
only one change in the relationships that are statistically significant;
evaluation of government performance loses the significant relationship to
the dependent variable observed in Model 2. Given that all other significant
relationships remain unchanged, it is possible to conclude both that almost
none of the relationships observed in Models 1 re spurious and that all

TABLE 4
SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRA
P
Model 1 Mode2 (gl ) Model 4
Personal status \>
Education 0.2040 (0.021)*** 0.1225 (0.024)***
Personal well-being 0.0125 (0.009) 0.0136 (0.009)
Sex (men) 0.1898 (0.087)* 0.2502 (0.095)¥*
Age 0.0189 (0.003)%7 0.0148 (0.003)*+*
Cultural and normative ori
Religiosity 4(0.021) 0.0245 (0.024)
Individualism 0.4095 (0.064) 0.0636 (0.070)
Traditionalism ~0.0638 (0.023)%* ~0.0723 (0.026)%*
Social tolerance 0.3781 (0.055)*** 0.2699 (0.062)***

Political experiences and assessmeét
Confidence in -0.0196 (0.012) ~ -0.0114 (0.013)
institutional structure
of political system

Confidence in 0.0494 (0.018)**  0.1023 (0.020)***
institutions of order

Trust in ordinary 0.1962 (0.021)***  0.1763 (0.023)***
citizens

Political attentiveness 0.1985 (0.030)***  0.1226 (0.035)***

Government —0.0577 (0.023)*  —0.0247 (0.026)
performance

Number of 1783 1733 1827 1627

observations

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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three categories of independent variables are important in accounting for
variance on the dependent variable. Specifically, then, support for
democracy is higher among individuals who are male, older, and better-
educated; who are higher in social tolerance and lower in traditionalism; and
who are higher in political attentiveness, higher in trust in ordinary citizens,
and higher in confidence in the country’s institutions of order.

Two points deserve additional comment in view of the character of the
Turkish case. First, the fact that religiosity is not significantly related to
support for democracy lends support to those who take the view that
democracy and Islam are not incompatible. This is notable given debates
about the influence of Islam on political culture. In addition, however,
several cautions are in order. On the one hand, with its long tradition of
secularism, findings from Turkey may not be indicative of trends in other
Muslim countries. On the other, the pro-Islamic Welfare Party was in power
at the time the survey was conducted, being the senior partner in a coalition
with the centre-right True Path Party, and thi es the possibility of a
temporal conditionality that also limits the genex
the present study.

Second, while it may appear anomaloug

tor democracy is
as the military and

the police, which themselves are pet—dg , this, too, reflects a
particularity of the Turkish case. \taTy_ played a critical role in
establishing the Turkish Repu that time it has considered
itself the guardian of demgexs erince. As discussed earlier, the
military has frequ sd in political life, asserting that it was
doing so to ens Jarkish democracy. The military’s role
and intention irf géetion are also noted by several scholars. Ozbudun

writes, for exampls
intervention] was a “mdderafing coup” rather than the creation of a lasting
bureaucratic-authoritaria¢t” regime’.* Some believe the military acts on
behalf of a certain political class, however, and that its involvement in
political life, whatever the intention, is an obstacle to democratic
consolidation. The present study suggests that this view may not be
widespread among ordinary citizens, however, since greater support for
democracy is associated with greater confidence in the military and other
institutions of order.

Importance of Political Liberty

Table 5 presents the regressions in which importance attached to political
liberty is the dependent variable. Model 1, with demographic characteristics
as independent variables, shows a pattern similar in most respects to the one
observed in Table 4. Consistent with expectations, importance attached to
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political liberty is higher among male and better-educated individuals. Also
as in Table 4, but in contrast to expectations, personal well being has no
effect on the importance attached to political liberty. The relationship
between age and the dependent variable is different, however. Younger age
is related to a statistically significant degree to attaching greater importance
to liberty, whereas Table 4 showed that older age was associated with
support for democracy.

In Model 2, all of the cultural and normative orientations treated as
independent variables are statistically significant at the 0.001 level of
confidence. In accordance with expectations, the importance attached to
liberty is higher and more widespread among citizens who have higher
ratings on the measures of individualism and social tolerance and lower
ratings on the measure of traditionalism. Religiosity is also inversely related
to the dependent variable. The finding with respect to religiosity deserves
special note because it differs from that reported4n Table 4 and supports a
different position in debates about the compatibility of democracy and
Islam. While the overall conclusion about 1nﬂuence of Islamic
attachments on pro-democracy attitudes thus
implication of the present analysis is that the
from one dimension of political culture to

Political experiences and assessme
Model 3. It shows that individual
government, who are more atteptt
et atemo#€ likely to attach importance to
qvolving trust in ordinary citizens and
re of the political system are not
S € that the relationship between confidence
in institutions of ord d\importance attached to political liberty is inverse,
in contrast to the findihg when support for democracy was the dependent
variable. This suggests tkdt while the military may be regarded by much of
the public as guardian of a political system that is to at least some degree
democratic, those citizens among whom democratic values are most
pronounced actually have a less favourable opinion of the military.

When all variables are included, in Model 4, education and
individualism cease to be related to the dependent variable to a statistically
significant degree. All other relationships remain significant, although the
level of confidence associated with social tolerance declines. Thus, with
spurious relationships eliminated, the data show that attachment to political
liberty is higher among individuals who are male, younger, less religious,
less traditional, more attentive to politics, higher in social tolerance, have an
unfavourable assessment of the government, and have less confidence in
institutions of order.

political liberty.
confidence in thé
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TABLE 5
IMPORTANCE ATTACHED TO POLITICAL LIBERTY

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Personal status
Education 0.1822 (0.022)*** 0.0259 (0.026)
Personal Well-being  —0.0037 (0.009) 0.0073 (0.010)
Sex (men) 0.2376 (0.092)** 0.2831 (0.102)**
Age —0.0208 (0.003)*** —0.0232 (0.004)***
Cultural and normative orientations
Religiosity —0.1697 (0.025)*** —0.1155 (0.027)***
Individualism 0.2941 (0.078)*** 0.1210 (0.082)
Traditionalism —0.1745 (0.027)*** —0.1258 (0.029)***
Social tolerance 0.2937 (0.060)*** 0.1459 (0.069)*

Political experiences and assessments
Confidence in -0.0202 (0.013) 0.0007 (0.015)
institutional structure
of political system
Confidence in
institutions of order
Trust in ordinary citizens
Political attentiveness
Government performance

YR(0.020)#% ~0.0948 (0.022)%+*

0.0373 (0.025)
0.1214 (0.034)*+*
~0.1187 (0.030)***

Number of observations 1764 1607

religiosity and” Os
dependent variable »
was not related to suppwsgt f6r democracy, as shown in Table 4. Since it is
inversely related to attackinent to liberty, however, it may be that religiosity
among Muslims, at least in Turkey, does discourage the emergence of at
least some values associated with democracy. Taking findings from Tables
4 and 5 together, as a proposition for future research, it may be that Islamic
attachments have an impact on some dimensions of political culture but not
others so far as democracy is concerned.

The inverse relationship between confidence in institutions of order and
attachment to political liberty is instructive in view of the anomaly noted in
the discussion of Table 4: that support for democracy is associated with
confidence in political institutions that themselves are not democratic. But
while confidence in institutions of order tends to increase support for a
pattern of governance on whose behalf the military has frequently
intervened, Table 5 suggests that it tends to decrease support for the more
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fundamental norms of political culture that are necessary for democracy to
mature. Democratic consolidation, in other words, depends in the final
analysis on a supportive political culture, not on military intervention, and
those who possess political values conducive to democracy are more likely
than others to see a contradiction in relying on anti-democratic institutions
to ensure democracy’s survival.

Democracy and Political Liberty

A single model including all independent variables has been run for each of
the four categories associated with the third dependent variable, which is a
two-dimensional typology based on support for democracy and importance
attached to political liberty taken together. These are shown in Tables 6-9.
Table 6 presents the results of an analysis in which the category of lesser
support for democracy and lesser importance attached to political liberty is
the dependent variable. Respondents in this cate ;ﬁ\ may be labelled ‘non-
?\u- points employed they
&that individuals in this

educated, female, lower in personal well-bg eligiosity, higher
in traditionalism, lower in political attey afd more trusting of
strong leaders and government technpe Jinary citizens.
T
LOGIT RESULTS FOR THE CATE(0} k R SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRACY
AND LESSER IMPORTHAN(E ATTX ® TO POLITICAL LIBERTY

Personal status

Education —0.1053 (0.034)**

Personal well- —0.0246 (0.012)*

Sex(men) ~0.5735 (0.127)%**

Age 0.0059 (0.004)

Cultural and normative orientatf

Religiosity 0.1358 (0.053)*
Individualism —0.0549 (0.107)
Traditionalism 0.0752 (0.039)*
Social tolerance —0.1410 (0.084)
Political experiences and assessments
Confidence in institutional structure of political system 0.0120 (0.018)
Confidence in institutions of order 0.0206 (0.027)
Trust in ordinary citizens —0.1649 (0.030)***
Political attentiveness —0.1474 (0.043)***
Government performance 0.0589 (0.035)
Constant —1.8134 (1.15)
Number of observations 1595

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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This profile suggests that non-democrats are apolitical, with little
interest in public affairs and a restricted political horizon. Less well
educated and higher in both religiosity and traditionalism, they very
probably have a limited social horizon as well. They are also
disproportionately likely to be economically disadvantaged, as suggested by
their lower levels of personal well-being. Apparently, then, as expected,
non-democrats tend to be found outside in the more modern, dynamic,
affluent, and outward-looking sectors of Turkish society. Individuals in this
category possess few of the attitudes and values conducive to democracy,
nor even confidence in the political capability of ordinary citizens like
themselves. They are apparently content to stand apart from the political
process and leave direction of their society to a strong leader or government
technocrats.

Table 7 presents the results of an analysis in which the category of
greater support for democracy and lesser impogtance attached to political
liberty is the dependent variable. Responden Qrthis category appear to
support the prevailing political order and may\be Qescribed as politically

lers\Q Tnment technocrats, and a
positive assessment of govern peMormance.

Older and better educated S duals are probably the most
established and sec RopMlation categories examined. Accordingly,
as their satisfaci6 ‘ by uo also suggests, they appear to be
among those from prevailing political and social
arrangements. This fiected in their confidence in institutions of order
and positive assessmwsnt Of government performance. Against this
background, it is possib¥ that they identify good government, and hence
democracy, with the present regime, regardless of the degree to which it has
undemocratic as well as democratic characteristics. They are not hostile to
democracy, as indicated by their greater trust in ordinary citizens than in
strong political leaders or government technocrats. They are not true
democrats, however, but rather appear to be establishment-oriented political
conservatives. They may be social conservatives as well, a possibility
suggested by their higher levels of religiosity.

Table 8 presents the results of an analysis in which the category of lesser
support for democracy and greater importance attached to political liberty is
the dependent variable. These men and women, who constitute 21.2 per cent
of the sample, appear to represent a segment of the country’s youth that is
alienated from the political system. Individuals in this category are more
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TABLE 7

LOGIT RESULTS FOR THE CATEGORY OF GREATER SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRACY
AND LESSER IMPORTANCE ATTACHED TO POLITICAL LIBERTY

Personal status

Education 0.0777 (0.034)*
Personal well-being 0.0141 (0.013)
Sex(men) 0.2048 (0.130)
Age 0.0213 (0.004)***
Cultural and normative orientations
Religiosity 0.0799 (0.038)*
Individualism —-0.0597 (0.112)
Traditionalism 0.0733 (0.039)
Social tolerance —0.0648 (0.083)
Political experiences and assessments
Confidence in institutional structure of political system —-0.0219 (0.017)
Confidence in institutions of order 0.0979 (0.028)***

Trust in ordinary citizens
Political attentiveness
Government performance
Constant

Number of observations /_(\\
(24
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Q
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

0.1107 (0.032)***

0.0107 (0.043)

0.1005 (0.035)**
—6.9483 (1.04)***

low confidence in instffutions of order, which claim to be, and are,
guardians of the status quo. It is also suggested by their low trust in political
bodies elected by ordinary citizens. Indeed, their greater trust in a strong
leader or government technocrats suggests potential receptivity to anti-
establishment, and very possibly anti-democratic, movements that promise
radical change. That these individuals tend to be less religious suggests an
alienation that may be social as well as political. They apparently lack the
strong religious attachments that might compensate for their estrangement
from the prevailing political order.

Table 9 treats the category of greater support for democracy and greater
importance attached to political liberty as the dependent variable.
Respondents in this category, who constitute 31.2 per cent of the sample,
may be described as ‘true democrats’, They favour democracy and also
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TABLE 8

LOGIT RESULTS FOR THE CATEGORY OF LESSER SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRACY
AND GREATER IMPORTANCE ATTACHED TO POLITICAL LIBERTY

Personal status

Education -0.0612 (0.034)
Personal well-being —0.0037 (0.013)
Sex (men) 0.1458 (0.129)
Age —0.0250 (0.005)***
Cultural and normative orientations
Religiosity —-0.0703 (0.031)*
Individualism —0.0046 (0.102)
Traditionalism 0.0313 (0.038)
Social tolerance —0.0975 (0.088)
Political experiences and assessments
Confidence in institutional structure of political system 0.0133 (0.018)
Confidence in institutions of order —0.1250 (0.026)***
Trust in ordinary citizens —0.0941 (0.029)**
Political attentiveness —0.0016 (0.043)
Government performance 0.0070 (0.037)
Constant 2.4007 (0.891)**
Number of observations 1595
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. \7
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

T
LOGIT RESULTS FOR THE CATEG, \TER SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRACY
AND GREATER IMPORy@A MEDH TO POLITICAL LIBERTY

Personal Status

Education 0.0536 (0.030)

Personal well- 0.0116 (0.012)

Sex(men) 0.2404 (0.120)*

Age —0.0083 (0.004)

Cultural and normative orientath

Religiosity —0.0183 (0.030)

Individualism 0.0469 (0.093)
Traditionalism —0.1257 (0.033)***
Social tolerance 0.3700 (0.084)***
Political experiences and assessments
Confidence in institutional structure of political system —0.0094 (0.017)
Confidence in institutions of order 0.0318 (0.025)
Trust in ordinary citizens 0.1197 (0.030)***
Political attentiveness 0.1166 (0.041)**
Government performance —0.1573 (0.037)***
Constant —-1.2797 (0.829)
Number of observations 1595

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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posses at least some of the political values necessary for successful
democratization. Table 9 shows that these individuals are more likely to be
male, politically attentive, lower on the measure of traditionalism, higher on
the measures of social tolerance and trust in ordinary citizens, and have an
unfavourable assessment of the government performance.

True democrats appear to be progressive, open-minded, forward-
looking, and politically conscious individuals. Tolerant of diversity and
lower in traditionalism, they look to the future rather than the past. They are
also politically engaged, being attentive to politics, impatient with the
present regime, and desirous of a political system that is genuinely
accountable to ordinary citizens. Their attitudes and values are consistent
with expectations based on prior research on democratization. They
conform to the model of a ‘democratic citizen,” whose presence in
substantial numbers is probably necessary for the maintenance and eventual
consolidation of democratic transitions.

Conclusion

Against the background of Turkey’s
democratic transition, the present st
determinants of attitudes toward demre

% gn O particular concern:

e To what extent does the h [#ion hold attitudes supportive of
democracy?
e What are t ghpor eterminants of popular support for

political attitude
e What is the relatiOnshif between attitudes toward the military and
attitudes toward deméCracy and governance?
e What is the relationship between personal religious attachments and
attitudes toward democracy and governance?

Two attitudinal dimensions relating to democracy have been identified
and each has been measured with a two-item additive index. On one of
these, support for democracy as a political system, pro-democracy attitudes
are held by a substantial proportion of ordinary men and women.
Specifically, 53.4 per cent of those interviewed have a high rating on this
index. The distribution of ratings on the second index is quite different,
however. This index measures importance attached to political liberty, and
in this case only 16.6 per cent of the respondents express strongly pro-
democracy attitudes. The two dimensions have also been considered in
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combination, and 31.2 per cent of those interviewed have high or at least
fairly high ratings on both measures and are classified as ‘true democrats’.
This latter figure is not an absolute measure, however; it is rather somewhat
inflated since it is based on a typology formed by combining two
dichotomized indices.

These findings suggest that attitudes conducive to democracy and
democratization are held by a relatively limited number of Turkish men and
women, and that, accordingly, an appropriate political culture probably does
not yet exist to the extent necessary for democratic consolidation. A
majority of Turkish citizens do express support for democracy as a political
system but, as discussed, at least some these individuals are probably
expressing satisfaction with the status quo rather than a genuine
commitment to democracy. Even more important, both the limited
importance attached to political liberty and the fact that importance attached
to political liberty is not related to support fop-democracy suggests that
Turkey does not at present possess a democraty itical culture.

Findings about the determinants of pro-dewiofacy attitudes not only

NV

important differences, as well
determinants of support for d¢
importance attached to politi i

attitudes, and that such attitudes are thus likely
to become more wid cad, with the acceleration of modernization and
social change.

Differences in the tWo sets of determinants are equally instructive.
Variance in support for democracy is associated with older age, higher
education, and greater confidence in the country’s institutions of order,
whereas variance in importance attached to political liberty is associated
with younger age, less religiosity, an unfavourable assessment of
government performance, and less confidence in institutions of order. Both
profiles suggest that social circumstances are of critical importance.
Individuals who are more established and in a relatively favourable
position, who benefit from the status quo, in other words, are more likely to
express support for democracy. Alternatively those who more likely to
attach importance to political liberty are young people with unfavourable
views of both the modern and traditional sociopolitical system. They are
youthful protesters who do not have confidence in institutions of order and

o



1l1ldem02.gxd 28/11/2003 12:48 Page 45$

POLITICAL CULTURE IN TURKEY 45

judge government performance harshly. At the same time, they are not
strongly connected to either religion or traditional society.

These interpretations, if correct, suggest that political attitudes are
strongly influenced by social status and perceived self-interest, and that to
some extent attitudes toward democracy and liberty are thus a proxy for
support or opposition to the existing political system. Accordingly, there are
limits to the inferences about political culture that can be drawn when
attitudes toward democracy and political liberty are considered separately.
These two political orientations have also been examined in combination,
however, making it possible to identify determinants of support for
democracy and importance attached to political liberty, to investigate
factors that separate ‘true democrats’ from other citizens.

The profile of true democrats is consistent with expectations. These
individuals possess the kinds of values associated with a democratic
political culture, being politically attentive and ligher on the measures of
social tolerance and trust in ordinary citizens.
present quasi-democratic regime, having an

The data also shed light on the t g
in the Turkish case: the significancf demyoctacy of attitudes toward the
military and of religious attachpaents. Sonfidence in the military, associated
with confidence in institutiop sc_ mefe generally, tends to encourage
support for democyg Qurage attaching importance to political

as they do about democracy, however, since
views about the military 8¢ not have an impact on the political orientations
of true democrats but ra on the orientations of those who possess some
pro-democracy attitudes¢but not others. The military is committed to the
present political order, regardless of the degree to which that order is or is
not democratic, and it apparently inspires confidence among those who
benefit from the status quo and is judged critically by those who are less
established and secure.

This suggests that the anomaly of an anti-democratic institution
presenting itself as the guardian of democracy may neither trouble most
Turkish citizens nor be taken especially seriously. True democrats have
neither a more favourable view of the military because of its espoused
commitment to democracy nor a less favourable view because of its anti-
democratic character. Rather, whether justified or not, the common view
seems to be that the military acts to preserve a quasi-democratic status quo,
and it is by this standard, rather than by the implications for democratic

prevailing polifica
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consolidation, that the military and other institutions of order tend to be
judged.

With respect to religion, it does not appear that strong Islamic
attachments discourage the emergence of pro-democracy attitudes. With
other factors held constant, religiosity is inversely related to importance
attached to political liberty. However, as noted, this may be more a
reflection of youthful alienation than an indication that religiosity fosters
anti-democratic attitudes. Religiosity is not associated with support for
democracy and, most important, religious individuals are no less likely than
others to be true democrats.

These findings tend to support those who challenge the proposition that
Islam is hostile to democracy. Admittedly, the present study’s location in
space and time raises questions about the generalisability of its conclusions.
On the one hand, a strong tradition of secularism suggests that findings
based on the Turkish cases may not shed light oa~pther Muslim societies.
On the other, the survey was conducted a time he pro-Islamic Welfare
Party led the governing coalition, raising the poSgibxty that the relationship

Ocratic attitudes, and

not strongly and consistently associated w
t lend confidence to the

similar results reported in other recent
conclusion that Islam and democrag

In sum, findings from the pr ohtion indicate that Turkey does
40

democratic culture and leave

#ight help to promote democratic values.
The extent and rapid this intensification is unknown, however, and it
is also significant that\prg4democracy attitudes are no more prominent
among younger and bet#f-educated individuals than among others. Thus,
neither the expansion of education nor generational change is likely, by
itself, to increase the proportion of ordinary citizens who hold the political
orientations necessary for democratic consolidation. Against this
background, with no serious obstacles provided by Islam but with military’s
interventions on behalf of democracy having little impact on the political
attitudes of ordinary men and women, the best guess is that Turkey’s
democratic transition will continue at an uneven pace and remain
unconsolidated for the foreseeable future.
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APPENDIX 1

INDICES MEASURING INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Personal Status

Education

V217. What is the highest educational level that you have attained? Code based on a 1-10 scale
from low to high.

Personal Well-being

V64. How satisfied are you with the financial situation of your household? If 1 means you are
completely dissatisfied on this scale, and 10 means you are completely satisfied, where would
you put your satisfaction with your household’s financial situation?

o
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V65. All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days? Please
use this card to help with your answer. Code based on a 1-10 scale, with 1 being completely
dissatisfied.

V227. Here is a scale of incomes. We would like to know in what group your household belongs,
counting all wages, salaries, pensions and other incomes that come in. Just give the letter of the
group your household falls into, before taxes and other deductions. Code based on a 1-10 scale,
with 1 being the lowest.

Cultural and Normative Orientations
Religiosity

V182. Independently of whether you go to church (mosque) or not, would you say you are a
religious person, not a religious person, a convinced atheist?

Which, if any, of the following do you believe in? Code based on a 1-3 scale, with 1 being Yes,
3 being No, and ‘Don’t Know’ coded as 2.
V183. Do you believe in God?
V184. Do you believe in life after death?
V185. Do you believe people have a soul?

V190. How important is God in your life? Code based on a 1-3'sC
(original 1-10 scale: 1-3=1, 4-7=2, 8-9=3).

Xth | being least important

V191. Do you find that you get comfort and strength p? Code based on a 1-3 scale,

with 1 being Yes, 3 being No, and ‘Don’t Knoy

Individualism
Here is a list of qualities that childre/Caf be enCouraged to learn at home. Which, if any, do you
consider to be especmll RIS ded accordlng to whether respondent did or did not

V 18. Imagination
Traditionalism
V12. With which of these two $fatements do you tend to agree?

A. Regardless of the qualities and faults of one’s parents, one must always love and respect them
B. One does not have the duty to respect and love parents who have not earned it by their
behaviour and attitudes

Here is a list of qualities that children can be encouraged to learn at home. Which, if any, do you
consider to be especially important? Coded according to whether respondent did or did not
mention a particular quality.

V14. Good manners

For each of the following pairs of statements, please tell me which one comes closest to your own
views:

V47. (1) We should emphasize tradition more than high technology

(2) We should emphasize high technology more than tradition.

I’'m going to read a list of various changes in our way of life that might take place in the near

o
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future. Please tell me for each one, if it were to happen, whether you think it would be a good
thing, a bad thing, or you don’t mind?

V114. Greater respect for authority

V115. More emphasis on family life

Social Tolerance

On this list are various groups of people. Could you please sort out any that you would not like
to have as neighbours? Code based on whether or not respondent mentioned the following
groups.

V52. People of a different race

V56. Christians

Political Experiences and Assessments
Confidence in the Political System

I am going to name a number of organizations. For each one, could you tell me how much
confidence you have in it: a great deal, quite a lot, not very or none at all?

V142. The government in Ankara

V143. Political parties

V144. Parliament

V145. The Civil service

Confidence in Institutions of Order

I am going to name a number of organizatiops;
confidence you have in it: a great deal, quite 4
V136. The armed forces
V137. The legal system

V141. The police
‘
. pes of polifical systems and ask what you think about each as a

BQr each one, would you say it is a very good, fairly good, fairly
s country?

o/does not have to bother with parliament and elections.

&vernment, make decisions according to what they think is best

ould you tell me how much
Ch, or none at all?

Trust in Ordinary Citizg

I am going to describe ¥
way of governing this coun
bad, or very bad way of gov
V154. Having a strong leader
V155. Having experts, not the
for the country.

|

Political Attentiveness
Please say, for each of the following, how important it is in your life. Would you say it is very
important, rather important, not very important, or not at all important?

V7. Politics

V37. When you get together with your friends, would you say you discuss political matters
frequently, occasionally, or never?

V117. How interested would you say you are in politics? Are you very interested, somewhat
interested, not very interested, not at all interested?

o
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Government Performance

V152. People have different views about the system governing this country. Here is a scale for
rating how well things are going: 1 means very bad and Smeans very good. Where on this scale
would you put the political system as it is today?

V165. How satisfied are you with the way the people now in national office are handling the
country’s affairs? Would you say you are very satisfied, fairly satisfied, no opinion, fairly

dissatisfied or very dissatisfied?
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