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I. Introduction 
 

 
The political history of Turkey has been dominated by a strong, right wing, secularist 

system, which has been plagued by authoritarianism, military coups and neglect of the strong 

Muslim tradition in the country. Despite its Muslim majority, for almost 80 years the country never 

saw an Islamic leader; religion was shunned in any matters related to the government, and any 

form of religiosity in relation to politics was thought of as a statement of Political Islam. After 

decades of a strong French secularist type of government and the oppression of multiple Islamic 

rooted parties, people in Turkey finally saw the rise of the first long standing Muslim Prime 

Minister, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, in 2003. Since, Erdoğan became an international figure for 

political Islam by becoming the face of the Turkish Model, which refers to the coexistence 

between Islam and democracy.  

In the first stages of his political career in the 1990s, Erdoğan served as the Mayor of 

Istanbul. He was the candidate of the Welfare Party, an Islamic political organization in Turkey. 

Due to his religious political views, the secular governing regime at the time banned Erdoğan from 

politics in 1998. Nonetheless, in 2001 Erdoğan founded the Justice and Development Party (also 

known as the AKP). This party was not outspokenly religious, yet it contained Islamic undertones 

that gained Erdoğan many supporters and opponents. The hardline secularist and hardline religious 

sectors were Erdoğan’s fervent opponents. The hardline secularists believed he was not religious 

enough, the hardline secularists believed he was too religious.  

However, his initially moderate religious approach appealed to both the non-extreme 

secular and religious voters in Turkey.  Erdoğan sought to consolidate the support of the moderate 

religious voters by partnering with the Gulen Movement, a Turkish religious movement based on 

the integration of Islamic principles with Western ideals. In 2002 Erdoğan’s efforts proved fruitful. 
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The AKP became the ruling party with almost a two-thirds majority in the parliament, and in 2003 

the AKP chose Erdoğan as the Prime Minister of Turkey. 

Unfortunately, since the beginning of the 2010s, Turkey has reverted to an authoritarian 

system but this time coming from the religious end of the spectrum (Akyol, 2014). Baba Erdoğan, 

or father Erdoğan as many call him, has taken a heavily religious, paternalistic attitude towards 

Turkish politics. Now–a–days, many sectors of society, which were his previous political allies, 

have started to question his mandate. Erdoğan has gained the support of more hardline religious 

sectors of the population and lost the approval of secularists, minorities, and moderate religious 

sectors. He has implemented stricter laws on areas of society that are considered Haram (or sin), 

such as alcohol and tobacco consumption; he has cracked down on the military (the strongest 

driving secular force of Turkish politics prior to Erdoğan’s government) and the Gulen movement 

(its previous ally and now strongest religious opponent); and has openly spoken about a more 

conservative role for women in society. He has harshly cracked down on any opposition, 

especially during the most recent demonstration of nonconformity with his government, the Gezi 

Park protests.  

Contrary to popular belief, the Gezi Park Protests were not Turkey’s version of the Arab 

Spring, which consists of the religious majority-minority in a country ousting a secular 

authoritarian regime. The demographics of the Gezi Park protests entailed the opposite; it was the 

secularists and the upper classes rebelling against a creeping Islamic government. However, the 

protests included a much more heterogeneous coalition: environmentalists (the initial protestors), 

the youth, Gulen movement members, secularists, and interestingly, many Muslims who disagree 

with the way in which Islam has been used in politics. The government’s violent crackdown on the 

protest exacerbated the already existing tensions between Erdoğan and the growing opposition in 

Turkey due to his increasingly authoritarian style of government.  
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The main polarization in the country has become the solidification of support for Erdoğan, 

and the growing anti – Erdoğan trend.  Nonetheless, both movements are composed of many 

different groups in Turkish society. Outside of the well –known religious – secularist divide, 

support for Erdoğan in various different groups fluctuates according to his policies. Turkey is a 

country with diverse demographics when it comes to political interests, especially due to its history 

as a strong secular state with prevalent western views clashing with Islamic culture. Therefore it is 

important to ask, who has Erdoğan been able to engage while shifting his political paradigms? And 

moreover, who supports Erdoğan?  

In order to address this question, my thesis will evaluate support for Erdoğan in various 

demographics of Turkish society in the years 2007 and 2013. By doing so I seek to analyze how 

his increasingly authoritarian and religious rule has affected support in specific sectors of society 

and what the temporal change has been within those groups. First I will discuss alternative 

explanations for support for Erdoğan. Then based on the information at hand I will propose my 

own theoretical explanation of what constitutes support for Erdoğan and various regression models 

to test my hypotheses. I will proceed to evaluate my claims with nationally representative surveys 

from the Pew Global Research Global Attitudes Survey. Finally, I will analyze results of my data 

and compare them to my initial claims about support for Erdoğan.  
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II. Literature review 
 

 
The divide between supporters and opponents of Erdoğan has become prominent within the 

last years, a time in which the first direct election for president was held, and where the previous 

Prime Minister, Erdoğan, spearheaded the race all the way to victory. Despite winning, Erdoğan 

only gathered 51% of the population’s vote, the other 49% of the population voted for the three 

main opposition parties; two parties, the nationalists (MHP) and secularists (CHP), running with a 

coalition candidate; and the third party, the Kurdish party (HDP), running with its own candidate. 

Across the three previous elections, Erdoğan and his party, the Justice and Development Party 

(AKP), had kept a steady +60% support rates in the general elections (65.5% in 2002, 62% in 

2007, and 60% in 2011). However, Erdoğan’s latest victory shows a change in the pattern of his 

approval rates amongst the population. His overall ratings plunged from 63% approval rate in 2007 

to 48% in 2014 (Pew Global Research, 2014), and his recent presidential win barely reached the 

50% margin in order to avoid a runoff. 

Bar Graph 1: Support for Erdogan Based on Elections (2002 – 2014) 
1
 

 

                                                        
1 2002, 2007, and 2011 were all general election years. 2014 was solely a presidential election year. 

2
 Tables of the descriptive and frequency statistics of all independent variables can be found in the appendix 
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Some of the most important events in recent years that have furthered the decrease in 

support are the harsh crack down of the government against the military, the Gulen Movement, and 

the 2013 Gezi Park protests. Due to the exacerbation of political conflict in recent years, many 

have argued about the underlying reasons behind such actions from the Erdoğan/AKP government 

and how this has negatively affected support for Erdoğan. The first account of the anti – Erdoğan 

trend in Turkish society is given by Carkoglu, (2014). He explains that the polarization of Turkish 

society has to do with the consolidation of support for Erdoğan in the last three elections among 

religious voters. Erdoğan’s politics have progressively aligned over the years with a stronger 

religious rhetoric, which has decreased his support in other areas of Turkish society. Although this 

explains the loss of support of many secularists in the country, it does not explain the split between 

Erdoğan and the Gulen Movement, the strongest moderate Islamic faction in Turkey. Nor does it 

address how the Gezi Park protests were a representation of the multiplicity of groups 

consolidating the anti-Erdoğan trend. 

The government’s violent crackdown on the Gezi protests exacerbated the already existing 

tensions between Erdoğan and the growing opposition in Turkey. The demographics of the protests 

entailed much more than secularists and the upper classes rebelling. The protests included 

environmentalists (the initial protestors), the youth, Gulen movement members, and, interestingly, 

many Muslims who disagree with the way in which Islam has become instrumental for politics. 

Because of this, many argue that religion is an important factor but not the only reason why 

his support has plunged. Erdoğan’s religious rhetoric is just a vehicle to consolidate support for his 

authoritarian rule. As explained by Taspinar (2013), “Contrary to many predictions, the Turkish 

democratic model is not coming to an end because of a clash between Islam and secularism”. 

Rather, his account points out that Erdoğan’s creeping authoritarian rule is the main deterrent of 

support. Religion is just a tool to gather approval but not the ultimate goal of his mandate.  
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Taking into account the political shift of Erdoğan’s government and its consequences on 

his approval rates, the demographics of his supporters and opponents is still unclear. Outside of the 

well-known religious – secular split, there are other demographics that do not fit perfectly in the 

puzzle. Age, for instance, happened to be a factor in the Gezi Park protests of 2013. Many of the 

demonstrators were young adults. Nonetheless, polls show different results. When asked the 

question: “Do you approve or disapprove of the way [Erdoğan] is handling his job as Prime 

Minister?” the age groups 15 – 24 had an approval rate of 55% and 25 – 34 had 61%, in contrast to 

those 55+ who had the lowest approval rates at 50% (Sonnenschein & Srinivasan, 2014). 

Similarly, women in Turkey rank higher than men on the religiosity scale (Pew Global Research, 

2008). Therefore, it could be inferred that they will be more likely than men to support Erdoğan, 

since he has become so identified with more empathetic religious politics. According to a poll 

conducted by (Pew Global Research 2014), women are 5% more likely to support Erdoğan. Yet, 

looking at another poll, this one conducted by Gallup (Sonnenschein & Srinivasan 2014), women 

are 7% less likely to support him. 

These discrepancies between age groups and gender seem to open the door to another 

account of support for Erdoğan. The support of age groups and the degree of gender bias may be 

conditional upon a different factor, one that Wuthrich (2013) quotes as the “center – periphery 

cleavage” in Turkish society. This refers to a split between political groups with a more 

westernized concept of governance, the center, and groups with more traditionalist and Islamic 

view, the periphery. Although this line of thought may be similar to the religious – secularist split, 

it differs in its support for westernized views. A person who is religious will not necessarily 

support the periphery only due to religious reasons. Many individuals with high levels of 

religiosity may still respect the western ideals of a secular governing body, therefore identifying 

with a centrist ideal. Similarly, those who are more educated (who in the model belong in the 
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center) may not necessarily be non - religious; these individuals can be religious but due to their 

beliefs in western education, they adhere to the centrist view.     

After evaluating various accounts of approval ratings for President Erdoğan, two things are 

clear. First, there are multiple explanations for his support, all of which could be true since support 

for Erdoğan is multidimensional. The religious-secularist split and the increasingly authoritarian 

politics of the Turkish President partially explain the polarization of supporters and opponents; and 

the “center-periphery” argument accounts for areas not covered in the two previous explanations. 

The former deals with religious and secularist trends, as well as the power dynamics in the 

country. The latter deals with the socioeconomic, educational, and moral-value based gaps 

(western or Islamic).  

Lastly, what the accounts of approval for Erdoğan convey is that the demographics of 

supporters and opponents are not mutually exclusive. Rather, the support of the members of many 

groups is conditional upon other characteristics of an individual. For instance, support for Erdoğan 

by an elderly woman who lives in a rural area may differ from that of a younger male who lives in 

an urban area; or on the other hand, they may not differ as much as would be expected. What my 

studies intend to account for is how and why these different traits have affected support for 

Erdoğan from 2007 – 2013, and how some of them may moderate the influence of each other.   
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III. Theoretical Explanation and Hypotheses 
 

 
Turkish leader, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, was elected as Prime Minister in 2002 due to his 

appeal to both the religious and secular population in the country. His policies intended to honor 

the historical secular democracy in Turkey while integrating tolerance for Islamic practices in the 

political system.  His initial policies also intended so strengthen Turkeys efforts to join the 

European Union (EU). Due to this he was seen as progressive, innovative, and western, yet a 

strong representative of the Muslim majority in the country. As the years developed, these 

moderate policies diminished and opposition groups suffered from crackdowns from Erdoğan’s 

administration. His governing style became increasingly reliant on religious rhetoric and some of 

his policies came to reflect his shift towards religious and authoritarian politics. This new pattern 

in Erdoğan’s government has caused the approval of many who were previous advocates, such as 

moderates, to shift away from supporting him, but it has consolidated support from groups that 

were previously fervent opponents, such as strong Islamic traditionalists. Due to this, I have 

formulated the following hypotheses: 

(1) Support for Erdoğan is more likely among the more religious 

 

Based on the increase in religious supporters, I argue that the older individuals who lived 

under the strong secular regime in Turkey before Erdoğan have become more supportive of him. 

As explained before, the previous secular government was adamantly against religion being a part 

of politics and many other aspects of society; hence since religious beliefs were previously 

frowned upon and now they are upheld by Erdoğan I believe that 

(2) Support for Erdoğan increases as age increases 
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Similarly women are expected to be more supportive of Erdoğan since on average they are more 

religious than men in Turkey; hence, 

(3) Support for Erdoğan is more likely among women. 

 

Another factor influencing support for Erdoğan can be economic reforms in the past 

thirteen years. Since Erdoğan’s rise to power in 2002, his government has been focused on 

accession to the European Union. In order to meet economic and social Charters for accession to 

the Union, his politics have been more economically friendly to those who live in rural areas, are 

less educated, and are poorer. This in addition to the fact that those who are less educated and 

poorer are more likely to be religious (Pew Global Research, 2013) gives support for the 

following:  

(4) Support for Erdoğan is more likely among the poor  

(5) Support for Erdoğan is more likely among the less educated  

(6) Support for Erdoğan is more likely among those in rural areas 

 

However, even if EU charters have provisions for the integration of minorities in each candidate 

country, Erdoğan’s government, which has also become increasingly nationalistic, has been 

reluctant to substantially enhance its relations with the largest minority group in the country, the 

Kurds. The Kurdish population has its own political parties. Hence, 

(7) Support for Erdoğan is less likely among minority groups 

Due to the increasing polarization stated on the on the previous hypotheses I predict that:  

(8) Support for Erdoğan has decreased over time among the wealthiest, the more educated, 

those less religious, minorities, and urbanites 

(9) Support for Erdoğan has increased over time among women, the elderly, and the most 

religious 
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IV. RESEARCH DESIGN, DATA AND METHODS 
 

1. Data Source and Model  

The data sets utilized for my statistical analysis are from the original Global Attitudes 

Project surveys, conducted by Pew Global Research in 2007 and 2013 in Turkey. My unit of 

analysis will be the individual survey respondents’ level of support for Turkish leader Recep 

Tayyip Erdoğan. I will evaluate how support for Erdoğan varies along demographic lines and 

how it changed from the years 2007 - 2013. I chose these specific years because I wanted to 

look at the development of support in the years preceding the 2014 election. 2007 was a 

general election year, and the year 2013 was the year before the 2014 presidential election. 

The model I am proposing for this study is an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression 

model. It will take into account the different demographics in Turkey as independent variables, 

and the support for the president as the dependent variable.  

 

Support of Erdoğan= α + β1·Religiosity + β2·Age + β3 Gender + β4Education + β5Income 

+ β6Ethnicity + β7Urbanity + � 

 

 

2. Variables 

2.1. The Dependent Variable 

Support: An ordinal variable ranging from 0 – 3 where lower numbers indicate lower levels 

of support. The respondents were asked: “Please tell me if you have a very favorable, 

somewhat favorable, somewhat unfavorable, or very unfavorable opinion of Prime Minister 

Recep Tayyip Erdoğan?”. The responses were originally coded from 1 – 4 (very 

unfavorable at 4 and very favorable at 1) but they were recoded in my dataset to anchor 

them at 0 with low numbers signifying lower levels of support, and higher numbers 

signifying higher levels of support.  
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 

 

Support for Erdoğan Median Mean Std. Dev N 

2007 1.5 1.73 1.11 938 

2013 1.5 1.82 1.1 967 

Pooled (2207 +2013) 1.5 1.77 1.11 1905 

  

 Table 2: Relative frequency 

 

Numerical  

Coding 
Survey Response 2007 2013 

0 Very unfavorable 21.4% 16.8% 

1 Somewhat unfavorable 12.5% 18.5% 

2 Somewhat favorable 34% 26% 

3 Very favorable 29% 35% 

- Refused/don’t know 3.1% 3.7% 
* The total number of respondents in 2007 is 971 and in 2013 is 1,000 

 

 

2.2. The Independent Variables
2
 

 

a. Religiosity 

Religiosity is an ordinal variable that shows the frequency of prayer practiced by the 

individual surveyed. The variable is coded 0 – 6 in response to the question: How 

often do you pray? Lower values represent people who pray less, therefore are less 

religious. Higher values represent people who pray more often, therefore are more 

religious. 

b. Age 

Age is an interval variable measured in years. The survey respondents range from 18 

to 83 years. 

                                                        

2
 Tables of the descriptive and frequency statistics of all independent variables can be found in the appendix 
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c. Gender 

Female is a dummy variable coded 0 for male and 1 for female. 

d. Education 

Education is an ordinal measured ranged from 0 – 8. The lower numbers indicate 

lower education levels starting at no formal education, higher numbers indicate 

higher levels of education ending at the PhD level. 

e. Income 

Income is an ordinal variable ranging from 0 – 7. The lower numbers reflect lower 

income levels starting at zero. Higher numbers reflect higher income levels. Income 

is measured in YTL which stands for the Turkish Lira. 

f. Ethnicity 

Ethnicity is dummy variable coded 0 for minority groups such as Kurdish, Arab, and 

others, and 1 for the mainstream Turkish population. 

g. Urbanity 

Urbanity is a variable that evaluates whether the respondent lives in a metropolitan 

or rural area. Urbanity is coded as a dummy variable coded 0 for those living in rural 

areas and 1 for those living in metropolitan areas. 

h. Year 

Year is a variable coded 0 – 1 that distinguishes the year in which the respondent 

took the survey. This is a variable only used for comparison purposes in the 

appended dataset of the 2007 and 2013 data. It is coded 0 for the year 2007 and 1 for 

the year 2013. 
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V. Analysis and Results  
 

My analysis will consist of two comparisons. First, I will run the basic OLS model in 2007 

and 2013 datasets separately and compare their results:  

Support of Erdoğan[year]= α + Religiosity + Age + Gender + Education + Income + Ethnicity 

+  Urbanity + � 

 

 

Second, I will proceed to run my model on a pooled dataset of the years 2007 and 2013 combined 

to then compare their results. This model will be the basic OLS model plus an additional term, year 

(Dummy13), which will evaluate the overall change in support for Erdoğan from 2007 to 2013 

Support of Erdoğan[pooled]= α + Religiosity + Age + Gender + Education + Income + 

Ethnicity +  Urbanity + Dummy13 + � 

 

A model will also be an OLS regression. Similar to the previous model, this one will have the 

variable year included. Additionally it will incorporate an interaction term for each individual 

variable, which will evaluate the individual change in each variable from 2007 to 2013: 

Support of Erdoğan [year]= α + Religiosity+ ReligiosityXdummy13 + Age + AgeXdummy13 +  

Gender + GenderXdummy13 + Education + EducationXdummy13 + Income + 

IncomeXdummy13 + Ethnicity + EthnicityXdummy13 + Urbanity + UrbanityXdummy13 + 

Dummy13 + � 
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Table 3: OLS regression in 2007 and 2013, basic model 

 

            2007                  2013 

    β^ t - stat      β^ t - stat  

Religiosity .19 10.73 ** .186 9.62 ** 

Age -.048 -1.73 * -.011 -3.89 ** 

Gender -.195 -2.53 ** -.017 -.21  

Income .045 1.37  .047 1.47  

Education -.046 -2.31 ** -.033 -1.22  

Urbanity -.111 -1.41  -.17 -1.86 * 

Ethnicity -.142 -1.45  -.055 .54  

Constant 1.63 9.06 ** 1.98 9.27 ** 

N  806   762  

Adjusted R
2 

 .16   .13  

* = Statistically significant at the .05 level on a one-tailed test 

** = Statistically significant at the .01 level on a one-tailed test 

 

Table 1 conveys the individual results of each variable in each of the surveys, 2007 and 

2013. For the year 2007, the statistically significant variables were age, religiosity, education, and 

gender. Income, urbanity, and ethnicity were not statistically significant since their coefficients did 

not cross the .05 threshold in a one-tailed test.  Therefore, for the year 2007, level of religiosity had 

a positive effect on support for Erdoğan, making those who are more religious more likely to 

support the Prime Minister, controlling for other factors.  

On the other hand, the other three statistically significant variables: age, gender, and 

education, had negative influence on support for Erdoğan. The higher the age of a person, the 

lower his/her support will be for Erdoğan. Similarly for education, the negative coefficient shows 

that if a person has a higher level of education, he/she will be less supportive of Erdoğan. Finally, 

according to the result for the gender variable, being female (coded 1 in a dummy ranging 0 – 1) is 

negatively correlated with support for Erdoğan. 

For the year 2013, the only variables that proved to be statistically significant were age, 

religiosity, and urbanity. Education, income, gender, and ethnicity, were not statistically significant 
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at the .05 level (one-tailed test). Similar to 2007, in 2013 the only variable that seems to be 

statistically significant in a positive direction is religiosity. Therefore, those who have higher levels 

of religiosity will be more likely to support Erdoğan.  

Contrary to 2007, in 2013 only two variables – age and urbanity – had a statistically 

significant negative influence. The higher the age of a person, the lower his/her support for 

Erdoğan. As for the variable urbanity, those with higher levels of urbanity will have lower levels 

of support for Erdoğan. Since the urbanity variable in the dataset is coded as a dummy, the higher 

value (1) will represent the urban respondents and the lower value (0) will represent the rural 

respondents. In 2013, people who lived in urban areas were less likely to support Erdoğan than 

those living in rural areas.  

Taking into account to the results above, I will proceed to evaluate the hypotheses 

previously stated. In Hypothesis 1 I predicted a positive correlation between support and 

religiosity. Those who are more religious are more likely to support Erdoğan. In both 2007 and 

2013, as predicted in Hypothesis 1, the results shown by our model indicate a statistically 

significant positive correlation. Therefore, those who are more religious are more likely to support 

Erdoğan, which shows that religiosity is a very strong factor to consider when evaluating support 

for Erdoğan. Hypothesis 1 is supported by our results. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted a positive relation between support for Erdoğan and age. My 

assumption is that the older a person is, the more likely this individual will be to support Erdoğan. 

In both 2007 and 2013, the observed results showed the opposite of what was predicted in 

Hypothesis 2. The hypothesis predicted a positive correlation between age and support, but our 

model indicates that the relation is negative and statistically significant. Therefore in both 2007 

and 2013 support for Erdoğan decreases as age increases, which shows a strong negative effect of 



  18 

age when predicting support. Hypothesis 2 is not supported by the results of our model in either 

year. 

Hypothesis 3 predicts a positive relation between support for Erdoğan and being female; 

women are more likely to support Erdoğan. In 2007, the relation seems to be the opposite of what 

the hypothesis predicted. Our results show a statistically significant negative relationship; therefore 

women are actually less likely to support Erdoğan in 2007. On the other hand, gender was not a 

statistically significant factor when evaluating support for in 2013. The relation between female 

and support was not statistically significant, which indicates that women are no more likely than 

men to have higher or lower levels of support for Erdoğan in 2013. Hence Hypothesis 3 is not 

supported in either 2007 or 2013. 

In Hypothesis 4 I evaluate the relation between income and support. This hypothesis stated 

a negative relation between the two variables. The higher the income of an individual, the lower 

his/her support for Erdoğan. In both years the results show that there is not a statistically 

significant relation between income and support. Therefore, income is not a variable with a strong 

statistical effect when predicting support for Erdoğan. Being wealthier or poorer does not make an 

individual more or less likely to support Erdoğan. Hypothesis 4 is not supported in either year. 

Hypothesis 5 states a negative correlation between education and support; the more 

educated an individual is, the less like he/she is to support Erdoğan. For this variable, 2007 and 

2013 had different results. In 2007, our model indicates a negative, statistically significant relation 

between education and support. Hence, in this year education is an important variable to consider 

when evaluating support since support decreases as education increases. On the contrary, in 2013 

our results show no statistically significant relation between education and support. In this year 

education does not have a strong effect on predicting support for Erdoğan. The education levels of 



  19 

an individual do not make him/her more or less likely to support Erdoğan. Hypothesis 5 is 

supported by my estimation only for the year 2007, it does not hold for 2013.  

Hypothesis 6 predicts a negative correlation between urbanity and support. Those who live 

in rural areas are more likely to support Erdoğan. Our model yielded different results for 2007 and 

2013. In 2007 Hypothesis 6 does not hold because urbanity was not a statistically significant 

variable. Hence urbanity does not have a strong effect when predicting support for Erdoğan on this 

year. For the year 2007, living in a rural or in an urban area does not have a strong effect on a 

person’s support for Erdoğan. However, as stated in Hypothesis 6, for the year 2013 our results 

indicate that urbanity has a statistically significant negative relation to support. Those who live in 

urban areas are less likely to support Erdoğan, and those living in rural areas are more likely to 

support him. Therefore, for the year 2013, the urbanity of an individual will affect his/her level of 

support for Erdoğan. Hypothesis 6 is supported in 2013 but not in 2007.  

Finally, Hypothesis 7 predicts a positive relation between minority groups in Turkey and 

support for Erdoğan. Individuals who are part of minority groups are less likely to support Erdoğan 

than the non-minority Turkish citizens. For both 2007 and 2013 the relation stated in hypothesis 7 

was shown to not be statistically significant. Individuals of minority groups in Turkey, such as 

Kurds or Arabs, are no more or less likely than mainstream Turks to support Erdoğan. Hence, 

ethnicity does not have a strong effect when evaluating support.  

 In the next subsection I will proceed to evaluate temporal change in support for Erdoğan. I 

seek to analyze the overall and individual change in each variable from the year 2007 to 2013 in 

order to further evaluate hypotheses 1 through 7 and start gauging at hypothesis 8 and 9. I will run 

models 2 and 3, then explain how they relate to each individual variable when analyzing temporal 

change for support. 
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Table 4: 2007 and 2013 Compared, Pooled Model vs. Pooled with Year Interaction Terms 

 

Pooled Pooled with Dummies 

 β^ t - stat            β^ t - stat  

Religiosity .19 

 

14.53 

 

* Religiosity .19 10.73  

   relXdummy13 -.0025 -.09  

Age -.008 

 

-4.03 

 

* Age -.0048 -1.71  

  ageXdummy13 -.0068 -1.69 * 

Gender .10 -1.86 * Gender -.195 -2.53  

  femaleXdummy13 .178 1.62 * 

Income .006 -.26  Income .045 1.37  

  incXdummy13 -.092 -2.01 * 

Education -.039 

 

-2.44 

 

* Education -.046 -2.31  

  eduXdummy13 .013 .04  

Urbanity -.14 -2.34 * Urbanity -.111 -1.41  

  urbanXdummy13 -.06 -.49  

Ethnicity -.041 -.58  Ethnicity -.142 -1.45  

  turkXdummy13 .197 1.39  

Dummy13 -.177 -2.87 * Dummy13 .36 1.29  

Constant 1.68 12.23 * Constant 1.63 8.98  

N  1568    1568  

Adjusted R
2 

 .14    .15  

*Statistically significant at the .05 level on a one-tailed test. 

 

This table indicates the results of the second and third models, which were ran in a pooled 

dataset of the years 2007 and 2013. The results on the left (or the second model) indicate the 

overall coefficients and statistical significance of the independent variables. This model’s results 

account for the temporal variation in support solely through the variable Dummy13. The results on 

the right (or the third model) indicate the individual change in the coefficient of each variable from 

2007 to 2013. The coefficients for the base variables (age, religiosity, gender, etc.) represent the 

2007 coefficients and the coefficient for the interaction terms (femaleXdummy13, incXdummy13, 



  21 

etc.) represent the change in the coefficients between 2007 and 2013. In 2007, the impact of the 

variable on support is simply the coefficient on the base variable, but for 2013, the impact of the 

variable on support is the coefficient on the base variable plus the coefficient on the interaction 

term.  The purpose of this model is to evaluate whether there was a change in the coefficient for a 

specific variable from 2007 to 2013; and if so, was the change large enough to be considered 

statistically significant.   

 

Pooled Overall (2007 + 2013) 

The second, or pooled model without the interaction terms, reflects the overall support for 

Erdoğan along demographic lines without distinguishing across the years. The only variable 

showing the temporal change in support from 2007 to 2013 is Dummy13. Age, religiosity, 

education, gender, urbanity and, year all proved to be statistically significant. Religiosity has a 

significant, positive coefficient. Age, education, gender, urbanity and year all have negative 

significant correlations with support for Erdoğan. The only non-statistically significant variables 

are income and ethnicity; hence in our pooled model these variables are not influential factors 

when evaluating the overall support for Erdoğan.  

 The positive coefficient for religiosity indicates that, overall, those with higher levels of 

religiosity tend to be more supportive of Erdoğan. This supports Hypothesis 1 and is also 

consistent with the earlier results. The negative correlation for age shows that those who are older 

are less likely to support Erdoğan. This contradicts the suggestion in Hypothesis 2, which states 

that support for Erdoğan is more likely among the elderly, but is consistent with the 2007 results. 

The negative coefficient of the variable gender shows that those who are women (coded 1 in the 

dummy variable female) are less likely to support Erdoğan. This contradicts the suggestion in 

Hypothesis 3, which states that support for Erdoğan is more likely among women. Hypothesis 4, 
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which states that those who have lower levels of income will be more likely to support Erdoğan, 

was not statistically significant. Hence income is not a strong variable when evaluating support 

overall, and Hypothesis 4 does not hold.  

The negative coefficient of education in our model indicates that those who have higher 

levels of education are less likely to support Erdoğan. This yields support for the suggestion in 

Hypothesis 5, which states that support for Erdoğan is more likely among those who are less 

educated. Hypothesis 6, predicts a negative correlation: those who are live in rural areas (coded as 

0 in the dummy urbanity) are more likely to support Erdoğan. The results of our model indicate 

support for Hypothesis 6, by showing a negative correlation between urbanity and support. Finally, 

the negative correlation of the variable dummy13 suggests that in this model, where I am not 

accounting for the temporal change of each individual variable, year does have a significantly 

negative effect in predicting support for Erdoğan. This means that overall support for Erdoğan 

decreased from 2007 to 2013. 

Model two yields support for Hypotheses 1, 5, and 6. Hence our assumptions correctly 

predicted the overall positive effect of religiosity on support, the overall negative effect of 

education on support, and the overall negative effect of urbanity on support. Hypothesis 4 and 7, 

were unsupported due to non-statistically significant results. Hypothesis 4 states a negative 

relationship between income and support and Hypothesis 7 suggest a positive relation between 

ethnicity and support. Nonetheless, neither hypothesis was statistically significant enough to 

support our inferences. Surprisingly, age, gender, and year were all statistically significant but they 

all had the opposite correlation of the one predicted in hypotheses 2, 3, and 10. Hypothesis 2 

predicted a positive relation between age and support, while our results in model 2 indicated an 

overall negative relation between the two variables. Hypothesis 3 suggested a positive relation 

between being a female and higher support for Erdoğan, yet our results indicate that overall, there 
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is a negative relation between support and female. Lastly, Hypothesis 10 suggested a negative 

correlation between support and year (support decreased between 2007 and 2013), however our 

model indicates a positive relation, support increased between 2007 and 2013. 

 

Pooled + interaction 

The third, or pooled model with interactions, shows the temporal change in each variable. 

Our results indicate if there is a statistically significant temporal change in the effect that a variable 

has on support from 2007 to 2013. Only three variables, age, income, and female, are statistically 

significant change at the .05 level (on a one-tailed test). Gender was the only statistically 

significant variable with a positive coefficient, which means that support of Erdoğan among 

women rose from 2007 to 2013, controlling for other factors. On the other hand, income and age 

were associated with statistically significant negative interactions. This means that age and income 

had a more negative effect in 2013 than they did in 2007.  

The variables that are not statistically significant in this model are: relXdummy13, 

eduXdummy13, urbanXdummy13, turkXdummy13, and Year (dummy13). This means that 

demographics such as religiosity, education, and urbanity did not witness significant changes in 

their influence on support from 2007 to 2013. Regarding dummy13, there was no significant 

change from 2007 to 2013 when accounting for all of the differences along demographics lines. 

The only significant change between the years was among variables that were associated with 

statistically significant coefficients operating on their interaction terms. 

The first variable observed to be statistically significant in this model is age. Age was a 

statistically significant variable negatively correlated with support in both 2007 and 2013. The 

results of this model indicate that age had a more negative effect in 2013 than it did in 2007. In 

other words, in 2007 those who were older were less likely to support Erdoğan, and in 2013 those 
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who were older were even less likely than they were in 2007 to support Erdoğan. This result 

provides evidence against Hypothesis 9, which states that support for Erdoğan increased among 

the elder. Even though age had a stronger effect in predicting support for Erdoğan, it was those 

who are older who saw the sharpest decrease in support. Hypothesis 9 does not hold for the 

variable age. 

The next statistically significant variable in this model is gender. The change in support 

among women pointed by this model is clearly seen when comparing the statistical significance of 

2007 vs. that of 2013. In 2007, being a woman was a strong factor when predicting support for 

Erdoğan. However, in 2013 gender was not a statistically significant variable. This means that in 

2013, there was virtually no difference in support between men and women, other factors held 

constant. Gender went from being a strong negative factor when predicting support for Erdoğan in 

2007, to making no difference when comparing support between men and women in 2013. These 

results are partly in accordance with Hypothesis 9, which stated that support among women had 

increased from 2007 – 2013. Even if gender was not a statistically significant factor in 2013, 

support among women went up since it went from having a negative effect to no effect in support. 

The last statistically significant variable to be observed in this model is income. Even 

though the income interaction term is statistically significant in this model, income was not 

statistically significant in 2007 or 2013. This indicates that there were significant changes in the 

impact of income from 2007 to 2013, but in neither year, even with the changes, was income a 

strong factor in predicting support for Erdoğan. The model shows that income has a more negative 

effect in 2013 than in 2007. The results of this model are partly in accordance with Hypothesis 8, 

which maintains that support would go down from 2007 to 2013 among the wealthy, but its non-

statistically significant effect on both years makes the results of model 3 slightly weaker. 
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Regarding the non-statistically significant interaction variables: religiosity, education, 

urbanity and ethnicity, the results indicate that there was no significant change in the effect of 

these variables on support for Erdoğan from 2007 to 2013. These results contradict the 

assumptions of Hypotheses 8 and 9. Hypothesis 8 suggested that support would go down among 

those who are more educated, live in urban areas, and are a part of an ethnic minority. Hypothesis 

9 suggested that support would increase among the most religious. Nonetheless, the influence of 

these demographic variables did not increase or decrease significantly from 2007 to 2013. 

Lastly, Year (dummy13), which indicates the overall change of support from 2007 to 2013, 

was not statistically significant in this model when accounting for the change in each individual 

variable. This indicates that when accounting for changes in variables through interaction terms, 

year is not a statistically significant variable when predicting support for Erdoğan. This result gives 

evidence against Hypothesis 10, which suggests a decrease in overall support from 2007 to 2013. 
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VI. Conclusion 
 

From the results at hand I can conclude that only some of the variables are supported by 

our findings. The hypotheses that are supported rely on the independent year observed, the overall 

evaluation of years conjoined, and the detailed observation of temporal change on each variable.  

For the year 2007 only religiosity, age, gender, and education were indicated to have statistically 

significant support. Nonetheless, only the results for religiosity and education support our 

hypotheses (1 and 5). People who are more religious are more likely to support Erdoğan and 

people who are less educated are more likely to support Erdoğan. The other results in 2007, those 

for age and gender (hypotheses 2 and 3 respectively), point at the opposite relation than the one 

predicted. Our models indicate that women and those who are older are less likely to support 

Erdoğan than men and those who are younger. Income, urbanity, and ethnicity (hypotheses 5, 6, 

and 7) are not statistically significant, as opposed to the relations stated in our theory. Hence they 

do not yield strong influence on support for Erdoğan. 

For year 2013, the only statistically significant variables were religiosity, age and urbanity. 

Of these, the only results that were consistent with the hypotheses in our theory were those of 

religiosity and urbanity (hypothesis 1 and 6). Those who are more religious and those who live in 

rural areas are more likely to support Erdoğan. Age, similarly to 2007, was statistically significant 

but in the opposite direction of the one predicted. Our results indicate that those who are older are 

less likely to support Erdoğan (opposite to hypothesis 2). In regards to the other variables gender, 

education, income, and ethnicity, (hypothesis 3, 4, 5, and 7) none was statistically significant 

enough to influence support for Erdoğan. 

 When evaluating overall support for Erdoğan (2007 and 2013 combined) many variables 

were observed to be statistically significant religiosity, age, gender, education, urbanity, and year. 

However, only religiosity, education, and urbanity yielded results that are consistent with our 
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hypothesis (1, 5, and 6). Overall, those who are more religious are more likely to support Erdoğan; 

overall those who are less educated are more likely to support Erdoğan; overall, those who live in 

rural areas are more likely to support Erdoğan. Even though age, gender, and year were 

statistically significant, the results pointed in the opposite direction of our hypotheses (2 and 3). 

Contrary to the hypotheses in our theory, women and those who are older are less likely to support 

Erdoğan overall. Similarly, contrary to what hypothesis 10 had predicted, support for Erdoğan 

increased. As for income and ethnicity, the results yielded by our second model show that overall, 

neither variable is statistically significant.  

 Lastly, when evaluating the overall temporal change in variables from 2007 to 2013 in our 

third model, only age, gender, and income were statistically significant. These were the only 

variables whose influence changed in a statistically significant manner through out the years. The 

coefficients reflect whether these variables had a more positive or negative effect on support in 

2013 compared to 2007. Age has a negative correlation to support; hence the effect of age is more 

negative in 2013 than it is in 2007. The elderly, who were less likely to support Erdoğan in 2013, 

are even less likely to support him in 2013. 

Age on the other hand saw a positive increase in the influence it had on support. In 2007, 

being a woman was a strong factor when predicting support for Erdoğan; women were less likely 

than men to support Erdoğan. However, in 2013 gender was not a statistically significant variable, 

so women were no more or less likely than men to support Erdoğan. Support among women 

increased from 2007 to 2013. This partially supports hypothesis 9, which predicted increased 

support among women.  

Income, the last statistically significant variable on model 3, has negative coefficient. This 

means that the effect of income was more negative on 2013 than it was on 2007. Hence those who 

are wealthier are less likely to support Erdoğan.  However, even though the temporal change in 
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come was statistically significant, income was not statistically significant enough in either year in 

order for it to be an influential factor when evaluating support. 

Ultimately, I can conclude that the two variables that are consistent over time are religiosity 

and age. Even though religiosity’s effect did not increase or decrease from 2007 to 2013, this 

variable has a strong, positive, and statistically significant relation to support in 2007, 2013, and 

overall. Hence in each individual year and overall, people who are more religious are more likely 

to support Erdoğan, as predicted in Hypothesis 1. Age on the other hand has a consistent strong, 

negative, and statistically significant relation to support. In 2007, 2013, and overall, as age 

increases, support decreases. Moreover, there was a statistically significant change from 2007 to 

2013, which indicates that the negative effect of age is even stronger in 2013. The results of age 

contradict the predictions of Hypothesis 2.  

An alternative explanation for why, contrary to my initial beliefs, support goes down as age 

goes up could be that those who are older experienced life in the secular regime. Even though 

many were not content under the secular government, Erdoğan’s authoritarianism is less 

satisfactory than the previous regime. Hence those who had lived as adults under the previous 

secular government may be less supportive of Erdoğan because they have seen how religious 

politics have affected Turkey over the past decade. 

 

Future Studies 

 Support for Erdoğan is a very broad category when evaluating the type of approval he has 

in Turkey. Even though he has the approval of those who are more religious, it would be 

interesting to evaluate under what conditions is religiosity dampened by other characteristics of a 

person. Is an individual who is more educated and highly religious more or less likely to support 

Erdoğan than one who is moderately religious but not educated?  
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 Other types of studies could examine the change of support when it comes to international 

policy. Has support for joining the EU increased or decreased as Erdoğan has become more or less 

friendly towards the EU? More over, what does the population believe about the positions that 

Erdoğan has taken when it comes to Syrian refugees, ISIS, and other conflicts in the region? 
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VII. Appendix 
 

Table 5: Descriptive Statistics of the Independent Variables 

 

Variable 

 

Median** Mean Std. Dev. N 

Religiosity, 2007 3 3.63 2.29 907 

Religiosity, 2013 3 3.49 2.09 864 

Religiosity, appended 3 3.56 2.2 1771 

Gender, 2007 .5 .53 .499 971 

Gender, 2013 .5 .480 .5 1000 

Gender, appended .5 .51 .5 1971 

Education, 2007 4 3.41 2.31 967 

Education, 2013 4 3.75 1.79 994 

Education, appended 4 3.58 2.07 1961 

Age, 2007  33.5*** 38.1 15.55 971 

Age, 2013 33*** 36.43 14.95 1000 

Age, appended 33.5*** 37.24 15.27 971 

Income, 2007 3.5 1.2 1.2 890 

Income, 2013 3.5 2.76 1.35 913 

Income, appended 3.5 1.99 1.5 1803 

Urbanity, 2007 .5 .65 .47 971 

Urbanity, 2013 .5 .771 .42 1000 

Urbanity, appended .5 .71 .45 1971 

Ethnicity, 2007 .5 .82 .38 963 

Ethnicity, 2013 .5 .84 .36 970 

Ethnicity, appended .5 .83 .37 1933 

Year (dummy13) .5 .51 .5 1971 
* The total number of respondents in 2007 is 971, in 2013 is 1,000 and in the appended is 1971 

** The lower bound is 0 

*** The lower bound is 18 

 

Tables 6 - 12: Relative Frequency of Independent Variables 

 

 

6. Religiosity: How often do you pray? 

 
Numerical  

Coding 
Survey Response 2007 2013 

0 Hardly ever 15% 11% 

1 Only during religious holidays 6.5% 7% 

2 Only on Fridays 13% 8% 

3 Only on Fridays and religious holidays 8% 17.5% 

4 More than once a week 8% 10.7% 

5 At least once a day 7.7% 7% 

6 Every day five times 36% 24.5% 
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            * The total number of respondents in 2007 is 971 and in 2013 is 1,000 

            ** The remaining percentages is for respondents who refused/don’t know 

 

7. Gender  

 
Numerical 

coding 
Survey Response 2007 2013 

0 Male 47% 51% 

1 Female 53% 49% 

 

8. Education 

 
Numerical  

Coding 
Survey Response 2007 2013 

0 No formal education 8% 2.9% 

1 Incomplete primary school 4.8% 6.1% 

2 Complete primary school (completed 5
th

 grade) 43% 27.8% 

3 Complete primary education (completed 8
th

 grade) 3.2% 5.2% 

4 Complete junior high school or vocational school 8% 9% 

5 Complete high school or vocational school 3.1% 32.2% 

6 Higher education (completed 2 years of university) 19.5% 15.2% 

7 Master (completed 2 more years after university) 3% .04% 

8 PhD (completed 4-6 more years after university) 6.6% .06% 
* The total number of respondents in 2007 is 971 and in 2013 is 1,000 

** The remaining percentages is for respondents who refused/don’t know 
 

9. Income 

 
Numerical  

Coding 
Survey Response 2007 2013 

0 Less than 500 YTL 33% 5.5% 

1 500-750 YTL 25% 9.8% 

2 751-1000 YTL 19% 21.7% 

3 1001 - 1500 YTL 10% 28% 

4 1501 - 2500 YTL 2.6% 18.8% 

5 2501 - 3500 YTL   .04% 5.2% 

6 3,501 - 5,000 YTL .02% 1.9% 

7 5,001+ YTL .02% .04% 
* The total number of respondents in 2007 is 971 and in 2013 is 1,000 

** The remaining percentages is for respondents who refused/don’t know 

 

10. Ethnicity 

 
Numerical  

Coding 
Survey Response 2007 2013 

0 Minority groups such as Kurdish, Arab, and others. 18% 15.4% 

1 Turkish 81% 81.6% 
* The total number of respondents in 2007 is 971 and in 2013 is 1,000 

** The remaining percentages is for respondents who refused/don’t know 

 



  32 

 

11. Urbanity 

 
Numerical  

Coding 
Survey Response 2007 2013 

0 Rural 34.6% 22.8% 

1 Urban 65.4% 77.2% 
* The total number of respondents in 2007 is 971 and in 2013 is 1,000 

** The remaining percentages is for respondents who refused/don’t know 

 

12. Year 

 
Numerical  

Coding 
Survey Response Percentage of Total 

Respondents 

0 2007 49% 

1 2013 51% 
* The total number of respondents in 2007 is 971 and in 2013 is 1,000 
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