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2017 Turkish Referendum: Did Turkey’s “better educated” vote “No”?

Ilhama GASIMZADE!

Abstract

On April 16, 2017, Turkeyhost ed a hi stori cal referendum which at
referendum results. The aim of the referendum was to révealr ki sh popul ation’s opin
proposed constitutional amendments whiale supposed taaccelerate the shift of the country from
parliamentary democracy to presidential autocrasythe results of referendum carry historical importance, it is

important to interrogate the voting behavior of Turkish people in this referenthisipaper investigates the

relationship between 2017 Turkish referendum results and higher education level of population. Multiple

regression model has been used to find ouwh et her peopl e’ s education l eve
referendumThis article isthe first assessment of the plebiscite results by provilkceording to the analysis of
referendum results, significant correlation has been detected between nthe enu of “No” votes

percentage of higher educated citizens in the provinces. Additionally, | also found out that party affiliation of the
head of municipality had a considerable effect on the referendum results of the provinces.

Keywords: Turkish réerendum, higher educatipwmoting behavior, regression analysis

Introduction

On 16thApril 2017 Turkish people voted in a national referendum to amend 18 constitutional
articles which transformed the country into a presidential republic.t h 51. 4% of v
support, Turkey entered into a new political system. In other word&eyuook one more

step towards to autocracy moving away from democfidtignek et al. 2017)

In 2016 in the result of negotiations bet weel
Partisi—r-Justi ce and Devel opment Part y-)Natamaidt MHP (
Movement Party) AKP submitted a new constitutional amendment proposal for
essentat hange i n the country’s political systen
executive branch of power and extended power for the president at the expense of parliament.
The proposed system introduces president as head of state and a$exegutivewith the

autonomy to appoint ministers asdbstantiaportion of judges and public officials without

any approval from parliament. The proposal brings about considerable risks to democracy by
concentrating a significant executive power irsiagle individual( Ayt a ¢ , Car kogl

Y1 | di r 1.Menice2 OCbmimission also reported that new Turkish constitutional
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amendments grant more power to the president and include substantially reduced checks and
balances between the legislatutgligiary and executive/enice Commission 2017)

The constitutional amendmis have changed the way of decisinaking and policymaking

in the country and it has had major 1implica
Given the fact that Turkey has geopolitical importance in the region, the results of the
referendumare  al so I mportant in terms of (TUiukkySh
Foreign Policy af t eTakingthieimpereance inte accbuntr’look2dlall 7 )

the role of higher educated people in the referendum outcomesarehmore likely to

consider all costs and benefits of the new system. There are few studies that looked at the
voting patterns of Turkish citizens in the referendimAy t a ¢ , Carkogl u, and
Yurtbilir 2018). This paper provides the first assessment of the plebiscite results by province.

In doing this, | used Multiple Regression coupled with the Table to visualize the main

findings of my analysis.

Thsst udy examines the referendum results to
affected their votes in the referendum. There is a hypothesis received much empirical support
that education leads to more democratic poli{Barro 1999 Papaioannou and Siourounis

2008) Referring to these studies, | assume that higher educated people showed no support or
less support to the constitutional arderents which are supposed to accelerate the shift of the

country from parliamentary democracy to presidential autocracy.
Methodology and data

In order to answer formulated research question, | used quantitative method, namely multiple
regression model. Refendum data were obtained from the official website of the Turkish
Supreme Election Commissi¢gBupreme Election Commission n.@he datasetontainghe

results of theeferendunfor each province in the Republic of Turkey. | only focused on the
referendum results within Turkey itself, and it does not include election results from polling
stations in other countries because ctirgstics of people eligible for voting were not
defined outside of the country.

Dependent and independent variables

The dependent variable is the percentage o
Independent variable, higher education is measwr#dthe percentage of the population who

hold at | east Bachelor’'s degree (peopl e with
number). The dataset about the education level of Turkish people by province is retrieved

from the official website offurkish Statistical Institut€TurkStat n.d.) However, this dataset
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presents the number of people with higher education and does not contain the percentage. |

used the followingormula to convert the numbers into percentage.
(OXO/¢ )| Omoawp b

Wherew stands for the number of eligible voters (people above'@8)s the number of

higher educated people.
Control variables

Income level, predominant politicparty, the proportion of young people (aged between 15

24), unemployment rate and urbanization level in provinces were also included as control
variables because earlier studies have shown them to be related to the support for
presidentialism in Turkey Bi | gi n and. Er Popah aDbB) s i ncome
with GDP per capita in national currency. Theadats about the income level, unemployment

rate and urbanization level by province were obtained from the official website of Turkish
Statistical Institute and contain the years of 2014, 2013 and 2014 statistics respectively
(TurkStat n.d.)

The results of the municipal election in 2014 was used to define predominant political party in

the provinces( “ 81 il i n bel ediAgcerding tosthe agsllts, the dataset d . )
includes Justice and Devel opm&KR), Rabtil y c aAUa
People Party (Cumhuriyyet Hal k Partisi), N a

Partisi- MHP), Peace and Democracy Party (Ba Denwkrasi PartisiBDP) or Peopl
Democratic Party ( Ha |-kHDR)r?1and Irdepemdektr carididake P ar
categorical variables. Political parties were included with five dummies each coded from 1 to

5.

Analysis of referendum results

The 2017 constitutional referendum was a staggering event in Turkey as it brought about
considerableehange in Turkish politics. The results of the referendum are also interesting in

terms of highlevel turnout and distribution of votes across the provinces.

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the referendum results within Turkey. Because of
application of compulsory voting in Turkey, turnout rate is not very surprising and quite high
(average 86%) comparing to other elections in the worlda s k i .rOvegal, 345jovinces

20n April 28, 2014 BDP mayors j(¢iBhéed LRevonmlk ey HDRoThurc kSays f NedPwas 't y2 @ HDP
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voted against the constitutional amendment s.
votes, just over 80%vhereas Bayburt recorded aY e s ” of @ per cent, theighestin

the country(Supreme Election Commission n.d.)

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of 2017 Referendum Results 3

Mean Std. deviation Min Max
Turnout 86% 4.17% 71% 91%
Yes 54.50% 14.33% 19.59% 81.70%
No 45.31% 14.43% 18.30% 80.41%

Source: Data adapted from Supreme Election Commission.

My assumption was thathe dependent variabl e, the perce
provincial characteristics, such as education level including the proportion of young people,
income level, unemployment rate and urbanization level. In addition, | have also considered
peope’ s political party preferences in the pr

written as:
No votes= f+ iMigherEdu+ Young+ slbcome+ sBnem+ slrban+ c®ar t Y1y U
Where independent variables are defined as:

HigherEdu= percentage of Turkish with higher education qualification

Young = percentage of young people

Income = Gross Domestic Product per capita

Unem = percentage of unemployed Turkish

Urban = percentage of urbanization

Party = preferred political party in tipgovinces

The subscripi stands for each voting aredis the error term and the coefficield is the

constant

To find the relationship between dependent and independent variables, 2 different regressions
were performed using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) in Stata 15.1. Table 2 presents the
results of multiple regression of referendum results. The number of olisesvia the same

5The means of ov enotes dre diffefemtsfrom thenotficial' rétords. The data used in this paper were obtained from the
official website of Turkish Supreme Election Commission. | assume that the difference may stem from the rounding of tee numbe



International Journal of Humanities artfbucdion

for both models. The second column is specified Model (1) mentioned above which includes
higher education and related control variables. The first column excludes the prefered political
party to test whether adding political parties aleao the full model changes the relation of

“No” votes with higher educati on.

As can be seen in Table 2 including political parties makes a significant difference in the
coefficient determinations. In column (1) lowet (B9%) shows that the level ofqatictability

o f “No” votes from dependent vari abl es I s
determination (63%) signifies the goodness of fit of the model. Adjustegrdves the
significance of the model.

As predicted,the higher education level ahe populatonhas a positive | mp:
votes, and relatively greater-value (0.086) shows that the relationship is statistically
significant at 90% confidence level. The coefficient for the higher education level remains
positive and the same sifjoance level for both models. In column (2) when | include

political party dummy variables, the coefficient decreases, whereas the significance level
increases (0.054). In pu of fact, provinces with more higher educated people such as
Ankara, Istanbul,l z mi r and Eskisehir voted “No” whi c
education qualification 24,4%, 19,9%, 19,9% and 19,7% respectively. Conversely, in the
dataset, we also see the example of provinces with hgher educad peoplehat voted

“Yes ex@rpte,r Erzincan) and with less higher education that voted against the

amendments (For example, Sirnak).

In column (1) it is seen thatnemployedT ur ki sh are more | ikely to
woul d consolidate the pr e aiiodsemTurkey “pMhvaetr |an da
Stake in Tur key’ s th&kehbia rokunemployed p2opld WHo are not

satisfied with the existing and consolidating -onan rule is plausible.

My regression analysis found out that there istang relationship between referendum
results and predominamiolitical partiesin the provinces. In the regression, my reference

category is AKP which was the main supporter of the constitutional amendments in Turkey.

“Yes’ campai gn wlkPs MHPaa righitend and nationaltisy pardy and 2

mi nor parties. However, according to Tabl e =
to AKP partisans. The study shows that t her
voiced a significant level of qwsition to presidentialisni Ay t a ¢ , Carkogl u, a

2017)



GasimzadgK .
Table 2. Relationship between referendum results and higher
education
Dependent variable is the per
1) 2)
Higher Education 1.306* 1.088*
(.750) (.556)
Young people (%) -.857 -1.742%*
(.727) (.616)
GDP per capita -1.766 3.072
(6.306) (4.804)
Unemployed rate (%) 16.928*** 2.405
(5.091) (4.014)
Urbanization level (%) -8.374 -3.824
(6.829) (4.931)
MHP 11.178***
(3.723)
CHP 14.449%**
(3.197)
HDP 34.837***
(4.599)
Independent 29.160***
(10.859)
Number of Observations 81 81
R? 0.19 0.63
Adjusted R 0.13 0.58

Notes: Table reports results from OLS regressions. The dependent variable

is the share of “No” vote in the referen
percentage of the higher educated population. Political preferences of

provinces (AKP, CHP, HDP and Ingendent) contains dummy variables

and reference category is the ruling party, AKP. Coefficients are reported



International Journal of Humanities artfbucdion

with standard errors in brackets.z, z zandz indicate significance at 1%,
5%, and 10% levels

“No” bloc was composed of CHP, H Ddemazratd, MHP
secular ideology and HDP with roots in the Kurdish nationalist movement, the masinigft

stance in the Turkish political landscape were the two parties which strqobged to the

new system( Ayt ac, Car ko gl u., Tabk r2 gdhows ithHatdHDIP hasha &rongy 7 )
positive effect on the percentage of No votes which is statistically significant, and it recorded

the highest coefficient among other parties. It is true that the gtgulof the provinces

headed by HDP are mostly Kurdish people who think that new constitutional amendments

had no benefits or promises for them. HDP was also particularly concerned with the
decreasing power of parliament and the increasing power of és&ent over the legislative

and judicial branches Es en and G,UAwit sap be s@ed In Tthe table there is a
significant relationship between CHP dominated provinces and the percentage of No votes.
From the beginning, CHP s ev erteel benefitseof thec t e d
presidential systeth Ayt a¢, Car ko gl uStudabaskd ori survdys meld mth€ 0 1 7))
postreferendum period reports that the voters cast ballots along partisan lines. According to
these reports, nearly 90% of AKP voters and almost 30%HP [gupporters were in favor of
“Yes, " . However, around 95 % of C@BRnandd 90%
Er d o § a nAndrlythe nunicipalities of the provinces, there are-pemisan mayors.

These provinces also showed a strong positive effect on No votes.

Additionally, Table 2 shows that there is an unexpectedly strong relationship between the
propation of young people and No votes. Examining the previous elections reveals that AKP
usually gets support from young people. For example, in the 2015 general elections 39% of

the young population (aged between 18 and 24) voted forAKPGenc¢ |l er 7 Hazi r a
OyVedi ?” .2015)

Conclusion

In this paper, | tested whether higher educ:
Turkey. The results presented above challenged assumptions about the relationship between
the percentage of ralNwméndmerdstardsthe proportion of the lighar ut i c
educated population including other control variables in determining popular support for the

new political system.

The first important finding is that as expected higher educated people are more likelly to vo
against the new constitutional amendments. In other words, higher percentage of higher

education qualification is associated with
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should be taken into account that this association is significant at @Rdence level so that
there is a 10% chance of error in this conclusion.

Another important finding is that the No votes are strongly correlated with the preferred

political parties. Al parties except AKP |
satistically significant. HDP as a part of
with the percentage of “No” votes.

The results also presented the clear relationship of unemployment rate and the proportion of
young peopl e with yMeNtorate iv positerely. corrdlates] myitH the
percentage of “No” votes, while the percent:

on “ No” vot es.

It is probable that there are other variables that are associated with the referendum results such
asré¢ i giosity. According to Bilgin and Erdog
overwhelmingly supported the proposal. However, this data is not available as the level of
religiosity cannot be defined among population. Further research may exploreasthbles

that can be related to the referendum results.
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