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ABSTRACT

THE ROAD TO DEMOCRATIC BACKSLIDING

by

Yunus Emre Orhan

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2022
Under the Supervision of Professor Ora John Reuter

This dissertation uses three different papers to develop and empirically assess a the-
oretical framework to explain puzzling support for illiberal incumbents, highlighting the
micro-level tradeoffs associated with punishing leaders. I mainly investigate whether af-
fectively polarized regime supporters are more likely to tolerate incumbents who engage
in undemocratic action and how affective polarization evolves and why it manifests itself
worldwide today. The first paper explores the linkage between democratic backsliding and
affective polarization at the country level. The second paper switches its unit of analysis
to the individual level and provides direct evidence on the linkage ideological/affective
polarization and voters’ willingness to tolerate undemocratic actions. Finally, the third
paper shows that affective polarization is also grounded in our social capital. By pro-
viding compelling evidence, I have offered new insights concerning the interplay between
polarization, social networks, and political behavior on future of democracy with both
substantial theoretical and empirical implications. This project is generously ($15,000) fi-
nanced by the National Science Foundation Doctoral Dissertation Research Improvement

Grant.
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I Dissertation

"What is hell? I maintain that it is the suffering of being unable to love.’

Fyodor Dostoevsky

Over the past decade, perhaps no topic in comparative politics has received as much
popular and scholarly attention as democratic backsliding. Although elected politicians
(e.g., Chavez in Venezuela, Erdogan in Turkey, Orban in Hungary) have often been the
authors of authoritarian reversals, it is still puzzling — given how obvious these violations
are — why and under what conditions the regular voter is likely to tolerate undemocratic
actions.

My dissertation develops and empirically assesses a theoretical framework to explain
puzzling support for illiberal incumbents, highlighting the micro-level tradeoffs associ-
ated with punishing leaders. I study this puzzle in three separate papers. Each paper
identifies a different aspect of the puzzle and provide either observational and exper-
imental evidence. This project was generously financed ($15.000) by a Doctoral Dis-
sertation Research Improvement Grant from the American Political Science Association
/ National Science Foundation. This project has been granted exempt status by the
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee’s Institutional Review Board (22.028) and has been
granted approval to waive documentation of informed consent. All participants can stop
participation at any time in the study and are debriefed at the end.

Throughout the dissertation, I develop two key arguments. First, my chief contention
is that affective polarization has become a primary factor driving support for undemo-
cratic politicians. Second, I argue that affective polarization is grounded in our social

capital.



What is the relationship between polarization and democratic backsliding? The first
paper attempts to provide a cross-country comparison that analyses and compares the
relationship between ideological polarization, affective polarization, and democratic back-
sliding. My findings show how crucial the level of affective polarization is in the task of
securing democracy. Given that affective polarization is increasing globally, results of the
first paper provide a projection of the type of changes that may (continue to) occur in
the future: an ongoing increase in democratic backsliding, less accountability, less free-
dom, fewer individual rights, greater corruption, and less deliberation in democracies.
However, ideological polarization has shown no correlation.

The second paper switches its unit of analysis to the individual level and asks why
and under what conditions the regular voter is likely to tolerate undemocratic actions.
Recent literature expects rising polarization to provide electoral advantages to autocratic
incumbents. However, few studies provide direct evidence on this linkage in deeply polar-
ized developing countries. This paper focuses on the politically important differentiation
between affective and ideological polarization, arguing that a critical obstacle to the vi-
ability of ideological mechanisms is affective, emotional, and identity-based polarization.
In third-wave democracies, in which party structures are immature, and well-established
issue-based competitions are relatively absent, affective attachments powerfully raise the
stakes of losing elections and, in turn, the price of prioritizing ideological interests over
losing the status of the winning group. Using a nationally representative survey and a
preregistered conjoint experiment conducted in Turkey with 2500 respondents, I disen-
tangle the effect of ideological and affective polarization on voters” willingness to tolerate
incumbents’ undermining democratic norms. The results reveal that high-level affective
polarization generates 20% more support on undemocratic actions among voters than
low-level affective polarization. When we look at the actual estimates, undemocratic
candidates are 10 percentage points more likely to be supported by affectively polarized
partisans than ideologically polarized ones. This provides evidence that most voters act

affective first and ideological only second in developing countries.



The third paper deals more with how and why affective polarization evolve and mani-
fest itself today. Students of political science have suggested that ideological polarization,
negative campaigns, media consumption, social environment, and social sorting all exac-
erbate affective polarization. I present a new theory stating that affective polarization
is grounded in our social capital. I argue that partisans lacking social capital are more
likely to evaluate out-party members negatively, and different social capital types mod-
erate this relationship (e.g., bonding and bridging social capital). To test these claims, I
conducted an original survey in Turkey, a nationally representative survey that included
2500 eligible-voter respondents. My results suggest that partisans’ levels of social cap-
ital are significantly correlated with affective evaluations of political out-groups. More
importantly, I find that affective polarization does not occur when partisans have strong
homogenous connections but when they lack a strong relationship with out-group mem-
bers.

Contributions of my dissertation are multifold. The first paper makes an empirical
contribution to the ongoing discussion over polarization by constructing a novel dataset
incorporates cross-country data. My creation of extended version provides compara-
tive evidence are complementary contribution not just in terms of the study of micro-
foundations of democratic backsliding but polarization in general. Existing empirical
research on affective polarization has so far mainly been applied to what is arguably the
most straightforward case: the American system, which is effectively a two-party envi-
ronment. Although there have been several attempts to apply the concept of affective
polarization to the research on democratic backsliding, comparative empirical evidence
is still rare on the long-term trends in affective polarization.

The second paper builds on and contributes to the literature on the causes of demo-
cratic backsliding and the study of political consequences of polarization. Although recent
work expects growing affective division among mutually distrustful political camps to in-
crease the likelihood of democratic backsliding, few studies provide causal evidence in this
linkage in deeply polarized and nondemocratic settings. By using six different measures,

I provide direct evidence confirming how pernicious affective polarization is for democ-



racy. Second, I show that the relationship between affective polarization and backsliding
could be more subtle than ideological polarization in developing countries. Finally, the
proposed design in this paper is unique in its effort to manipulate affective polarization
using an open-ended priming question.

The third paper contributes to the growing literature on the causes of affective po-
larization. Although social environment were linked to affective polarization by several
scholars, I provide relatively more exogenous measures (e.g., social agency, memberships)
to account for current growing trend in inter-party animosity. I find that partisans lack-
ing social capital are more likely to evaluate out-party members negatively. As a minor
contribution to the social network literature, I show that homogenous and heterogenous
networks are not mutually exclusive. My findings indicate that having strong bridging
social capital could moderate the effect of strong bonding social capital via inducing am-
bivalence or discouraging partisans from being extremely hostile toward out-party mem-
bers. Contrary, I found that having strong bonding social capital could also moderate the
effect of strong bridging social capital via sustaining more consistency and definiteness

in partisan’s orientation and worldview.



Chapter 1

The Relationship between Affective
Polarization and Democratic Backsliding:

Comparative Evidence

Abstract!

Why do voters vote for undemocratic politicians in a democracy? My chief contention
is that affective polarization has become a primary factor driving support for undemo-
cratic politicians. Once partisan identification turns into a salient identity in the hierarchy
of group affiliations, it has the potential to widen inter-party distances. Such a political
environment fosters positive beliefs of their preferred party and negative beliefs of the
other party, which promote political cynicism, intolerance and increase partisan loyalty.
As a result, crossing party lines becomes costly, even when incumbents violate democratic
principles or incumbents’ economic policies do not appeal to supporters’ interests. This
tradeoff enables undemocratic politicians to evade electoral sanctions for undemocratic
behaviour. I created an extended version of Reiljan’s affective polarization application.
The new dataset covers affective polarization scores of 53 countries calculated over 170
national election surveys. I find that increasing affective polarization is highly corre-
lated with democratic backsliding, less accountability, less freedom, fewer rights, and less
deliberation in democracies. However, ideological polarization has shown no correlation.

I The online version of this paper has already been published at Democratization in 2022.



1.1 Introduction

There is ample evidence for concern for the future of liberal democracy. Although
many countries have made considerable progress since the 1970s, the current quality
of democratic governance (i.e., electoral competition, liberties, accountability) has been
worsening worldwide (Lithrmann and Lindberg 2019). Even in advanced democracies -
including the United States - parties and parliaments have performed poorly in protect-
ing rights and dealing with hazardous corruption (Levitsky and Ziblatt 2018), broadly
identified as democratic backsliding - which refers to ”a deterioration of qualities asso-
ciated with democratic governance within any regime.” (Lust and Waldner 2015) The
more puzzling finding, however, is (Svolik 2020) that individuals who regularly acknowl-
edge pro-democratic values may simultaneously continue to support leaders who subvert
democracy (e.g., Erdogan in Turkey, Orban in Hungary, Chévez in Venezuela, Thaksin
in Thailand, Narendra Modi in India, and Jair Bolsonaro in Brazil).

Why do voters vote for undemocratic? politicians in a democracy? Recent micro-
level explanations attribute a central role to ideological polarization in shaping political
behavior (see Svolik 2020, Graham and Svolik 2020). However, ideological differences are
not the only driver of polarization. Indeed, many third-wave democracies have immature
party systems and lack well-established programmatic policy-based competition (Ames
2001). Even in advanced democracies, most voters do not even think of themselves as
holding a strong group identity with an ideological label (Kinder and Kalmoe 2017).

Another line of this debate argues that a new type of partisan division has emerged in
recent years: affective polarization.®> While ideological polarization refers to the extreme
division between opponents over the issues, affective polarization reflects the degree to
which members of opposing parties dislike and distrust each other. Polarization is more

likely to become pernicious when it diffuses society and creates mutually distrustful “us”

°In my theoretical framework, any politician (whether from the liberal or illiberal party, whether populist or not
populist) can be undemocratic and may seek to violate democratic norms and institutions. In my conceptualization,
whichever politician starts taking undemocratic actions is the undemocratic politician. That could be people on the left or
people on the right. That is why this paper is not about populism and does not place itself in the populist literature. The
present article is entirely focusing on undemocratic actions. Indeed, at the moment we live in, it tends to be the case that
many of these undemocratic politicians are also populist. Yet, that should not be the case in different historical contexts.
Putin, for example, is not a populist at all.

3For an insightful discussion of the concept, see Iyengar et al. 2019



versus “them” political camps who gradually view other party members as an existen-
tial threat (Somer et al. 2021). In this sense, affective divisions appears as one of the
major causal mechanisms that produce the harmful effects of pernicious polarization on
democracy. In affectively polarized societies, so the argument goes, affectively attached
individuals become less likely to prioritize safeguarding democratic institutions because
crossing party lines to vote for the other party’s candidate becomes costly, even when
incumbents violate democratic principles or incumbents’ economic policies do not appeal
to supporters’ interests. This tradeoff of voter rights for loyalty, as a result, creates elec-
toral advantages for undemocratic politicians to evade electoral sanction for undemocratic
behavior.

When there is a theoretical disagreement, empirical evidence plays a fundamental role.
In this paper, I attempt to provide comparative cross-country comparison that analyses
and compares the relationship between ideological polarization, affective polarization, and
democratic backsliding. To test the hypothesis derived from my argument, I created an
extended version of Reiljan’s data that uses an original application (Reiljan 2019). The
new version includes the affective polarization scores of 53 countries, calculated over the
170 national election surveys for these countries, conducted by the Comparative Study
of Electoral Systems (CSES) between 1996 and 2020. This extended version allows me
to conduct the first-ever cross-national study of affective polarization.

My findings show how crucial the level of affective polarization is in the task of securing
democracy. Given that affective polarization is increasing globally, results of the present
research provide a projection of the type of changes that may (continue to) occur in the
future: an ongoing increase in democratic backsliding, less accountability, less freedom,
fewer individual rights, greater corruption, and less deliberation in democracies. However,
ideological polarization has shown no correlation.

This research makes an empirical contribution to the ongoing discussion by construct-
ing a novel dataset incorporates cross-country data on affective polarization. My creation
of extended version provides comparative evidence are complementary contribution not

just in terms of the study of micro-foundations of democratic backsliding (Kronick et al.



2019, Gandhi and Ong 2019, Chiopris et al. 2021, Grossman et al. 2022, Albertus and
Grossman 2021, Becher and Brouard 2020, Graham and Svolik 2020, Svolik 2020, 2021)
but polarization in general. Existing empirical research on affective polarization has so
far mainly been applied to what is arguably the most straightforward case: the American
system, which is effectively a two-party environment. Although there have been several
attempts to apply the concept of affective polarization to the research on democratic
backsliding (McCoy et al. 2018, McCoy and Somer 2019, Somer et al. 2021, Haggard and
Kaufman 2021), comparative empirical evidence is still rare on the long-term trends in

affective polarization.

1.2 Democratic Backsliding and Polarization

in the Literature

The last decade (e.g. in relation to the Trump presidency in the US and the rise of
populist parties in Western Europe) demonstrated that not only third-wave democracies
are vulnerable to democratic backsliding, but also developed and mature democracies
are not invulnerable. While there are various factors of relevance, familiar agents of
backsliding come to the fore: elected incumbents. So, what accounts for democratic
backsliding?

At the macro level, there is a number of explanatory factors that are currently ex-
plored. These factors mainly include economic inequality (Przeworski et al. 2000, Boix
2003, Haggard and Kaufman 2016), collusion between economic and political elites (Mayer
2016), government weakness (Gibson 2012, Snyder 2019), defensive strategies (Capoc-
cia 2005), international organizations (Meyerrose 2020), and executive aggrandizement
(Bermeo 2016, Pérez-Linan et al. 2019).

At the micro-level, the existing scholarship also highlights several dynamics central to
accounting for citizen behaviour where elected incumbents attempt to violate democratic
principles, such as uncertainty (Kronick et al. 2019, Chiopris et al. 2021), differing norms

(Grossman et al. 2022), disbelief in democracy (Albertus and Grossman 2021), the trade-

8



off between policy and process (Becher and Brouard 2020), ideologically far oppositions
(Gandhi and Ong 2019), and ideological polarization (Graham and Svolik 2020, Svolik
2020, 2021).

My research places itself into the micro-level literature and focuses on the polarization
element. The idea that polarization makes democracies vulnerable to backsliding has a
strong and convincing theoretical foundation (McCoy et al. 2018, McCoy and Somer
2019, Graham and Svolik 2020, Svolik 2020, Somer et al. 2021, Haggard and Kaufman
2021, Svolik 2021). This line of research concerns on partisanship and ideological issue
considerations, which have substantial implications on voting decisions for undemocratic
candidates (Graham and Svolik 2020, Svolik 2020). In ideologically polarized societies,
so the argument goes, voting for the challenger becomes costly because ordinary citizens
tend to prioritize their ideological convictions over defending democracy in their voting
decisions.

This literature’s main contribution is to indicate that democratic backsliding does not
necessarily need to be grounded in a deep discontent with the democratic government
experience. Democratic backsliding can occur even if voters are opposed to undemocratic
positions and would not prefer to vote for a candidate they knew to be an autocrat. In
their experiments, Graham and Svolik (2020) convincingly show how the vast majority of
their respondents value democracy and correctly distinguish democratic violations from
democratic practices. Despite that, however, majority of the respondents are not willing
to punish undemocratic behaviour of an incumbent when the price of voting for a more
democratic candidate is higher. Thus, they conclude that “most voters are partisans first
and democrats on second”.

Even if ideological polarization matters, issue positions do not tell the entire story of
polarization in both developed and developing countries. Prior researchers have demon-
strated that third-wave democracies have immature party-systems and lack well-established
programmatic policy-based competition (Ames 2001, Keefer 2007). Even in advanced
democracies, most voters do not even think of themselves as holding a strong group

identity with an ideological label (Kinder and Kalmoe 2017).



Another line of this debate highlights another type of polarization as the primary
causal mechanism leading to democratic backsliding: affective polarization (McCoy et al.
2018, McCoy and Somer 2019, Somer et al. 2021, Haggard and Kaufman 2021). Even
though ideological polarization refers to the extreme division between opponents over
the issues, affective polarization reflects the degree to which members of opposing parties
dislike and distrust each other (Iyengar et al. 2012), which is theoretically and empirically
distinct from a disagreement over policy. In other words, affective polarization is about ad
hominem attitudes, and ideological polarization not. Although there are important con-
nections between them (Mason 2015), ideological polarization is not a necessary condition
for the emotional partisan divide (Mason 2015, Iyengar and Krupenkin 2018). Instead,
affective polarization can escalate even as ideological polarization decreases (Levendusky
and Malhotra 2016). Regardless of how divided the electorate might be on ideological is-
sues (and this applies to several democracies), ordinary citizens increasingly dislike those
from other parties (Iyengar et al. 2019). Recent empirical findings also confirm that an
out-group bias based on partisan affiliations exceeds the bias based on various prominent

ideological issues or issues related to race and religion (Iyengar and Westwood 2015).

1.3 Affective Polarization and Democratic

Backsliding

The affective polarization approach mainly relies on the social identity theory. Social
identity theory assumes that homo sapiens are a social species; group affiliation is essen-
tial to our sense of self (Baumeister and Leary 1995). Individuals instinctively think of
themselves as representing broad socio-economic and cultural categories rather than as
distinctive packages of traits (Tajfel and Turner 1979, Brewer and Pierce 2005). Indi-
viduals, however, typically attach themselves to multiple identity groups (e.g., ethnicity,
gender, race, religion, profession) in a hierarchical manner. This hierarchy, in turn, leads
to a host of behavioral consequences. Salient identities in these group identities’ hierar-

chies tend to trigger positive sentiments for the group of which the individual feels they
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are a member (the in-group) and negative attitudes toward other groups (the out-group)
for no logical reason (Tajfel 1970). The more salient the identification, the more biased
are the beliefs about the individual’s group and members of opposing groups simply
because they are in distinct therefore opposite groups (Oakes 1987). The students of
affective polarization suggest that this mechanism of social identity theory can easily be
applied to the political realm because partisan identity can also be seen as social identity
(Iyengar et al. 2012, Mason 2015). The term affective polarization, hence, is a natural
offshoot of change in identity affiliation and feelings. It mainly refers to inter-party an-
imosity, dislike, and intolerance towards out-party members. It provides a new kind of
polarization compared to a long tradition of studying polarization in political science as
the difference between two parties’ issue positions.

Recent findings confirm that party identification has become more salient in several
democracies than it was in the past (Gidron et al. 2019). This is also true for imma-
ture democracies (Laebens and Oztiirk 2020). The level of partisan animus in several
democracies (e.g., the United States) exceeds even racial or religious hostility (Iyengar
and Westwood 2015). That is why several scholars (Westwood et al. 2017, Huddy et al.
2018, Gidron et al. 2019, Iyengar et al. 2019, Reiljan 2019) warn that we need to take
into account out-group affect to understand partisanship fully, i.e., how negatively voters
feel about competitors. Given that increase in affective polarization in the last decade,
however, the existing literature on affective polarization and democratic performance is
still not clear about the precise role affective divisions play within democratic regimes.
Some scholars claim that affective polarization may weaken electoral accountability (Iyen-
gar and Krupenkin 2018) and diminish democratic norms (Gidron et al. 2020). Others
argue that affective attachments result from adopting parties‘ policy positions (Iyengar
et al. 2019, Druckman et al. 2021). Also, some scholars make the criticism that the
consequences of affective polarization should only be related to interpersonal domains
(Broockman et al. 2020).

No matter the origins of affective polarization (realignments in parties (Campbell

2016), elite polarization (Webster and Abramowitz 2017), negative campaigns (Iyengar
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et al. 2012), sorting (Mason 2015), or economic crisis (Handlin 2017)), my argument
stresses that we can exhibit common consequences of affective divisions across different
political contexts. Once a society is severely affectively polarized, very diverse contexts
encounter almost similar dynamics and engender similar consequences. I argue that
affective polarization has become a primary factor driving democratic backsliding. When
partisanship increasingly becomes salient, individuals start, consciously or unconsciously,

4 The more

to separate the world into us (our party) and them (the opposing party).
salient the partisan identification in the hierarchy of group affiliations, the larger the
perceived inter-party distances (Gaertner et al. 1993). In other words, members of in-
party see the out-party as much further from themselves.

This mechanism, in turn, fosters both positive beliefs of the in-party and negative
beliefs concerning the out-party (see Billig and Tajfel 1973). Negative emotions directed
toward oppositional party elites and members promote political cynicism, incivility, and
intolerance (Layman et al. 2006). When their party appears threatened, they quickly
start dehumanizing their opponents, questioning the legitimacy of other parties and their
members, and losing trust in counter-majoritarian institutions (Iyengar and Krupenkin
2018). I raise doubt about this view (mentioned above) connecting ideological polariza-
tion to regime support and argue that this affective mechanism still works even when
incumbents* policies do not appeal to partisans‘ economic or social interests. As a result,
individuals holding such emotions are less likely to cross-party lines. Biased beliefs against
opposing elites — that they are an existential threat, self-interested, stupid, etc. — make it
psychologically costly to punish a co-partisan candidate by voting for a challenger (Iyen-
gar et al. 2012). Thus, affective polarization leads to an increasing level of party loyalty,
and straight-ticket voting and challengers would become unacceptable alternatives.

I am not the first to employ affective polarization as a predictor of democratic back-

sliding. By providing qualitative and quantitative evidence, previous articles® that first

4Partisanship does not necessarily be “bad” for democracy. That is why my theoretical framework focuses on the
changes in identity hierarchy. To me, affective polarization reflects the increasing salience of partisan identities, but it is
not the synonym of strong partisanship. Strong partisans do not necessarily be the affective partisans, although they are
vulnerable to be. Thus, affective polarization mainly requires high levels of dislike of out-party but not necessarily relies
on positive views of in-party.

5see footnote 13
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underlined the importance of affective polarization mainly argue that affective polariza-
tion has a pernicious impact on the survival of democracy because it helps people endorse
non-democratic actions. I build on this explanation and seek to make an empirical contri-
bution to the ongoing discussion on pernicious consequences of affective polarization and
highlight the relative importance of affective polarization over ideological polarization to
account for the worldwide trend of democratic backsliding. This is a novel contribution

not just in terms of the study of affective polarization but polarization in general.

Figure 1.1: The Causal Mechanism

Negative Out-Party

Salient Partisanshi
alient Partisanship — se— Beliefs

— Partisan Loyalty wes  Support for Backsliding

My chief contention is that when all these dynamics occur in one place, then it is not
surprising that we see the negative consequences of affective polarization on democratic
backsliding. Once undemocratic incumbents receive greater support, I mean the electoral
victory combined with control over the legislature®. This provides an incredible structural
opportunity to undermine democratic institutions, weaken the rule of law, and extensive
use of state resources by the governing party (Svolik 2019). In an affectively polarized
political realm, partisans are inclined to engage highly in motivated reasoning. As the
other party is perceived as an existential threat, the partisan become highly motivated to
prevent the other side from taking incumbency. Consequently, this allows incumbents to
escape electoral punishment for their undemocratic actions, which in turn disadvantages
their opponents — because challenging parties begin to be perceived as enemies rather
than merely opposition.

This framework yields a substantive expectation about the consequences of affective

polarization and gives the following two hypotheses to be tested:

Hypothesis 1: High levels of affective polarization is likely to increase coun-

tries’ likelihood of experiencing democratic backsliding.

63ce Haggard and Kaufman 2021. They convincingly draw the governing strategies of backsliding autocrats.
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Hypothesis 2: Affective polarization will have a larger association with coun-
tries’ likelihood of experiencing democratic backsliding than ideological po-

larization will.

1.4 Methodology

1.4.1 Measuring the Dependent Variable: Democratic Backslid-
ing

My dependent variable is democratic backsliding. I do not consider the concept of
democratic backsliding as the synonym for a democratic breakdown. Although demo-
cratic breakdown refers to the transition of a regime from democracy to autocracy,
democratic backsliding refers to ”a deterioration of qualities associated with democratic
governance within any regime.” (Lust and Waldner 2015) Thus, a decline in democratic
principles of governance may occur in both autocratic and democratic contexts, even in
the absence of regime change.

How then can we gauge democratic backsliding? Although there is a consensus over
the multi-dimensionality of democracy, scholars have different views on how to opera-
tionalize it (see Croissant and Haynes 2021 and Skaaning 2020). While minimalist def-
initions are focused on institutional arrangements - typically elections - as the essential
element of democracy, maximalist descriptions represent a broader view and extend the
term to contain other components, such as social rights, economic inequality, or highly
informed citizens. Following Lust and Waldner (2015), I seek a middle ground. I ar-
gue that democratic backsliding is best captured if it is conceived of as a change in a
combination of democratic indicators. This is why I make use of the Liberal Democracy
Index variable from the V-Dem. It consists of two crucial components, respectively (1) a
systematic measure of the de facto existence of Robert Dahl’s ”polyarchy” (Dahl 1971)
and (2) the liberal tradition of a country including the rule of law, civil liberties, and so

on.
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Democratic subversions through elected incumbents do not happen suddenly. Clas-
sifying country-years as backsliding simply by looking at one-year changes is less likely
to grasp gradual change. Thus, pinpointing whether a regime is backsliding or not ne-
cessitates an incremental approach. To do so, I primarily rely on the comparison of
each country’s democratic scores (at time ¢) with its rating 5 years after (at time t+5).
While negative values show a democratically advancing process, a positive value indi-
cates a country that has experienced democratic backsliding in its last five years. The

backsliding score of a country at time is therefore as follows:

Democratic Backsliding ;4 = LDI ;; — LDI ;415 (1)

Figure 1.2 shows the global trend in the number of backsliders according to their
intensity levels from 1965 to the present. It suggests that, at all levels, the number of
countries experiencing democratic backsliding had been decreasing from the late 1960s
until the 1990s. However, this decreasing trend has become an upward trend since 1995,
and the ratio of high-level and very-high-level backsliders has increased dramatically,
especially in the last two decades. In 2019, 49 countries experienced very-high-level

democratic backsliding, while 41 countries had high-level democratic backsliding scores.”

1.4.2 Measuring the Key Independent Variable: Affective Polar-
ization

The key independent variable of my research is affective polarization. Recent research
on affective polarization has so far mainly been applied to the American two-party sys-
tem, where gauging affective divisions is operationally quite simple. By using the feeling
thermometer,® affective polarization scores in these works® typically refer to the average

in-party and out party feeling differences among Democrats and Republicans. Yet, we

Since my research mainly concerns the correlation between affective polarization and demo- cratic backsliding, it only
includes 5-year differences of the years when the CSES surveys have been conducted.

8 “Feeling thermometer” becomes the primary form to measure affective polarization. Typically, respondents are asked
to rate their feelings for all of the political parties in their elections on a 101-point scale ranging from cold (0) to warm
(100).

9See for a comprehensive review Iyengar et al. 2019.
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Figure 1.2: The Distribution of Backsliders Worldwide, 1965-2020
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usually have more than two political parties in a multiparty context and significant varia-
tion in parties’ vote shares. Reiljan (2019) argues that ”to conduct a valid cross-national
comparison of AP, it is necessary to: (a) include the in-party and out-party evaluations
of the supporters of all the relevant parties (and towards all the relevant parties); and
(b) account for the size of the parties” (p.5).

To compare the impact of affective polarization cross-nationally, I have gathered data
from 170 national election surveys of 53 countries conducted by the Comparative Study
of Electoral Systems (CSES) between 1996 and 2020. Following previous scholars (Ward
and Tavits 2019, Gidron et al. 2019, Wagner 2020), I have used the measurement method
of Reiljan (2019). His measurement method has two steps. In the first step, I calculate
the affective polarization score for each party group (i.e., individual supporters of a party)
in a country for a given election by subtracting the average feelings toward other parties
from the in-party feeling evaluations. This result is then weighted with the vote shares
of the other parties. Next, I sum all these results. Hence, the affective polarization for

each party in a country with political parties is as follows:
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N

AP, =Y [(Lz’k’en — Likey,) x ( Votesharen )} (2)

1 — Voteshare,,

m=1
m#n

"Like’ represents a respondent’s answer to feeling thermometer questions. The CSES
survey includes a question to measure attitudes towards in-party and out-parties, e.g.,
7 After I read the name of a political party, please rate it on a scale from 0 to 10, where
0 means you strongly dislike that party and 10 means that you strongly like that party.”
denotes the number of parties, m refers to the in-party, and signifies the out-party. I have
added 1 - vote share’ here to make the combined vote shares of the out-parties equal 100
percent. I then weight all these calculated scores with the respective party’s vote shares
and sum all them up, which gives the affective polarization score of a country at a given

time. It is formulated as follows:

N
API = Z(APn x VoteShare,) (3)

n=1
Thus, the complete formula for measuring affective polarization in multi-party con-

texts is:

N N
teshare,,
API = Z [(Z(Likei — Like,,) x (1 Y(;/iiezgtezren)) X Votesharen] (4)

n=1 m=1

Figure 1.3 shows how much affective polarization has increased and decreased over
time among the 53 countries, calculated over 170 national election surveys conducted
by the CSES between 1996 and 2020 for these countries. Each black dot indicates the
mean score for a country averaged across the available scores. The bars show the range
of variation in calculated affective polarization values of a given country. The scale
ranges from 0 to 10, where 10 denotes maximum out-party dislike. In line with the recent
evidence, the figure captures dramatic differences between countries regarding their mean

scores and within-country variation in different election years in available cases.
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Figure 1.3: The Distribution of Backsliders Worldwide, 1965-2020
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Notes: This figure shows how affective polarization varies among the 53 countries, ealenlated over the 170
national election surveys for these countries conducted by the CSES between 1996 and 2020. Each black
dot displays the mean score for a country averaged across the available scores. The bars show the range of
variation in calculated affective polarization values of a given country. The scale ranges from 0 to 10, while
10 denotes maximum out-party dislike.

1.4.3 Control Variables

Prior research argues that ideological polarization makes democracies vulnerable to
backsliding (McCoy et al. 2018, McCoy and Somer 2019, Svolik 2020, Graham and Svolik
2020). Following previous scholars (Ezrow 2007, Dalton 2008, Lupu 2015, Reiljan 2019),
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[ measure the ideological polarization index (IPI) in multi-party systems as follows:

N
IPI = Z(Votesharei) b'e

=1

(Party LR Score ; — Party System Average LR score) 2 5)
5)

I also control for a series of other potentially relevant factors that could impact demo-
cratic backsliding and could also be correlated with other indicators of democratic per-
formance. First, I control for economic variables. It is well-established that democratic
breakdowns are more likely to occur at higher economic inequality levels (Boix 2003,
Acemoglu and Robinson 2006). Additionally, short-term economic performances (i.e.,
growth rate and GDP per capita) is significantly correlated with authoritarian reversion
(Kapstein and Converse 2008). Although growth rate and GDP per capita (logged) are
taken from the World Bank dataset, economic inequality data is taken from the Stan-
dardized World Income Inequality Database (SWIID). Second, existing theories still look
at the judicial indicators to assess democratic performance (Ginsburg and Moustafa 2008,
Gibler and Randazzo 2011). I may expect that democratic backsliding would be more
likely in the absence of a strong judiciary, which inhibits the accumulation of power on the
incumbent’s hands and secures minority rights. Judicial independence scores are taken
from the V-DEM dataset. Finally, I have included a number of lagged liberal democracy
index scores, past democratic breakdowns, and average regional democracy scores for
each country as predictors of democratic survival. Previous breakdowns are calculated as
any democratic breakdowns from 1900 to the present. All calculations are made relying

on the V-DEM dataset.

1.5 Analysis and Results

I compiled both OLS and multilevel models with varying intercepts by region and
country. Since my research dataset is very small (the maximum number of observations

per country is 6), using a fixed-effects model as an alternative approach might be prob-

19



lematic here because it generates coefficient estimates with higher levels of error as there
is a small number of observations per unit (Gelman and Hill 2007, Clark and Linzer
2015). Table 1.1 presents standard errors and coefficient estimates of six models of
democratic backsliding (Models 1-3 are OLS models, Models 4-6 represent the results
from multilevel models). Model 1 supported my hypothesis: when affective polarization
went high, countries were more likely to experience intense changes in their democratic
quality. Coefficients for affective polarization are significantly substantial and positive at
the p j 0.001 level.

I could not find any correlation between ideological polarization and democratic back-
sliding, as shown in Model 2. When I tested affective polarization and ideological polariza-
tion together, my results for affective polarization remained significant, while ideological
polarization is still insignificant. This is unsurprising because the dataset also contained
a number of third Wave democracies in which party- systems are relatively immature.
Instead, most of the parties in those countries are more likely to lack well-established
programmatic policy-based competition (Ames 2001, Keefer 2007). In this context, my
theoretical framework expects that affective polarization entails a strong emotional com-
ponent and this may be more important than “rational” ideological convictions.

Since these models use ordinary least squares estimates, coefficients can be interpreted
as the magnitude of movement along the 5-year democratic performance chance associ-
ated with affective polarization. The coefficients on the affective polarization in Table 1
are between 0.014 to 0.016. At first glance, this number would seem very low. To put
such an impact size into context, the change of LDI score of the US was 0.017 in 2019
compared to 2015. This implies that the correlation between affective polarization and
democratic backsliding should not be underestimated. There is no support to be found
for other control variables, except regional democracy scores. However, it receives high
support across different models. This contradiction is most likely due to the small sam-
ple size. If such prominent variables fail to show significant correlations in such a small
sample and the affective polarization still indicates a significant coefficient, these cross-

national statistical patterns are still informative of a relationship. Since there is very
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little empirical research on affective polarization and its political consequences related

to democracy, my findings still show there is a room for suspect. It should be seen as

a first step in tracking how affective polarization is correlated with democratic backsliding.

Table 1.1: Relationships between Affective Polarization on Democratic Backsliding

Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Affective Polarization .014* .016* .014* .016*
(.007) (.007) (.007) (.007)
Ideological Polarization —.002 —.005 —.002 —.005
(.005) (.005) (.005) (.005)
Liberal Democracy Index;_1 .073 .092* .079 .073 .092* .079
(.044) (.045) (.044) (.044) (.045) (.044)
Regional Democracy —. 111** —.128** —.116** —.111** —.128** —.116**
(.040) (.041) (.040) (.040) (.041) (.040)
Previous Democratic Breakdowns  —.005 —.002 —.004 —.005 —.002 —.004
(.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006)
Judicial Independence .001 .004 .001 .001 .004 .001
(.010) (.010) (.010) (.010) (.010) (.010)
Logged GDP Per Capita .012 .006 .012 .012 .006 .012
(.008) (.007) (.008) (.008) (.007) (.008)
Economic Inequality .001 .0005 .001 .001 .0005 .001
(.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001)
Economic Growth —.002 —.002 —.002 —.002 —.002 —.002
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
(Intercept) —.178* —.059 —.159 —.178* —.059 —.159
(.089) (.080) (.091) (.089) (.080) (.091)
Num. countries 53 53 53 53 53 53
Num. regions 14 14 14 14 14 14
N 170 170 170 170 170 170
R? 119 .093 125
Adjusted R? .067 .040 .067
AIC -318.161 -313.520 -308.334
BIC -282.440 -277.799 -269.636

Notes: Dependent variable is 5-year change in Liberal Democracy Index score ”t” to ”t+5".
These results represent the OLS and multi-level models of democratic backsliding. That
is, an increase in affective polarization now shows an increase in backsliding score as well.
Models 1-3 are OLS models, while models 4-6 are multilevel models with varying intercepts

by country and region. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

1.5.1 Robustness Checks

These findings are still robust to alternative specifications. First, I estimated models

that calculate democratic backsliding scores relying on Polity IV and Freedom house

scores. Model 7 and 8 in Table 1.2 show that although affective polarization is still

positive and significant in the Freedom House scores model, it loses its significance for
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the Polity IV specification. The main reason behind this loss might be related to less
variance in Polity IV data and the sample size of my data (N=159).

Second, I have also tested different backsliding years. As the time over which demo-
cratic backsliding takes place may vary, Model 9-11 estimate three other models that
analyze the 3-, 7-, and 10-year changes in a country‘s level of democracy; Model 12 also
looks at the 5-year difference from the past; results remain significant.

As a nature of observational research design, there could be concerns related to endo-
geneity as well. As I showed in the theoretical framework, there are good reasons to think
that the direction of causality does run from affective polarization to democratic back-
sliding.!® However, it is possible that there could be feedback mechanisms between the
endpoints of the causality chain. This is why my central hypothesis posits a statistical -
not a causal - relationship between affective polarization and democratic backsliding. Al-
though affective polarization may allow undemocratic incumbents to violate democratic
norms, the environment in which undemocratic politicians use negative discourse may
also push people to have more negative feelings towards other partisans over time as well.
There is no simple way to rule out that potential endogeneity for several reasons. On the
one hand, a large number of variables that lead to affective polarization are also corre-
lated with the democratic backsliding itself. On the other hand, it is still challenging to
construct accurate measures of democratic backsliding and affective polarization cross-
sectionally. Nevertheless, my findings in the Model 1-6, which looks at the correlation
between the affective polarization at time ¢ and democratic backsliding at time ¢45, are
still promising and lessens concerns related to endogeneity.

The estimates of the control variables are a bit different. The lagged liberal perfor-
mance scores becomes significant across different model specifications, while the regional
democracy score lost its significance. This implies that I should not be too strong in my
conclusions regarding these dynamics. Economic factors are positively associated with

the dependent variable. There is no support to be found for other control variables.

10gee Somer et al. 2021. They convincingly explain how backsliders both thrive and fuel it.
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Table 1.2: Robustness Tests

A Polity IV A Freedom House A 3-Years A T7-Years A 10-Years A +5-Years
Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12
Affective Polarization 204 .086* .010* .035%** .032* .018**
(.164) (.043) (.004) (.007) (.013) (.006)
Ideological Polarization 212 —.013 .003 —.011* —.012 .006
(.109) (.030) (.003) (.005) (.009) (.004)
Polity IV;_4 078***
(.016)
Freedom House;_ J719%+*
(.051)
Liberal Democracy Index; 1 —.018 —.002 —.245%* —.056
(.029) (.046) (.083) (.039)
Regional Democracy 3.870%** .054 —.052 —.108* —.146 —.081*
(.930) (.271) (.028) (.043) (.080) (.038)
Past Democratic Breakdowns —.069 .078* .005 .008 .020 .002
(.134) (.037) (.004) (.007) (.011) (.005)
Judicial Independence .299 .084 —.012 .004 —.016 —.016
(.228) (.065) (.007) (.011) (.020) (.010)
Logged GDP Per Capita .580** .209*** 017+ .029%** 097 0327
(.180) (.049) (.005) (.008) (.015) (.007)
Economic Inequality .020 —.003 .0003 .0001 —.002 —.0004
(.022) (.006) (.001) (.001) (.002) (.001)
Economic Growth .039 .0005 .001 .001 —.002 .001
(.045) (.011) (.001) (.002) (.003) (.002)
(Intercept) —3.020 —.880 —.151% —.345%** —.720%** —.260**
(2.112) (.592) (.061) (.093) (.180) (.082)
N 159 170 170 129 168 170
R? 012 .825 142 .260 .265 .210
Adjusted R? 482 .816 .094 .204 .223 .166

Notes: Dependent variable is 5-year change in Liberal Democracy Index score "t” to "t-years”.
multiplied my dependent variable measurement by ”-1”. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 *p < .05;

For tabling purposes, I have
p < .01; ***p < .001
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B.5 Justification of Undemocratic Actions

I do not claim this is an exhaustive list of all relevant undemocratic actions. How-
ever, those are the most salient and sufficient to test whether support for undemocratic

candidates is driven by affective polarization.

B.5.1 Electoral Strategies

Treatments capturing positions that aim to undermine the fairness of elections focused

on two issues: i) gerrymandering, and ii) voter suppression.

(1) Gerrymandering

From the very first elections in Turkey that opposition parties could enter in the Re-
publican Period until the present, gerrymanderers diversified several strategies with a
special focus on local elections as well as on metropolitan areas. I designed my treatment
to unambiguously communicate this type of manipulation without using a loaded term
like gerrymandering. While the identification of a workable standard for judging when
a partisan bias in redistricting is extreme enough to be “unfair” is the subject of active
research (Chen and Rodden 2013; Cho and Liu 2016), recent studies show that upgrad-
ing and downgrading the status of towns and provinces, manipulation of voter eligibility
via redistricting, as well as retributive penalization or clientelism/patronage based on
election results are all characteristic of gerrymandering in Turkey (Osmanbasoglu, 2021).

Accordingly, our candidates will:

e Support a redistricting plan that gives his/her party 2 extra seats in the provincial

administrative council

(2) Vote Buying.

The prevalence of vote-buying is one of the most significant weaknesses in the democratic

processes of developing countries (Schaffer, 2007). When individuals exchange their votes
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in return for cash or minor rewards, the equality of the ballot is undermined, a level and
competitive political playing field ceases to exist, and elections are deprived of their
policy content (Desposato, 2007; Stokes, 2007). There is a voluminous literature on the
prevalence and significance of clientelism and patronage in Turkish politics that dates
back to the 1970s (Sayari, 1977; Heper and Keyman, 1998; Kemahlioglu, 2012). The
general disposition of the literature is that with the establishment of a competitive party
system in 1946, the historical dependency of the periphery on the center in Turkish
politics has resulted in enduring patron—client relationships (Giines-Ayata, 1994).For our

candidate-choice experiment, our candidates will:

e Hand out charcoal to voters for giving vote for himself

B.5.2 Redistribution Strategies

Undemocratic leaders are often sustained through a system of specialized patronage
relationships and through a series of strategic transfers (redistributive policies, public
employment strategies) to regime supporters. I included various treatments that cap-
tures undemocratic redistribution strategies, which are by far the most common type of
strategies in Turkey and are likely familiar to respondents. Political parties in Turkey
has always unprecedentedly used economically coercive state apparatuses to suppress
their opponents and purge them from the governmental labour market. In other words,
political nepotism has always played a significant role in getting a job and receive gov-
ernmental /municipal spendings in Turkey. For our candidate-choice experiment, our

candidates:

e Will cut government spending in districts that did not vote for them
e Will fire municipal employees who don’t vote for him

e Slash spending on existing social protection programs that do not benefit its main

supporters
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B.5.3 Restriction Strategies

Restrictions on the freedom of express has been used by undemocratic leaders pre-
dominantly for political ends while disciplining the “society”. A number of countries,
such as the UAE and China, have used censorship to certain websites. Among these,
Turkey’s ban of YouTube and other websites (e.g., Wikipedia) has attracted attention
due to the incongruity between this action and perceptions of Turkey as a democracy.

For our candidate-choice experiment, our candidates:
e Will start a campaign on banning Youtube

Another strategy of restriction is to deprive oppositional actors of their fundamental so-
cial rights. That is why some specific academic and journalist groups or individuals, who
have been a prominent oppositional segment, have faced severe repression, criminaliza-
tion, stigmatization, and exclusion in Turkey. For our candidate-choice experiment, our

candidates:

e Said the Turkish police forces should detain journalists who accuse the municipality

of fraud without revealing sources

Another strategy of restriction is to silence oppositional groups. The governmental /municipal
measures are part of a battle in Turkey for public space. Banning of protests on specific
neighborhoods or places are common practice, which will be likely familiar to respondents.

For our candidate-choice experiment, our candidates:

e Will not allow any group to organize protests after elections
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B.6 Justification of Pro- and Anti-Refugee Policies

I do not claim that this is an exhaustive list of all relevant pro- and anti-refugee
policies. An important point to note is that my choices of relevant policies are limited
for the sake of being realistic: as the hypothetical candidates are running for municipal
presidency, I had to make sure that the policies they offered overlapped with the ones

that local authorities have power to implement in Turkey.

B.6.1 Cultural Presence

Resentment against refugees can reveal itself in many different ways. One of them is
the decrease in the tolerance shown toward their cultural presence in the midst of the
host society. Refugees’ cultural activities and symbols of their ethnic identity are among
the most visible ones for the host community members. To capture this component,
we have selected “supporting Syrians’ cultural activities” as our candidate’s pro-refugee
policy. On the other hand, “removing the Arabic signs of Syrian businesses” will be our

candidate’s anti-refugee policy.

B.6.2 Social Integration

Another factor that affects resentment levels against refugees is the extent to which
they are socially integrated to the host community. Supporting social integration is a
result of a more welcoming attitude, whereas social segregation is a result of (and leads
to) unwelcoming and exclusionary attitudes toward refugees. Therefore, our candidate’s
second pro-refugee policy is “increasing municipal visits to the Syrian NGOs” within their

¢

jurisdiction. In contrast, our candidate with an anti-refugee policy will promise “ not to

invite Syrian NGOs to municipal events.”

B.6.3 Economic Burden

One of the most salient factors that lead to resentment against refugees is the be-

lief that they create significant economic burdens on the host community’s shoulders.
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Refugees’ impact on a country’s economy influences host communities’ support for pro-
or anti-refugee policies. In this respect, it is important to include a policy that captures
the economic aspect of the refugee question. Our candidate with a pro-refugee approach
will thus offer “increasing financial aids to Syrian refugees,” whereas our candidate with

an anti-refugee approach will promise to “cut financial aids to Syrian refugees.”

B.6.4 Political Inclusion

Another salient indicator of public resentment against refugees is the host community’s
stance toward granting political rights to them. This point is where host community
members can get extremely jealous of and intolerant toward refugees. Granting citizenship
rights to refugees, especially in large numbers, is usually seen by host communities as a
higher demand on public resources and/or a contamination of their national identity. In
this respect, policies that concern refugees’ political inclusion play the role of a catalyst
to understand an individual’s pro- or anti-refugee position. Consequently, our candidate
with a pro-refugee agenda will talk about “starting a campaign to grant citizenship rights
to Syrian refugees.” In contrast, our candidate with an anti-refugee approach will promise

to “start a campaign to deny citizenship rights to Syrian refugees.”
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B.7 Justification of Pro- and Anti-Globalization Policies

I do not claim that this is an exhaustive list of all relevant pro- and anti-globalization
policies. An important point to note is that my choices of relevant policies are limited
for the sake of being realistic: as the hypothetical candidates are running for municipal
presidency, we had to make sure that the policies they offered overlapped with the ones
that local authorities have power to implement in Turkey. But I am confident that those
selected are among the most salient, and sufficient in order to test whether globalization
policies impact candidate support and if this support is driven by affective polarization.

I keep constant the type of FDI policy is offered by municipal candidates for the sake of
simplicity. An important tool for local governments to control foreign investment in their
regions is allocation of land. Informal interviews we conducted in Turkey revealed that
local governments have substantive control over which companies get land in their region
for a reduced price or even for free. These deals are made almost exclusively between
local government officials and foreign companies. Thus, liberal FDI policies include a
facilitated procedure for foreign investors to get permission to open their subsidiaries on
this land.

Below, I talk about two salient dimensions of FDI that we argue respondents will
consider when they are indicating their support for candidates depending on their FDI

policy.

B.7.1 Type of FDI

Respondents support for liberal FDI policy proposing candidate may change depend-
ing on which type of FDI candidate facilitates. Individuals prefer foreign companies
opening up subsidiaries (greenfield FDI) over foreign company takeovers of Turkish com-
panies (M&A). To capture this differentiation by FDI entry modes, our candidates will
offer liberal and protectionist policies varying in this dimension. Both modes of entry
are common in Turkey. Turkey has gone through a period of privatization starting from
the 1980s, where many utility companies were sold to foreign investors. Thus, Turkish

citizens are aware of cross-border M&As. Moreover, given the abundance of low-skilled

128



workers in Turkey, many foreign investors found Turkey to be a lucrative host country

for investment, increasing the number of greenfield FDI projects in Turkey.

B.7.2 Country-of-origin of FDI

I argue that COO of investor company acts as a heuristic that citizens use to form
opinion on FDI. Thus, we expect support for candidates who offer protectionist and
liberal policies to depend on where FDI originates. We examine three possibilities. In
the first possibility, our candidate deals with FDI coming from a “foreign country.” In
the second possibility, our candidate’s policy is about FDI from “Western” countries.
In the final possibility, our candidate’s policy is about FDI from “Arab” countries. We
chose “Western” countries because we expect respondents to punish/reward candidates
who offer liberal/protectionist FDI policy regarding them. This choice reflects an anti-
West sentiment among Turkish citizens due to Turkey’s failed attempt of colonialization

in its recent history 4%

We chose “MENA” countries because Turkish citizens have
increasingly become open toward doing business with countries in the MENA region due
to government ideological leanings. Moreover, since these countries are mostly Muslim,

we expect Turkish respondents to feel closer to Muslim foreign investors than non-Muslim

investors.

48Turkey has engaged in a war of independence in 1919 against the Allied powers who attempted to colonize Turkey as
a result of the defeat of the Ottoman Empire in World War 1.
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B.8 Quota Sampling

The survey was conducted face-to-face and probability proportionate to size (PPS)
stratified sampling method will be used by administrative units as per census (district,
neighborhood). A random selection of sampling point will be made from each stratum
(no more than 10 interviews per sampling point). Random route household selection
within each sampling point (no more than 1 household per building). Random selection
of the respondents will be selected by using Next Birthday Method. This method will
be applied by asking the respondent how many eligible persons were in the household,
and then asking which person has the next birthday. The person with the most recent

birthday is sampled.

These provinces will be determined in accordance with the Classification of Statistical
Regional Units (Tstatistiki Bolge Birimleri Simiflandirmasi - IBBS) established by the
Turkish Statistical Institute (Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu - TUIK). This nomenclature,
which was put into effect in 2002, was defined according to the NUTS criteria, the ter-
ritorial nomenclature of the EU, in order to produce data comparable to that of the
European Union (EU) and to create possible solutions for the developmental differences

between the various regions of the country.

IBBS consists of three phases: “In the first phase, 81 administrative provinces were
defined as territorial regions at Level 3. By forming groups — through taking into con-
sideration the provinces that resemble each other regarding economical, social, cultural,
and geographical aspects, as well as the magnitude of their population — 26 territorial
units were defined at Level 2. In addition, 12 territorial units at Level 1 were defined by

grouping the 2nd level territorial units according to the same criterium.

I will base our study primarily on the number of registered voters in 12 territories at
Level 1. A sample of a total of 2100 respondents in rural and urban territories will be

distributed to the rural and urban areas in each territory. After that, two provinces will
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be selected in each territory by taking into consideration their shares in the population of
that region (probability proportionate to size). The number of surveys to be carried out
in the rural and urban settlement areas of each province will be determined according to
the rural-urban population ratio of those provinces in their territory.

Selection of individuals in households is done on the basis of reported target population

of 18 years or older in each household.

As an initial screening, within each household, members of the household at voting age
will be determined by asking them to show any appropriate proof confirming age of the
respondent. And then, one of them will be randomly selected for an survey.

The quality check of the process consists of 3 stages:

(1) Supervisors of the research firm in the field evaluate the quality of the survey by con-

ducting on-site inspections. For example, surveys without a phone number are cancelled.
(2) The questionnaires that reach their center first go through the phone control phase.
+/- 30% of each interviewer‘s survey is called by phone and confirmation is obtained. If

any fraud is detected, all surveys of that surveyor are cancelled.

(3) After all the data pass the consistency check, the coding process starts.
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B.9 Pre-Treatment Measures

[sex]| Sex? (INTERVIEWER: MARK THE SEX OF THE RESPONDENT)

1Male 2 Female

[residency] City? (INTERVIEWER: MARK THE CITY)

[age] Age?

118-24 2 25-34 3 35-44 4 45-54 5 55+ -99 REFUSAL

[education] What is the highest level of education you have completed?

ONo education, illiterate 1 Elementary 2 Secondary 3 High School 4 University 2
Master’s program 6 Doctorate 77 DON’T KNOW -99 REFUSAL

[household income] What is your and your family’s average net income? Please include
rental incomes, interest incomes, wages, bonuses, profits, pensions, allowances, material

aid, incidental pay, and all other types of income.

ONo income 1 Less than 3000 TL 2 Between 3000-6000 TL 3 Between 6000-12000
TL 4 More than 12000 TL 77 DON’'T KNOW -99 MISSING
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[occupation] Which of the following categories best describes your industry (regardless

of your actual position) you primarily work in.

10.
11.
12.
13.
27.
29.

VuH)

. Legal Services
. Military

. Information Services and Data Processing

Scientific or Technical Services

. Government and Public Administration

. Religious Services

Education (University)

. Education (Preschool, Primary School, Highschool)

. Education — Other

Finance and Insurance

Real Estate, Rental and Leasing
Construction

Mining

I don’t work

Housewife

-99. REFUSAL

133

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
28.
e

Media/Broadcasting

Hotel and Food Services

Health Care and Social Assistance
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Computer and Electronics

Industry — Other

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, Hunting

. Transportation and Warehousing

Merchant — Retail
Merchant — Wholesale
Publishing
Programming/Software
Other

I'm a student

I don’t know



[religious identity] Which of the following positions defines you better?

1I am a religious person 2 I am closer to being a religious person 3 I am both a

religious and secular person 4 I am closer to being a secular person 5 I am a secular

person 77 DON'T KNOW -99 MISSING

[sectarian identity] Sect?

1Sunni (Hanafi or Shafi’i) Muslim 2 Alewi Muslim 3 Other ___ 77 DON’'T KNOW
-99 MISSING

[ethnicity] Ethnicity?

1Turkish 2 Kurdish 3 Arab 4 Other ___ 77 DON’'T KNOW -99 REFUSAL

[ethnicity strength] How important is your ethnic identity to you?

(Only display if ethnicity =! 77 AND ethnicity =! -99)

1Extremely Important 2 Very well 3 Somewhat well 4 Not too well 5 Not at all well
77 DON'T KNOW -99 REFUSAL

[party ID] Do you feel yourself closer to any of the political parties below? Choose only

one.

1AKP 2 CHP 3 HDP 4 MHP 5 IYI PARTY 6 Other ___ 77 DON'T KNOW -99
REFUSAL

[partisan strength] How close do you feel?

(Only display if party ID =! 77 AND party ID =! -99)

1Not so close 2 Somewhat close 3 Very close 77 DON’T KNOW -99 REFUSAL

[previous votel] For which party did you vote in the 2018 general elections?

1AKP 2 CHP 3 HDP 4 MHP 5 IYI PARTY 6 Other ___ 7 I WAS ELIGIBLE,
BUT I DIDN'T VOTE 8 I WASN'T ELIGIBLE TO VOTE 77 DON'T KNOW 88
REFUSAL -99 REFUSAL
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[previous vote2] For which party did you vote in the 2019 municipal elections?
1AKP 2 CHP 3 HDP 4 MHP 5 IYI PARTY 6 Other ___ 7 I WAS ELIGIBLE,

BUT I DIDN'T VOTE 8 I WASN'T ELIGIBLE TO VOTE 77 DON'T KNOW -99
REFUSAL

[political interest] How far are you interested in what is going on in government and

politics?
ONot interested 1 2 3 4 Very interested 77 DON’'T KNOW -99 REFUSAL

[Erdogan’s approval] In Turkey, some people like Recep Tayyip Erdogan’s activities,
while others do not. What about you? Do you approve of Erdogan’s activities as the

President of Turkey as of 20187

0I don’t approve any of his activities 1 I don’t approve most of his activities 2 1
approve some and disapprove some of his activities 3 I approve most of his activities

4 T approve all of his activities 77 DON'T KNOW -99 REFUSAL
[scapitall] Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that
you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?

1Most people can be trusted 0 You can’t be too careful 77 DON'T KNOW -99

REFUSAL

[scapital2] Considering everyone who you would view as a personal friend (not just your

closest friends), how many of them do support:

(Key: (0) None of them (1) Some of them (2) Most of them (77) I don’t know (-99)
REFUSAL)

1AKP 2 CHP 3 HDP 4 MHP 5 IYI PARTY 77 DON'T KNOW -99 REFUSAL
[scapital3] In the social media (such as Twitter, Facebook, Instagram, Youtube), how
often do you read or watch the posts shared by people who does not support [SPARTY]?

ONever 1 Rarely 2 Sometimes 3 Often 4 All the time 77 DON'T KNOW -99
REFUSAL
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Vil Display Logic
— if the party ID of the respondent is known
x SPARTY = Respondent‘s Party

— if we don’t know the party ID of the respondent

x SPARTY = AKP

[scapital4] Have you done any of the following in the last 3 months?

(Key: (1) Yes (0) No (77) I don’t know (-99) Refusal)

Actively worked as a volunteer in a nonpolitical setting

Took initiative at work without being told

Picked up others’ rubbish in public

Visited a neighbor

Had dinner/lunch with people outside my family

Discussed politics with people I disagree with

[scapital5] How much you agree with the following statements?

(Key: (1) Strongly Disagree (5) Strongly Agree (77) I don’t know (88) I don’t want to

answer)

I enjoy living among people with different lifestyles

I feel safe walking down the street after sunset

o If I were to die today, I would die satisfied with my life

When someone criticizes my party, it feels like a personal insult

I don’t have much in common with most of the [SPARTY] supporters
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e Display Logic

— if the party ID of the respondent is known
* $SPARTY = Respondent‘s Party
— if we don’t know the party ID of the respondent

x SPARTY = AKP

[scapital6] To which of the following organizations/associations do you have volunteer

membership?

e Occupational/Professional Associations

e Associations Supporting Public Institutions/Personnel
e Food/Agriculture/Farming Associations

e Societal Values Associations

e Associations Operating in the Field of Health

e Reconstruction/Urban Development Associations

e Solidarity Associations

e Sport Clubs

e Disability Associations

e Religious Organizations or Groups

e Education/Research/School Clubs or Organizations
e Culture/Art/Literature Groups

e Charity Organizations

e Environmental /Animal Rights Organizations

e Human Rights Organizations
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e Youth Clubs or Associations

[affectivel] Please rate your feelings toward the people or groups listed below. On this
scale, 0 refers to “very negative” and 100 refers to “very positive.” If you feel neither

negative nor positive, please choose 50.

1AKP 2 CHP 3 HDP 4 MHP 5 IYI PARTY 6 RECEP TAYYIP ERDOGAN 7
KEMAL KILICDAROGLU 8 THE WEST

[affective2] Below is a list of words that some people use to describe [IN-PARTY &
MAIN OUT-PARTY] supporters. How well do you think these words depict [IN-PARTY
& MAIN OUT-PARTY] supporters? On this scale, 1 refers to “it doesn’t describe them

at all” and 5 refers to “it describes them perfectly.”

1Honest 2 Cooperative 3 Generous 4 Hypocritical 5 Selfish 6 Bigot 77 DON’T

KNOW -99 MISSING

WMl Display Logic
— For all respondents "IN-PARTY” is the respondents’ party ID. If we don’t
know the respondent’s party 1D, then we code it as ”AKP”.

— For AKP and MHP supporters, and those respondents whose party ID we

don’t know
+* MAIN OUT-PARTY: CHP
— Otherwise

x MAIN OUT-PARTY: AKP
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[affective3] How disturbed would you feel in the following circumstances? On this scale,

1 refers to “Very disturbed” and 5 refers to “Not disturbed at all.”

1Living next door to a [MAIN OUT-PARTY] supporter 2 Doing business with a
[IMAIN OUT-PARTY] supporter 3 Having your children befriend a [MAIN OUT-
PARTY] supporter 4 Having your child marry a [MAIN OUT-PARTY] supporter
77 DON'T KNOW -99 MISSING

Mle Display Logic

— For all respondents "IN-PARTY” is the respondents’ party ID. If we don’t

know the respondent’s party ID, then we code it as ”AKP”.

— For AKP and MHP supporters, and those respondents whose party ID we

don’t know
* MAIN OUT-PARTY: CHP
— Otherwise

x MAIN OUT-PARTY: AKP
[affective4-5] Please tell me how much you agree or disagree with the following policies.

e [ don’t have much in common with most of the [SPARTY] supporters

e When someone criticizes my party, it feels like a personal insult.

0Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 Strongly Agree 77 DON'T KNOW -99 REFUSAL

\EM¢ Display Logic

— For AKP and MHP supporters, and for those participants whose party ID we

do not know
x $PARTY = CHP
— Otherwise
x $PARTY = AKP
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[ideologicall] In politics, people talk about the “left” and the “right.” Where would you

place yourself? On this scale, 1 means “left” and 5 means “right.”

OLeft 1 2 3 4 Right 77 DON’'T KNOW -99 REFUSAL
[ideological2] Please tell me how much you agree or disagree with the following policies.

\EM¢ The “Religious Culture and Ethics” course should be compulsory.
e The “Canal Istanbul” project should definitely be completed.

e The Turkish economy suffers a great deal when it opens to the global economy

(foreign trade or foreign investors).

0Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 Strongly Agree 77 DON'T KNOW -99 REFUSAL

[dsatisfactionl] In general, how important is it for you to live in a democratically

governed country?

ONot important at all 1 2 3 4 Extremely important 77 DON’T KNOW -99 REFUSAL

[dsatisfaction2] On the whole, how satisfied are you with the way democracy works in

Turkey?

ONot satisfied at all 1 2 3 4 Very satisfied 77 DON’T KNOW -99 REFUSAL

[dsatisfaction3] To what extent do you agree with the following comparisons?

(Key: (0) Strongly disagree (4) Strongly disagree (77) I don’t know (-99) REFUSAL)
B¢ Turkey is more democratic compared to 1990s

e Turkey is more democratic than Russia

e Turkey is more democratic than Arab countries

e Turkey is more democratic than many European countries
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[political knowledge] Before Recep Tayyip Erdogan became president, who elected the

president of Turkey?

1The Parliament 2 The Public 3 The Constitutional Court 4 The Cabinet 77 DON’T
KNOW -99 REFUSAL
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B.10 Carry-Over Effects

Carryover effects implies that respondents may evaluate candidates differently depend-
ing on which profiles they have faced earlier in the conjoint experiment. Hainmueller et
al. (2014) showed that as long as the levels are uniformly randomized and there should
be no profile-order and carryover effects. The following figure visualizes evidence of the
validity. Note that estimates here are marginal means conditional on the scenario num-
ber in the conjoint experiment. Horizontal lines represent 95% confidence intervals based
on respondent-clustered standard errors. All attributes’ range relatively similar to my
estimates in the pooled analysis. To go further, I tested this assumption by controlling
for effect heterogeneity between different candidate scenarios. The p-value of the F-Test

for this analysis is 0.2209, indicating no carry over effects. Therefore, I cannot reject the

null.
Figure B.1: Effects of Social Capital on Affective Polarization
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Appendix C: Chapter 3

C.1 Full Results of the Figure 3.1

Table C.1: Full Results of the Figure 3.1

Affective Polarization

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Social Connections —.009*
(.005)
Social Agency —.001
(.005)
Bridging Social Capital —.215"**
(.063)
Bonding Social Capital 1547
(.022)
Membership 1-2 —.024
(.015)
Membership 3+ —.067***
(.035)
Issue Polarization .108%** A7 J125%
(.022) (.020) (.020)
PID Strength 277 221 .263***
(.019) (.019) (.019)
Left-Right Polarization 0737+ .066*** .068***
(.016) (.015) (.015)
Ethnic ID Strength .100%** .099*** .108***
(.023) (.022) (.022)
Religious ID Strength —.010 —.016 —.011
(.019) (.018) (.018)
Male —.020 —.024* —.025*
(.012) (.011) (.011)
Age .003 —.010 —.014
(.023) (.021) (.022)
Education —.044 —.043 —.048
(.036) (.033) (.034)
Income .060* .055* .061*
(.029) (.027) (.027)
Kurdish .031 .036* .014
(.017) (.018) (.016)
Sunni .006 .018 .016
(.022) (.020) (.021)
(Intercept) L2547 515 e .264***
(.041) (.120) (.039)
N 1,189 1,350 1,373
R? 208 .302 271
Adjusted R? 291 .296 .264
Notes: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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C.2 Full Results of the Table 3.6

Table C.2: Analysis of Different Associations

General Main Opposition Leader

Education —.106*** —.180*** —.189***
(.039) (.054) (.052)
Urban Development —.284** —.152 —.373**
(.112) (.154) (.149)
Religious .025 .107* .101*
(.043) (.060) (.058)
Occupational —.032 —.079* —.061
(.034) (.046) (.044)
Environmental /Animal .007 —.092* —.036
(.040) (.055) (.054)
mem_sport —.029 .018 .011
(.032) (.044) (.043)
mem_agriculture .029 —.084 —.089
(.049) (.067) (.065)
mem_culture .004 .010 .103
(.052) (.072) (.069)
mem_charity 017 .040 —.0005
(.037) (.050) (.049)
mem_social_values —.041 —.035 —.037
(.051) (.070) (.068)
mem_health .021 —.022 .072
(.050) (.069) (.067)
mem_youth —.039 .054 .065
(.053) (.073) (.071)
ideo2 122%** 155%** 153%**
(.021) (.028) (.027)
pidstr 257 ** 301+ 3127+
(.019) (.026) (.025)
ideol 072%** 158%** A76%**
(.015) (.021) (.020)
ethstr .106*** .038 .062**
(.022) (.030) (.029)
relstr —.018 .037 .090***
(.018) (.025) (.024)
male —.026** —.056%** —.045%**
(.011) (.015) (.015)
age_resp —.020 —.014 .006
(.022) (.030) (.029)
educ —.045 .046 —.062
(.034) (.047) (.045)
income .052* .085** .100%**
(.028) (.038) (.037)
kurdish .009 —.196*** —.187***
(.016) (.022) (.021)
sunni .017 .010 .041
(.021) (.028) (.027)
Constant 277 .164%** .074
(.039) (.054) (.052)
N 1,373 1,373 1,373
R? 281 287 331
Adjusted R? .267 273 318

p < .1; *Fp < .05 *fp < .01

144



Curriculum Vitae - Yunus Emre Orhan @ www.yeorhan.com

EDUCATION

RESEARCH
INTERESTS

DISSERTATION
PROJECT

PEER-REVIEWED
PUBLICATIONS

PUBLIC
SCHOLARSHIP

GRANTS
SCHOLARSHIPS
FELLOWSHIPS

University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee Ezxpected May 2022
PhD, Political Science

Comprehensive Exams: Comparative Politics & International Relations

Istanbul Sehir University 2016
MA, Political Science and International Relations

Yildiz Technical University 2012
B.A., Economics

Authoritarian Politics, Political Institutions, Democratic Backsliding, Mass Polariza-
tion, Political Behavior, Social Networks, Ethnic Identity, Gender.

Title: The Road to Democratic Backsliding

Brief: A theoretical and empirical investigation of the causes and undemocratic con-
sequences of affective polarization.

Committee: Ora John Reuter (chair),
Thomas Holbrook, Natasha B. Sugiyama, Patrick W. Kraft, Murat Somer

[1] Orhan, Yunus Emre. 2021 ”The Relationship between Affective Polarization and
Democratic Backsliding: Comparative Evidence”, Democratization (Forthcoming)

[2] Orhan, Yunus Emre. 15 Jan 2022. ” The Trendline, POTUS at SiriusXM” A
Discussion on my Democratization paper.

[1] Orhan, Yunus Emre and Reuter, Ora John. “Turkey‘s Ruling Party is Splintering.
Here‘'s Why” Washington Post: Monkey Cage 22 July 2019. (available here.)

External Grants & Scholarships

NSF/APSA Dissertation Improvement Grant ($15,000) 2021
SPSA Prestage-Cook Travel Award ($300) 2021
APSA Travel Grant ($300) 2021
APSA DDRIG Travel Grant ($1000) 2021
EITM Scholarship for the ICPSR ($4,300) 2019
Internal Grants & Scholarships

UWM Graduate School Travel Award ($514) 2021
Wilder Crane Memorial Scholarship ($1,000) 2021
Wilder Crane Memorial Scholarship ($1,000) 2020
UWM Graduate School Travel Award ($215) 2019
UWM Graduate School Travel Award ($250) 2018
UWM Chancellor Award ($3,000) 2016
Internal Fellowships

UWM TA Fellowship 2016-present,
Istanbul Sehir University TA Fellowship 2013-2016
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WORKING
PAPERS

WORKS IN
PROGRESS

CONFERENCE
PRESENTATIONS

[2] Social-psychological Dimensions of the Kurdish Question: Ethos of Conflict
RER at Ethnopolitics

[1] The Differential Effects of Political Threats on Judicial Independence in Autocracies
(with Moohyung Cho)
RE&R at Political Research Quarterly.

[8] "How Affective Polarization Increases Support for Illiberal Politicians? Experimen-
tal Evidence from Turkey” - (EGAP pre-analysis plan available here.)

[7] ” Affective Polarization and Support for Undemocratic Behavior in Russia” (with
Ora John Reuter, Bryn Rosenfeld, and David Szakonyi) - EGAP pre-analysis plan
available upon request

[6] ”You can’t Polarize Us: The Differential Effectsof Social Capital on Affective Po-
larization and its Conse-quences” - (EGAP pre-analysis plan available here.)

[5] ”We are Democratic Enough: Do Voters Respond to Relative Democratic Perfor-
mance? Experimental Evidence from Turkey” - (EGAP pre-analysis plan available
here.)

[4] ” Gender Equality and Democratic Backsliding” (with Moogyung Cho)

[3] ”Gender Differences in Support for Democratic Backsliding” (with Moohyung Cho)
- (EGAP pre-analysis plan available here.)

[2] "My Way or My Party’s Way: Do Partisan Cues and Affective Polarization Shape
Globalization Attitudes?” (with Aycan Katitas) - (EGAP pre-analysis plan available
here.)

[1] ”Haven’t We Done Enough? FEthical Positioning and its Role in Understanding
Attitudes toward Refugees within Host Communities” (with Muhammet Ali Asil) -
(EGAP pre-analysis plan available here.)

[18] ” Affect, or Issue? A Conjoint Analysis of the Relationship between Polarization
and Mass Support for Undemocratic Politicians” Annual Meeting of the APSA, Sched-
uled 2022

[17] "Haven’t We Done Enough? Ethical Positioning and its Role in Understanding At-
titudes toward Refugees within Host Communities” (with Muhammet Ali Asil) Annual
Meeting of the APSA, Non-Presenter, Scheduled 2022

[16] ” Affective Polarization and Globalization Backlash - Experimental Evidence from
Turkey” (with Aycan Katitas) Annual Meeting of the APSA, Non-Presenter, Sched-
uled 2022

[15] ” Gender Differences in Support for Democratic Backsliding” (with Moohyung Cho)
Annual Meeting of the APSA, Non-Presenter, Scheduled 2022

[14] "Haven’t We Done Enough? Ethical Positioning and its Role in Understanding At-
titudes toward Refugees within Host Communities” (with Muhammet Ali Asil) Annual

Meeting of the MPSA, Non-Presenter, Scheduled 2022

[13] " The Road to Affective Polarization: How Homogeneous Social Networks Increases
Out-Group Dislike” Annual Meeting of the MPSA, Scheduled 2022
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INVITED TALKS

TEACHING
INTERESTS

[12] 7 Affect, or Issue? A Conjoint Analysis of the Relationship between Polariza-
tion and Mass Support for Undemocratic Politicians” Annual Meeting of the MPSA,
Scheduled 2022

[11] ” Affective Polarization and Globalization Backlash - Experimental Evidence from
Turkey” (with Aycan Katitas) Annual Meeting of the MPSA, Non-Presenter, Sched-
uled 2022

[10] "How Affective Polarization Increases Support for Illiberal Politicians?” Annual
Meeting of the WPSA, Mini-Conference on Non-Democratic Politics, 2022

[9] ” The Road to Affective Polarization: How Homogeneous Social Networks Increases
Out-Group Dislike”, Annual Meeting of the SPSA, 2022

[8] "Does Affective Polarization Undermine Democracy? Preliminary Findings”
Annual Meeting of the APSA, 2021

[7] “Affective Polarization and Democratic Backsliding”
Annual Meeting of the MPSA, 2021 (virtual)

[6] “The Differential Effects of Political Threats on Judicial Independence in Autocra-
cies” (with Moohyung Cho) Annual Meeting of the MPSA, 2021 (virtual)

[5] “The Road to Democratic Backsliding: How Affective Polarization Increases Sup-
port for Illiberal Politicians?” Annual Meeting of the SPSA, 2021 (virtual)

[4] “The Differential Effects of Political Threats on Judicial Independence in Autocra-
cies” (with Moohyung Cho) Annual Meeting of the SPSA, 2021 (virtual)

[3] “The Judicial Independence Without Democracy: Coercive Institutions and Judi-
ciary” Annual Meeting of the MPSA, 2019

[2] “He Is a Good Person but a Kurdish!: The Content of Turkish Ethos on the Kurdish
Conflict” Annual Meeting of the MPSA, 2018

[1] “Socio-Psychological Dimensions of the Kurdish Question” The International
Turquoise Social Sciences Congress, Turkey, 2015

[3] Guest Lecturer on ”Democratic Backsliding in Turkey”, Democratization and Demo-
cratic Erosion, by Ora John Reuter, 2022

[2] The INs and OUTs of the PhD Admission Process, UWM Pi-sigma-alpha, 2019

[1] Guest Lecturer on ”Political Parties: Comparative Perspective”, Politics of the
World’s Nations, by Kristin Trenholm Horowitz, 2018

Can teach undergraduate and graduate level courses on (1) Theories of Com-
parative Politics, (2) Comparative Authoritarianism, (3) Democratic Backsliding, (4)
Political Institutions (5) Comparative Political Behavior, (6) Polarization: Causes, Ef-
fects, and Solutions, (7) Qualitative, Quantitative and Experimental Political Analysis.

Can teach undergraduate level courses on (1) Theories of International Relations,
(2) International Conflict, (3) Ethnic Conflict, (4) Politics of the Middle East, (5) In-
ternational Political Economy, (6) Comparative Public Policy, (7) Politics of Mars, (8)
Politics of Inequality, (9) Social Media & Politics, (10) International Political Economy.

Page 3 of 4



TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

ADDITIONAL
TRAINING

FIELDWORK

SKILLS

MEMBERSHIPS

REFERENCES

University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee

Instructor, Introduction to Political Science (in-person)
Instructor, Introduction to Political Science (in-person)
Instructor, Introduction to Political Science (online)

TA (for Hong Min Park), Introduction to Political Science,
TA (for Kristin Horowitz), Politics of the World Nations,
TA (for Kristin Horowitz), Morality, Conflict, and War
TA (for Kristin Horowitz), History of International Political Thought

Istanbul Sehir University

TA (for Irvin C. Schick), Mathematical Reasoning
TA (for Sinem E. Hatipoglu), Critical Thinking

ICPSR

Spring 2022
Fall 2021
Spring 2021

Fall 2020
2016-2020
Fall 2017, Fall 2019
2016-2018

Fall 2013
2014-2015

Summer 2020

MLE I-II, Survival Analysis, Multilevel Models, Causal Inference (EITM Certificated)

Istanbul Sehir University
In-Depth Interview Methodology

SETAV
Intensive Political Science Research

Istanbul Sehir University
Teaching Excellence Seminar

AL-DIWAN Arabic Center, Cairo, Egypt

Modern Arabic Education

Turkey (2 Months))

Fall 2014

Spring 2014

Fall 2013

Spring 2013

2021

Nationally Representative Survey Experiment (PI)

Turkey (1.5 Months)

2015

In-depth interviews with 30 local opinion leaders

Methods: Causal Inference, Survey Experiment, Conjoint Experiment, OLS, MLE,
Hierarchical Models, Survival Models, Elite Interview, Participant Observation

Software: R, STATA, IXTEX, Qualtrics

Language: Turkish (native), English (fluent), Arabic (intermediate)

APSA, MPSA, SPSA, WPSA

Ora John Reuter

Assoc. Professor of Political Science
University of Wisconsin — Milwaukee
P.O. Box 413 - Milwaukee, WI 53201
414-229-4221

reuteroQuwm.edu

Thomas Holbrook

Professor of Political Science
University of Wisconsin — Milwaukee
P.O. Box 413 - Milwaukee, WI 53201
414-229-4221

holbroot@uwm.edu
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Natasha Borges Sugiyama

Professor of Political Science
University of Wisconsin — Milwaukee
P.O. Box 413 - Milwaukee, WI 53201
414-229-4221

sugiyamn@uwm.edu
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