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ABSTRACT

During the last two decades, executive aggrandizement has emerged as one of the chief

threats to democratic regimes. In various countries, ranging from Turkey and Hun-

gary to Venezuela, elected incumbents used their democratic mandates to gradually

dismantle democratic institutions. Similar patterns of executive aggrandizement have

been visible even in an advanced democracy, the United States of America. Execu-

tive aggrandizement is facilitated by the consistent electoral support that incumbents

with authoritarian agendas enjoy. In order to understand this threat to the future

of liberal democracies, we first need to explain why voters support leaders eroding

democratic rights and freedoms in their countries.

This dissertation aims to bring a psychological perspective to the study of mass

support for executive aggrandizement. To establish a broad theoretical framework,

I offer the concept “affective political ties” as an umbrella term, including partisan

identities, partisan emotions, and affective polarization. Building on this framework

developed in the Introduction, I explore the conditions under which the strength of

affective political ties leads to democratic backsliding. My dissertation reveals how

interactions between various forms of affective political ties and political institutions

condition the relationship between the strength of affective ties and democratic ero-

sion.

This dissertation is formed of four empirical chapters, in addition to introduc-

tion and conclusion chapters. First two empirical chapters rely on online survey

experiments conducted in Turkey and Bolivia. My studies in Turkey demonstrate

that provoking partisan enthusiasm and anger increases support for executive ag-

grandizement among incumbent party voters. Importantly, however, this effect is not

universal. I fail to provoke partisan emotions among incumbent supporters in Bolivia

despite using the same experimental design. I argue that this difference is rooted in

diverging levels of partisan identification across these two countries.

Last two chapters broaden the theoretical and geographical scope of this frame-

work. In the third empirical chapter, I conduct a cross-national statistical analysis,

using the CSES data. This study finds that affective polarization is detrimental to

democratic institutions especially when voters polarize over their feelings towards the

ruling party. In the final empirical chapter, I demonstrate how incumbent parties can

use political narratives to build affective ties with their voters, relying on the study

of utopian developmentalist narrative in Turkey.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Several decades ago, most scholars and policy-makers were confident that the en-

tire world was moving towards a liberal democratic future. Looking at Figure 1.1,

which shows the trend of democratization between 1980 and 2005, it is not hard to

sympathize with that mood. Starting from the second half of 1970s, liberal democracy

spread all around the world for more than two decades. Yet, the march of democracy

halted several years after the beginning of the 21st century, and a new wave of auto-

cratization has arisen especially since 2010 (Freedom House, 2019).

Figure 1.1: Average democracy score across the world since the end of the Cold War
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Data are drawn from the Electoral Democracy Index included in VDem 10 Dataset.
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1.1 Third wave of autocratization and the role of electoral support

From a broader historical perspective, the current democratic recession was not

totally unexpected. As Huntington (1993) put it, the global diffusion of democracy

occurs through waves, and each wave of democratization eventually meets with a

certain degree of authoritarian backlash. Both in the interwar period and during

1960s various countries fell into authoritarian regimes, albeit briefly. The third wave

of autocratization, as Lührmann and Lindberg (2019) name the current period of

democratic backsliding, is milder in its degree compared to previous waves of auto-

cratization, and it is possible to interpret it as a “correction” following large-scale

democratic gains of the third wave of democratization even in countries lacking rele-

vant structural preconditions (Levitsky and Way, 2015).

Yet, there is something unique to the third wave of autocratization, and we need to

take that into account to have a full picture of the evolution of political regimes in the

world. During the 20th century, most democratic breakdowns occurred through coups

organized by non-democratic actors (Svolik, 2015). Incumbents, on their part, staged

auto-golpes to gain unchecked political power, dissolving the parliament at one stroke.

These forms of democratic breakdowns have become increasingly rare since the end

of the Cold War. Instead, democracies now die slowly, in the hands of incumbents

elected through free and fair elections. It is increasingly common to see elected

incumbents gradually dismantling democratic institutions and turning democracies

into competitive authoritarian regimes, relying on their consistent electoral support.

This form of democratic erosion, which is called executive aggrandizement (Bermeo,

2016), threatens even countries with relatively longer democratic histories, such as

Venezuela, India, and even the United States.

A paradigmatic case of gradual incumbent takeover is Turkey under Recep Tayyip

2



Erdogan’s rule (Bermeo, 2016; Laebens and Öztürk, 2020). Erdogan founded the Jus-

tice and Development Party (AKP) in 2001. In 2002, his party won general elections,

and he became the prime minister of Turkey. Back then Turkey was an electoral

democracy, although the military played a tutelary role and political and civil rights

of Kurdish actors were continually repressed. Under Erdogan’s rule, Turkey went

through a gradual period of democratic breakdown. Erdogan established personalistic

control over the party organization, media, courts, and nearly all other state institu-

tions. As Erdogan’s control over these institutions increased, the room for democratic

opposition narrowed to the extent that it became impossible to call Turkey a democ-

racy (Esen and Gumuscu, 2016). By 2019, Erdogan was emboldened enough to force

judicial institutions to repeat the municipal election in Istanbul, the biggest city of

Turkey, when his party lost the election with a slim margin.

The gradual breakdown of Turkish democracy was facilitated by the consistent

electoral support that the AKP enjoyed. Between 2002 and 2017, Erdogan’s party

party won five general elections and three local elections. The party never obtained

less than 40 % of votes in a general election, and Erdogan won presidential elections

twice, both times obtaining more than 50 % of votes in the first round. In the same

vein, AKP voters approved two constitutional referendums, which radically changed

Turkey’s institutional makeup, in 2012 and 2017. Each election and referendum

victory meant approval of Erdogan’s authoritarian tactics, further emboldening him

to attack democratic institutions.

Incumbent takeover that is facilitated by the consistent support of the electorate

is not unique to Turkey. During the last decade several Latin American countries

–most prominently Venezuela, Ecuador, and Bolivia, experienced a similar process

(Balderacchi, 2018). Victor Orban created an authoritarian regime at the center of

Europe relying on a similar playbook (Kaufman and Haggard, 2019). Most scholars

3



are afraid that Poland is following the same path. These patterns are traceable even

in the United States, under Trump’s rule.

There is not yet an established literature on causes of incumbent takeover attempts

and determinants of their success. Existing research reveals limitations of structural

factors, such as levels of economic development, in protecting against incumbents with

authoritarian agendas (Tomini and Wagemann, 2018; Sarfati, 2017). Some scholars

suggest that “power imbalances between opposition and incumbent” is the correct

framework for exploring cases of backsliding and breakdown (Tomini and Wagemann,

2018; Waldner and Lust, 2018). Yet, to the extent that our understanding of power

resources is limited to material resources, our explanations will not be enough to

understand the unfolding of democratic erosion.

This dissertation takes two steps to contribute to the existing literature on this

issue. First, it focuses primarily on mass behavior and attitudes. As explained above,

mass support plays an especially crucial role in facilitating the third wave of autoc-

ratization. Absent mass support, there can be no incumbent takeover (Balderacchi,

2018). Despite this, there has been no systematic treatment of electoral support for

executive aggrandizement yet. There are various works on mass support for consoli-

dated authoritarian regimes (Magaloni, 2006), but findings from this literature may

not apply to cases of autocratization through executive aggrandizement.

Second, this dissertation brings a psychological perspective to the study of au-

tocratization. More specifically, I explore how voters’ affective reactions to political

actors, broadly defined as “affective political ties,” influence the process of autoc-

ratization. This step represents a sharp divergence from the existing literature on

democratic erosion, which predominantly focus on materialistic explanations. My

dissertation reveals how affective political ties harm the health of democratic institu-

tions while also exploring the conditions under which we are most likely to see these
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effects.

1.2 Conceptualizing affective political ties

In order to study affective politics in comparative context, we first need to establish

a broad conceptual framework, which will allow a certain degree of abstraction for

comparative purposes. I offer “affective political ties” as the entry point for this

analysis.

“Affective political ties” refers to all kinds of psychological bonds, between voters

and political actors, that have either positive or negative valence. This umbrella

term covers, most prominently, positive and negative partisan identities, positive

and negative partisan emotions, affective polarization, and charismatic ties. There

are important differences between these forms of affective political ties, and I will

discuss these differences below in detail. In overall, however, they all include an

affective component, and they are closely related to each other. For example, affective

polarization arises from partisan identities (Iyengar et al., 2019) and partisan emotions

are highly correlated with partisan group identities (Huddy et al., 2018). Thus, it is

theoretically useful to group these ties together and contrast them to non-affective

forms of political ties.

As a whole, affective political ties can be contrasted to programmatic and clien-

telistic linkages between voters and political actors (Kitschelt, 2000). Programmatic

linkages refer to universal and non-selective goods that parties promise and provide.

They arise from policy or ideology based appeals of political actors. Clientelistic link-

ages, on the other hand, refer to selective and material incentives linking voters to

parties. These linkages ensure that the voter benefits from particular material goods

and services in exchange for her support for the party; in other words, voter supports

the party to access these goods and services.
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There is a large literature in political science that point to clientelistic or pro-

grammatic linkages to explain support for authoritarian regimes. Magaloni (2006)

argues that the PRI, which ruled Mexico from 1929 to 2000, could sustain its elec-

toral hegemony thanks to vote-buying and distribution of government transfers to

the poorest segments of the population. Esen and Gumuscu (2020) develop a sim-

ilar argument to explain voter support for Erdogan in Turkey. They contend that

the AKP successfully established a distributional coalition including a large-enough

group of voters and business-people. In return for the channeling of state resources,

these groups of voters support the AKP’s authoritarian agenda. Svolik (2019) argues

that partisan interests, which include voters’ preferences for specific economic and

social policies, can convince voters to abandon democratic principles. Svolik admits

that loyalties to the party and the leader matter too, yet, categorizing loyalty under

“partisan interests” prevents a serious engagement with the affective dimension.

In contrast to these approaches, this dissertation focuses on the role of affective

linkages. “Affective political ties”, as I name these linkages, refers to the feeling-based

experience that a political actor evokes in an individual. An affective engagement

with a political actor relies on physiological responses in the individual. For example,

Petersen et al. (2015) demonstrate that exposure to party logos leads to skin con-

ductance reactions and these physiological responses are closely related to observed

behavioral patterns in partisans.

Affective ties operate through principles different from clientelistic or program-

matic linkages. When we discuss clientelistic and programmatic linkages, we mostly

refer to a transactional relationship between the party and the individual. This re-

lationship is characterized by a rationalist cost-benefit analysis. Affective ties, on

the other hand, cannot be limited to this narrowly rationalistic framework as they

can lead to self-sacrificing behavior (Huddy et al., 2015) or decreased levels of blame
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attribution to certain political actors (Merolla et al., 2007).

Both political organizations and leaders can be the object towards which affective

political ties are directed. This dissertation is mostly about the the former, focusing

on feelings towards political parties. I only briefly refer to personalistic affective ties,

in the form of charisma, in Chapter 5 and in the Conclusion. This is an important

limitation: Personalistic affective ties and partisan affective ties are closely related to

each other, but they can have diverging outcomes on political systems.

My discussion of affective partisan ties in this dissertation revolve around the

three most common forms that these ties take in democracies: partisan identities,

partisan emotions, and affective polarization. Below, I introduce each of them and

explore how they are related to each other.

1.2.1 Partisan identities

Partisanship is defined as the enduring orientation of voters towards particular

parties (Blais et al., 2001). The stability of partisan attachments and their impact

on voter behavior is a well-documented empirical regularity. Yet there are two rival

theories on the origins and the nature of this enduring orientation. On the one hand,

rational theories of partisanship define partisan ties as the running tally of past evalu-

ations of party and leader performance (Fiorina, 1981; Johnston, 2006). According to

this perspective, partisanship is stable only because it requires a significant amount

of new information to cancel evaluations that had accumulated over the past.

A different perspective in partisanship literature points to the psychological bond

between voters and parties (Angus et al., 1960; Green et al., 2004). According to this

perspective, partisanship is rooted in the identification voters establish with politi-

cal parties. More recently, scholars relied on the Social Identity Theory to explain

party identification, arguing that identifying with the partisan group and believing
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the moral superiority of this group is central to partisan identification (Bankert et al.,

2017; Greene, 1999). In a series of research, Huddy et al. (2015, 2018) have demon-

strated that identity-based theories of partisanship better explain mobilization for

the party, compared to rationalist theories.

My understanding of partisanship in this dissertation is rooted in this second

approach. Partisanship is the affective bond between the party and the individual,

arising from the identification of the individual with the political party and supporters

of that political party. When an individual identifies with a political party, the party

becomes a part of the perception of the self. As Bankert et al. (2017) operationalize

this concept, a partisan feels insulted when someone criticizes the party, becomes

happy when the party receives successful results in polls, and uses “us” when referring

to other partisans. In countries with older party systems, scholars trace partisan

identification to early socialization period of individuals, when they are under the

influence of their family and close environment. In Chapter 5, I discuss how the

strength of partisan identification can also be traced to the political narratives spread

by ruling parties.

1.2.2 Partisan emotions

Emotions can be defined as physiological and mental responses to identifiable

stimuli deemed consequential for individual or group objectives (Miller, 2011, 577).

Affective response to a new situation takes the form of a specific emotion based on

the cognitive appraisal of several features of the situation, including threat level,

goal congruence, and personal agency. When we sense a threat, for example, we

feel anger if we are certain about the source of the threat, and we feel fear if we are

uncertain about its source or our ability to cope with it. In return, emotions influence

individuals’ behavioral reactions to the stimuli. Political psychologists have revealed
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that emotions have a significant effect on the processing of new information and

participation in politics (Albertson and Gadarian, 2015; Brader and Marcus, 2013;

MacKuen et al., 2010). Aware of the role that emotions play in politics, political

campaigns frequently try to influence voters’ emotions (Brader, 2005).

This dissertation explores the role of partisan emotions, which is directed at cer-

tain political actors. Partisan emotions rely on the cognitive appraisal of the political

environment with respect to certain dimensions, including congruity with political

goals, appraisals about the blame/responsibility of political actors, appraisals about

the partisan control over the situation, and the degree of certainty about these ap-

praisals. In this dissertation, I especially focus on partisan anger and enthusiasm.

Partisan anger potentially occurs when an individual senses a threat to partisan

goals, is certain about the source of that threat, believes that the threat is unfair,

and believes that she can deal with that threat. In response, partisan anger leads to

a confrontational political behavior, such as partisan mobilization. Partisan enthu-

siasm potentially occurs when an individual is certain that partisan goals are being

reached.

1.2.3 Affective polarization

Finally, affective polarization is the increasing distance among voters with respect

to their feelings towards political parties (Iyengar et al., 2012; Iyengar and Westwood,

2015; Lelkes, 2016).

Traditionally political scientists understood polarization primarily as an ideologi-

cal phenomenon. “Party system polarization,” which has been the most predominant

concept of polarization in comparative politics, refers to the ideological distance be-

tween political parties in a national party system (Sartori, 2005). There have also

been studies on “mass ideological polarization”, which is usually measured through
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the self-placement of respondents over the left-right spectrum (Dalton, 2006; Ezrow

et al., 2014; Jou, 2016).

Political scientists have always recognized the affective dimension; yet, they have

usually feel that it was not necessary to separate the affective dimension from the

ideological one. For example, in an early work, Sartori (1969) listed strong emotions

as an element of ideology. In a recent work, Handlin (2018) aggregates distance and

intensity to produce an aggregate measure of polarization.

In the last few years, however, it has been increasingly noted that political polar-

ization can occur without increasing distance over policy ideas or political ideologies.

Recent research in American politics literature, for example, has indicated that cur-

rent polarization in United States is essentially about the increasing dislike of other

party. In a different context, Somma (2016) has documented various periods of po-

litical polarization in 19th century Latin America when affective polarization was not

accompanied by ideological polarization. Scholars have also documented widespread

effects of affective polarization on both political and non-political phenomenon (Iyen-

gar et al., 2019). These findings require us to seriously evaluate the role of affective

polarization during periods of democratic decline.

1.2.4 Relations between forms of affective partisan ties

Affective component is a central characteristics that partisan identities, partisan

emotions, and affective polarization share. Yet, these three forms of affective polit-

ical ties diverge on various other dimensions. Most importantly, they are built on

different temporal backgrounds. Compared to partisan emotions and affective polar-

ization, partisan identity is a long-term phenomenon, and it is meant to be largely

stable throughout the life (Converse, 1969). They are formed mostly during the early

socialization period, under the influence of family and the close environment. At

10



certain points in life, partisans can feel close to political leaders from other parties

and they can even vote for them. Yet, partisan bonds should still assert its impact

on voter behavior as a separate factor.

Partisan emotions, on the other hand, are short-term and less stable affective

states, which arise in reaction to the most recent political developments. In line with

the definition of emotions, we would expect partisan emotions to be liable to shifts

in their intensity, in response to political events surrounding us.

Affective polarization is situated in between partisan emotions and partisan group

identities in terms of its durability. When we measure affective polarization, we really

compare the variation in the valence, i.e. like-dislike dimension, towards political

parties. Valence is a component of both partisan emotions and partisan identities, it

can also change in response to performance evaluations of parties and leaders. In other

words, affective polarization is probably an aggregate measure combining long-term

affective ties to parties with short-term performance evaluations.

As a parsimonious sociological model, we can argue that partisan identities func-

tion as the base upon which affective polarization and partisan emotions develop.

Partisan identities, rooted in historical cleavages and early socialization experiences

of individuals, facilitate the evoking of short-term affective reactions. For example,

to the extent that voters identify with a political party, they will give emotional reac-

tions to the events influencing that party’s political chances. Thus, strong partisans

are more likely to develop partisan emotions in response to threats to the party status

(Crigler and Hevron, 2017; Huddy et al., 2018; McDermott, 2018). I believe that this

model has significant explanatory power, especially for cross-national comparisons.

In Chapter 3, I use this model to explain the difficulty of evoking partisan emotions

in Bolivian voters compared with Turkish voters.

Yet, a sociological model will not do justice to the complex interactions between af-
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fective ties and the agency of political actors to build the affective landscape. Depend-

ing on the existing political environment, partisan identification, partisan emotions,

and affective polarization can go together, under the influence of political actors. I ar-

gue that dominant political narratives play the most important role here. Individuals

interpret political events through these narratives, which locate her life within a his-

torical framework. Narratives bring together events selected from past with a vision

for future, and they introduce a historical significance to the individual’s mundane

life. As such, they evoke partisan enthusiasm, they strengthen partisan identification,

and they trigger affective polarization. This narrative-based approach to the origins

of affective political ties is developed in Chapter 5, through the study of utopian

developmentalist narrative in Turkey. This political model is especially important to

understand how incumbents can instrumentalize affective politics during periods of

democratic backsliding.

1.3 Research Methodology and Case Selection

The central research question of this dissertation is the relationship between affec-

tive political ties and democratic erosion. More specifically, my goal is to document

how affective political ties help incumbents build mass support for their authoritarian

agendas.

In order to engage with this question, I follow a multi-methods research design

that brings together cross-national statistical analysis, comparative case studies, on-

line survey experiments, and qualitative discourse analysis. Each of these method-

ological tools provides a different capability to this research project. By using them

in combination with each other, this dissertation aims to develop an empirically rig-

orous perspective on the relationship between affective political ties and democratic

erosion. This perspective is deep, in terms of its analysis of causal mechanisms at the
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individual level, and broad, in terms of its cross-national generalizability.

In the following pages, I detail my research design and how I combine these

methodological tools. In Chapter 2 and 3, I implement a comparative case study,

comparing Turkey to Bolivia. These two countries are selected because they differ

in terms of the strength of affective political ties although they were both scenes of

executive aggrandizement attempts during the last decade. I use online survey exper-

iments in Turkey and Bolivia to analyze individual level causal mechanisms at work

in both of these two cases. To generalize findings from my comparative case study,

I use cross-national statistical analysis in Chapter 4. Finally, in Chapter 5, I con-

duct qualitative discourse analysis in Turkey, which provides a deeper understanding

of the origins and the nature of affective political ties. Chapter 5 complements the

framework developed in the previous chapter as it explains how incumbent parties

can produce and sustain affective political ties with their voters.

1.3.1 Comparative Case Study: Turkey and Bolivia

In the first step of my research, I conduct a comparative case study, comparing

two countries that are similar on many respects while having different values on

the independent variable, i.e. the strength of affective political ties. This method,

which is built on Mill’s well-known “method of difference,” can also be called as a

controlled comparison (George and Bennett, 2005, ch.6). Limiting the focus on only

two countries helps me to focus on the causal mechanisms between variables of interest

at this initial step of the dissertation.

The two countries that I select for my comparative case study is Turkey and Bo-

livia. These two countries share some important similarities. They are two middle

income countries that were ruled by populist leaders during the last decade. Both

Turkey and Bolivia have certain levels of historical experience with democratic gover-
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nance, but in neither of these countries a consolidated and stable democratic regime

ever emerged. Most importantly, these two countries fit with the “scope condition”

of this comparison: There was an attempt for executive aggrandizement during the

last decade in both countries. Both Evo Morales, who ruled Bolivia between 2006

and 2019, and Recep Tayyip Erdogan, who has been ruling Turkey since 2002, took

steps to monopolize state power and repress the civil, political, and media freedom

in the country.

Despite fulfilling scope conditions, these two countries differ with respect to the

value of the “independent variable”: the strength of affective political ties between the

aggrandizing party and its voters. Strong partisan identities underlie the relationship

between the ruling party AKP in Turkey and its voters; the share of partisans in

Turkey is significantly higher than even advanced democracies (Laebens and Öztürk,

2020). Bolivia, on the other hand, is lacking in this sense; the share of partisans in

Bolivia is lower than the average level in the world.

In addition to the independent variable, these two cases differ with respect to the

outcome variable as well. Erdogan’s attempts for executive aggrandizement have been

successful by all measures; it is now impossible to call Turkey a democracy. During

2016 and 2018, the AKP government undertook a massive purge in the bureaucracy

and jailed tens of thousands of opponents, including political party leaders. Relying

on popular support, the AKP changed Turkey’s parliamentary system into a super-

presidential one in 2017. This opened the path for Erdogan to stay in power as

the president until 2028. Erdogan easily won the presidential election in 2018. Evo

Morales, on the other hand, failed in his attempts to extend his stay in power. He ran

in the 2019 presidential election, despite the constitution and the referendum result.

He lost more than 20% of his support in this election, compared to the previous

presidential election, and could not secure a margin large enough to comfortably
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claim victory. Questions about election integrity, fomented by the thin-blade election

results and irregularities in the conduct of election, led to Morales’ removal from

power.

While controlled comparisons can be used to eliminate various alternative expla-

nations and develop a closer look at the potential causal mechanisms, they will not

be sufficient to make causal inferences. No cross-country small-n comparison is per-

fect; there is simply too much heterogeneity to control. This limitation applies to

the controlled comparison in this study as well. Turkey is significantly richer than

Bolivia, and it is better connected to the global economy. The AKP, the ruling party

in Turkey, is a right-wing party while MAS, the party that ruled Bolivia, is a left-wing

party. Bolivia and Turkey have emerged from different historical trajectories. Turkey

is heir to the Ottoman Empire, and it traditionally has had a strong state. Bolivia is

a more diverse and decentralized country. Finally, Bolivia has a presidential system,

while Turkey was ruled with a parliamentary system until 2017.

These limitations require scholars to combine controlled comparisons with within-

case analyses that can help revealing causal mechanisms (George and Bennett, 2005,

ch.8). There are various tools for within-case analyses; scholars can benefit from pro-

cess tracing, historical narratives, or quantitative analyses. In this dissertation, I con-

duct online survey experiments, in both Turkey and Bolivia, to reveal individual-level

causal mechanisms in each case. Experiments are the golden standard for internal

validity and causal inference. As such, individual-level analysis of causal mechanisms

supports the aggregate-level comparison between Turkey and Bolivia.

Survey experiments that I conduct in Turkey and Bolivia follow the same exper-

imental design. By manipulating affective states of the incumbent party voters, I

test how their support to the incumbent party’s authoritarian agenda changes. These

experiments follow the same logic with respect to the timing too. In both coun-
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tries, experiments were conducted during election periods, which were also scenes of

aggrandizement attempts. Building on these similarities, I compare the differences

between Bolivian and Turkish incumbent party voters’ support to incumbent parties’

authoritarian agendas.

1.3.2 Cross-national statistical research

The comparison between Turkey and Bolivia provides important insights on the

relationship between affective political ties and democratic erosion. However, can

we generalize from the experience of two countries? Do findings from Chapter 2

and 3 travel to other countries? In order to answer these questions, I conduct a

cross-national statistical analysis in Chapter 4.

Replacing country names with variables and producing general knowledge have

been the main goals in the discipline of political science (King et al., 1994; Teune and

Przeworski, 1970). Cross-national statistical analyses, also called as large-N studies,

has been the primary methodological tool for this pursuit. Studying a multitude of

countries at the same time increases the confidence that findings are generalizable

across time and space.

The limitations of regression analyses using long lists of explanatory variables is

well-known (see, Achen, 2005). It is difficult to make causal claims using observa-

tional data only, and adding several explanatory variables or using complex statistical

models will rarely be enough to control for the large differences at the country level.

However, when used in combination with other methods, such as experiments and

qualitative case studies, cross-national statistical analysis can still be useful to in-

crease our confidence in the generalizability of findings.

Motivated with this perspective, I use cross-national statistical analysis to test

findings from my controlled comparison. The data for this analysis come from the
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Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES). CSES surveys are conducted sev-

eral months after national elections, and they share a set of common questions. By

June 2018, the CSES online database included 174 different surveys from 55 countries,

conducted between 1996 and 2018 (Quinlan et al., 2018). CSES sample is formed pre-

dominantly of advanced democracies, but it also includes countries such as Thailand,

Peru, Kenya, and Albania. Turkey is also among the countries included in CSES sur-

veys. The diversity of this sample allows us to explore questions related to affective

politics with a broader geographical and temporal scope.

1.3.3 Qualitative Discourse Analysis

The first three empirical chapters of this dissertation explore the relationship

between affective political ties and democratic erosion, primarily relying on the use of

quantitative data. Both in the comparative case study and cross-national statistical

analysis, Turkey emerges as a case of strong affective ties and democratic erosion.

Yet, these analyses say little about the nature and origins of strong affective political

ties in Turkey. In order to engage with this question, I conduct a narrative analysis

in Chapter 5, which explores how the discourse of the ruling party in Turkey can

produce and sustain affective political ties. This chapter complements the framework

developed in this dissertation as it helps us to see how incumbents can manipulate

the affective landscape in a country.

Narrative analysis is a form of qualitative discourse analysis. Qualitative discourse

analysis aims to describe how various ideational elements are linked together and to

theorize what kind of effects these relations produce. The data might be all kinds

of verbal and nonverbal materials that are used to express and disseminate opinion.

Qualitative analysis of data necessarily limits the scope of the analysis and the number

of materials that can be analyzed; however, it allows a nuanced look that can capture
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more complex and less visible patterns, hence contributing especially to the theory

development. By carefully analyzing each piece of information, scholars of qualitative

discourse analysis infer broader meaning structures in the society, shared by groups

of people.

Years of scholarly research have revealed some patterns of meaning structures

that are common and widespread across societies; search for these patterns guides

qualitative discourse analysis. For example, scholars starting with the premises of

Laclau’s discourse analysis might explore how distinct verbal and nonverbal elements

are articulated in such a way that the political space is divided into two fronts over a

constitutive antagonism (Laclau, 2005). Narrative is another such pattern, in which

selected elements from the past, present and future are combined to create a temporal

story of collective agency. Narrative analysis explores shared narratives building

collective ideas and identities of a social group (Hammack and Pilecki, 2012).

In Chapter 5, I first analyze the discourse of the AKP to reveal discursive themes

that the party aimed to disseminate among the Turkish people. To ensure the system-

atic nature of the analysis, I limit my focus mainly to the AKP’s election campaign

in 2011. Having monopolized the political power in the country with the 2010 ref-

erendum, AKP abandoned all pretenses of “conservative democratic ideology” and

established a new, more aggressive, discourse in the 2011 election campaign. Based on

election posters, I document the broader narrative that the election campaign aimed

to convey. In the second part of this chapter, I explore how this narrative theme is

associated with affective reactions among the AKP voters. I use video data analysis,

relying on YouTube videos shared by the AKP voters at a specific historical moment,

to examine affective reactions among the AKP voters.
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1.4 Affective political ties and democratic decline: Findings and the outline

This dissertation reveals how affective politics facilitate incumbents’ attempts to

aggrandize their political power, but it also documents the factors that condition this

relationship.

In Chapter 2, I study how partisan emotions shape incumbent voters’ attitudes

towards autocratization, relying on two different survey experiments conducted in

Turkey. Incumbent voters are the most critical group to prevent attempts of incum-

bent takeover because, by definition, they are large enough to keep the incumbent in

power during the aggrandizement period. In other words, incumbent voters’ rejec-

tion of autocratization can save the democratic regime from authoritarian takeover

attempts.

Survey experiments from Turkey demonstrate that partisan anger and enthusiasm

can convince incumbent party voters to support authoritarian steps of the incumbent.

Voters who have higher levels of partisan anger are more likely to approve most

recent steps of autocratization even though they do not prefer authoritarian regime

in principle. Voters who have higher level of partisan enthusiasm, on the other hand,

do not engage with opposition’s complaints about the impending authoritarianism.

I believe that this finding reveals the logic of gradual incumbent takeover. In each

critical juncture, such as a referendum, incumbents like Erdogan can manipulate

partisan emotions to build mass support for their authoritarian agenda. They do not

need a voter group supportive of authoritarianism in principle, as long as they can

evoke partisan emotions.

Chapter 3 qualifies findings from the second chapter, and it reveals the interaction

between forms of affective political ties. This chapter builds on a survey experiment

conducted in Bolivia, which follows the design of the first survey experiment con-
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ducted in Turkey. Bolivia is selected as another case of attempted incumbent takeover

that is comparable to Turkey. The crucial finding of this experiment is that, although

I use the same survey design, I fail to replicate findings of the survey in Turkey. I

even fail to manipulate partisan anger in Bolivia in a statistically significant way, let

alone demonstrating the impact of partisan anger on political attitudes. I argue that

this failure to provoke partisan anger in Bolivia is grounded in the lack of strong par-

tisan identities in Bolivia. Thus, this chapter makes a contribution to the literature

by showing that manipulation of partisan emotions for political gains requires some

antecedent conditions.

In the fourth chapter, I extend the geographical scope of my research, studying the

role of affective polarization through a cross-national analysis. This chapter also takes

into account how affective polarization interacts with ideological polarization and the

institutional framework. I find that democracies are especially under threat when peo-

ple polarize over their feelings towards the executive. Affective polarization over the

incumbent fully mediates negative effects of ideological polarization on democratic

regimes, revealing the importance of affective political ties for democratic erosion.

Importantly, I also demonstrate that the distribution of political power moderates

the relationship between ideological and affective polarization; ideological polariza-

tion leads to affective polarization over the incumbent especially when constraints to

executive authority are weak.

The fifth chapter complements the framework developed in this dissertation. In

this chapter, I explore how the ruling party in Turkey uses political narratives to estab-

lish affective political ties with its voters. Despite the young age of its party system,

Turkey is one of the most affectively polarized countries in the world (Lauka et al.,

2018), and the strength of partisan group identities in Turkey is higher than many de-

veloped countries (Laebens and Öztürk, 2020). Most scholars explain widespread af-
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fective political ties in Turkey with reference to the secular-Islamist cleavage. Without

rejecting the role of historical structures, Chapter 5 aims to develop a narrative-based

framework to study origins of partisan affects. I demonstrate that the incumbent

party in Turkey has used the utopian developmentalist narrative in a skillful manner

to build affective political ties. Combining this chapter with previous chapters, in

which I demonstrate the impact of partisan emotions and affective polarization on

democratic backsliding, offers a general model to explain mass support for executive

aggrandizement in Turkey and beyond.

This dissertation reveals the significant role that affective political ties play during

periods of executive aggrandizement. More importantly, however, this dissertation

points to conditions under which these effects occur. In line with the ignorance of

affective politics in the political science literature for a long time, we know very little

about the interactions between forms of affective political ties and other institutional

and ideological factors. In the conclusion, I discuss these limitations in the existing

literature, contribution of this dissertation, and avenues for future research.
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Chapter 2

PARTISAN EMOTIONS AND SUPPORT FOR EXECUTIVE

AGGRANDIZEMENT IN TURKEY

Voter support for incumbents with authoritarian agendas is puzzling. Most voters

prefer democratic regimes (Kiewiet de Jonge, 2016), and they strongly dislike power-

hungry leaders (Kinder et al., 1980). Furthermore, emerging authoritarian regimes

diminish these very voters’ power to influence political outcomes. Why do voters

continue supporting incumbents with authoritarian agendas, then?

The existing literature on regime preferences focuses on political values and eco-

nomic interests to explain authoritarian regime preferences. None of these approaches,

however, helps us to understand support for executive aggrandizement. In this chap-

ter, I offer partisan emotions to explain how incumbents can build mass support for

their authoritarian agendas, despite democratic preferences of most voters.

The remaining part of this chapter is formed of four sections. First, I review the

literature on regime preferences and argue that a focus on affective political ties is

necessary. In the following two sections, I respectively explore the impact of partisan

anger and partisan enthusiasm on the behavior of incumbent supporters, using two

online survey experiments conducted in Turkey in Summer and Fall 2019. In the last

section, I discuss broader implications of my findings.

2.1 Explaining Voter Support for Executive Aggrandizement

To begin with, a vast literature in political science, going back to Easton (1957)’s

seminal work, considers “support for democracy” as a stable political value, assuming

that democratic values will guide voters to vote against authoritarian leaders (for a
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review, see Mattes, 2018). Most recently, Claassen (2020) has demonstrated that

voter support for democracy helps democracies survive.

This perspective does not help us to understand the third wave of autocratization,

because there are not significant differences, with regard to democratic values, be-

tween countries that have recently gone through executive aggrandizement and others

that have not. In Turkey, for example, the World Values Survey that was conducted

in 2012, when the country was going through a radical process of executive aggran-

dizement, found support for democracy at 77 %, which was on a par with established

democracies surveyed in the same wave. 1 This is not only about the discursive

appeal of the “D-word.” Even when scholars avoid abstract statements referring to

“democracy,” measuring committed support for the principle of power-sharing and

vertical accountability, they find similar results. For example, through an analysis of

LAPOP surveys conducted between 2006 and 2012, Kiewiet de Jonge (2016) demon-

strates that around 80 % of Latin American voters reject executive coups on courts

and congress. In Venezuela, which was going through a radical process of execu-

tive aggrandizement during those years, 83.2 % of voters rejected executive coups on

legislative branches.

A second strand of research posits that authoritarian systems enjoy genuine pop-

ular support as long as they can deliver material benefits to the citizens (Magaloni,

2006; Rose et al., 2011). There is a certain truth in this argument. It is no coincidence

that most successful aggrandizers of the last decade, i.e., Putin, Erdogan and Chavez,

all built their popular support during the era of fast economic growth in early 2000s

and their popularity declined during the economic recession of 2010s (Greene and

1Support for democracy was measured as the proportion of voters who answered the question
“How important is it for you to live in a country that is governed democratically?” with a score of
8/10 or higher. This proportion was % 88 in Sweden % 84 in Germany, % 77 in Turkey, % 75 in
Spain, % 73 in Chile, % 73 in South Korea, and % 72 in the United States.
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Robertson, 2019; Judah, 2013; Kalaycioğlu, 2008; Nadeau et al., 2013). Still, popular

support for these regimes survived economic crises, and significant aggrandizement

occurred after the end of economic boom period. In the case of Turkey, for example,

Erdogan supporters approved a constitutional referendum that changed Turkey’s par-

liamentarian system into a hyper-presidental one in 2017, amid an ongoing economic

crisis.

Most recently, scholars have pointed to the role of “partisanship” to explain voter

support for autocratization. Analyzing voter behavior during the above-mentioned

2017 constitutional referendum in Turkey, Aytaç et al. (2017) find that partisanship

largely explains the voting behavior of incumbent voters. Similarly, through an ex-

perimental study in Hungary, Ahlquist et al. (2018) demonstrate that voters follow

partisan cues to decide their vote on constitutional referendum changing the electoral

law (also see, Graham and Svolik, 2020). These works are promising, but there is still

a lot to explain. How and why do partisan ties explain voting for authoritarianism?

Is this simply cue taking in an overly technical topic, as rationalist theories of par-

tisanship suggest (Shively, 1979)? Or, does partisanship account for certain visceral

processes affecting our reasoning?

A focus on the role of partisan emotions offers a promising avenue to understand

why voters support aggrandizement. I argue that certain partisan emotions play

a significant role during periods of aggrandizement by convincing incumbent voters

to support authoritarian acts of the incumbent. Most incumbent voters, even in

countries like Turkey and Venezuela, are supportive of democratic principles. They

enjoy the power to choose who rules the country, and they are skeptical of power-

hungry leaders. Granted, they do not take opposition protests about impending

authoritarianism seriously in the beginning. Yet, as the authoritarian steps of the

ruling party become increasingly blatant, some of these voters hesitate to continue
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Figure 5.5: Screenshot image from an example video

Figure 5.6: People shooting the example video
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descriptions of the emotional state, such as “I am very proud today”, and vocal char-

acteristics of speeches, such as higher levels of pitch or frequent use of exclamations

and interjections (Mauss and Robinson, 2009). As I analyzed discursive themes, I

looked for narrative characteristics as introduced in the theory section above. For

example, I wanted to see whether supporters talked about the bridge as a service

that improves the quality of everyday life or as part of a narrative theme linking the

past and the present with the future.

It is important to note that these individuals in the videos may not represent

the entire AKP electorate. It is quite possible that these are core partisans, who

had already developed strong affective ties towards the AKP for reasons different

from AKP’s developmentalism. On the other hand, I argue that the emotional and

discursive reactions that we see in these videos are quite genuine. All of the videos

analyzed here were recorded by ordinary citizens; they were not produced by the

party organization or a media company. Thus, a study of these videos allows us to

explore a specific type of engagement with developmentalist utopian narratives.

In the following two subsections, I separately present my findings from the analysis

of affective and discursive content of these videos.

5.4.1 Affective content: Arousal, partisan enthusiasm, and partisan anger

To start with, these videos demonstrate that encounter with the Osman Gazi

Bridge strongly arouses AKP supporters. This is clear in expressions of awe, re-

peated words of exclamation and injection, heightened voice, and increased attention

to the environment. For example, the use of colloquial Arabic-origin words express-

ing amazement, such as “Allah Allah,” “Masallah,” “Subhanallah,” and “La ilahe

illalllah, Muhammeden Resullullah”, is common; we can see these in seven of these

videos. A typical example is: “Oh my God, look at that, oh my God, oh my God,
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what is this beauty, what is this beauty, there can be no such thing!” In another video,

we hear: “Hey Maasallah, hey Maasallah, look at that, look at that.” In eight other

videos, there exist repeated use of exclamation words, such as wow, hey, ay, ulan.

As AKP supporters constantly repeat words of surprise and shock, they express their

inability to believe what they see. In four other videos we see chanting or singing. In

others, some stressed words and higher levels of pitch reveal the arousal of supporters.

These moments of arousal are followed by enthusiastic praises of the bridge. Some

supporters in the videos carefully explore parts of the bridge, and then tell others

in the video how long the bridge is, how impressive the pillars are, how smooth the

asphalt is, or how sophisticated the workmanship is in a quite excited tone. In one of

the videos, the driver is so amazed that he starts praying, which lasts for more than

two minutes.

Arousal goes hand in hand with partisan emotions. Nearly all of the thirty videos

from the first group include partisan references; only in three videos do we not hear

any explicit partisan material. An interesting finding is that supporters overwhelm-

ingly mention Recep Tayyip Erdoğan as the constructer of the bridge and express

their gratitude to him; in twenty one videos we see direct mentions of Erdoğan. Sup-

porters in these videos refer to Erdoğan either with his first name, Tayyip, or with his

nickname, reis, meaning “the leader.” There are several videos in which supporters

repeatedly chant his name: “Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan.” One

of the supporters goes so far as praying to God to take from his life and give it to

Erdoğan. Another one thanks God for sending Erdoğan to them. Yet another thanks

Erdoğan’s mother for giving birth to him. As high arousal is coupled with high va-

lence, emotions of enthusiasm, joy, and thrill become quite clear in these videos. We

hear references to the AKP in six videos, yet these are much less emotionally laden.

This suggests that partisan affects evoked by the utopian narrative are associated
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more clearly with Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, rather than the AKP. Another striking

indication of this affective condition, i.e., high arousal and high valence, are videos

with partisan marches. In nearly one third of all videos, AKP supporters play high

volume, fast tempo, strong rhythm partisan marches as they drive over the bridge.

Another interesting finding from these videos is the frequent expression of negative

emotions towards opponents of the AKP. In total, eighteen of thirty videos include

references to the opposition party or its supporters. Hatred and anger, rather than

fear, are the most visible negative emotions in these videos. During the videos,

supporters quickly transition between their praises towards the AKP and insults

towards opponents. As they transition from praise to insults, their voice increases

and their speech becomes emphatic. Stressing each word, they narrate how much

harm opponents caused to the nation throughout history. More than half, i.e., 17 out

of 30, of these videos include insults to the opposition supporters, such as “traitors,”

“dishonorable people,” “ungrateful people,” “vampires exploiting the country,” and

“enemies of the people.” Several supporters say that they do not want CHP supporters

to use the bridge since they were against the bridge. One goes farther, wishing that

CHP supporters using the bridge fell into the sea and died. Several supporters, i.e.,

4 out of 30, make fun of CHP supporters for criticizing the bridge’s construction.

5.4.2 Discursive content: Utopian vision, historical significance, collective identity

A discursive analysis of these reaction videos shows that the Osman Gazi Bridge

is more than a bridge for the supporters in these videos; it is a symbol of the AKP’s

political narrative. Certainly, there are various references to direct material benefits

of the bridge to individuals. In thirteen of thirty videos we hear references relying on

everyday cost-benefit analysis, such as the new bridge’s positive impact on the traffic

congestion problem. Videos including references to a narrative framework, however,
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comprise more than half of all videos.

To start with, there are several direct references to the AKP’s utopian developmen-

talist narrative. Most strikingly, some supporters refer to “2023” as they encounter

the bridge. For example, feeling enchanted, one of the supporters says: “This is not

the half of it; wait until 2023.” Some others try to imagine the level of development

that the bridge will bring. One says, “There will be another Istanbul here.” In an-

other video, we hear “You know what, I cannot even imagine how this area will be

in ten years time.” Indicating how all developmentalist promises are closely tied to

each other, some other supporters start talking about other ongoing infrastructure

projects: “Let’s leave this aside. Third airport. Again, in Çanakkale, a huge new

bridge at the length of 3800 meter is being constructed.” Along with the imagination

of future development, we also see many people entertaining the current level of de-

velopment that became possible under the AKP rule: “They [parties before AKP]

could not even build a canal bridge, now they [AKP] are building a bridge over the

sea.”

As mentioned above, developmentalist narratives refer to the most advanced coun-

tries in the world to concretize the promise of development. Looking at the bridge

through this narrative perspective, AKP supporters in these videos feel the need to

compare the Osman Gazi Bridge with those in Europe and the United States. Several

speakers remind viewers that this is the fourth longest bridge in the world. A kid,

after his mother asks her what she thinks about the bridge, responds: “This is our

pride in the world.” In one of the videos, the driver, who has a relatively calm tone,

asks another passenger in the car: “How did you find this in comparison to those in

Europe?” Some others are more thrilled: “Wow, are we in Europe? Is this Frankfurt

or London?” asks one. Finally, there are those who are sure that the United States

and Europe would not be able to build a bridge like this: “Even America cannot do
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this, they will go crazy now.” exclaims yet another one.

As they drive over the bridge, people in these videos feel that they are experiencing

a historical moment. Given that producing the feeling of historical significance is

a crucial function of narratives (Bottici, 2007; Stavrakakis, 2002), this shows how

the AKP’s developmentalism functions as a narrative. For example, in one of the

videos mentioned above, a mother tells her kids that this is a day to be told to their

grandchildren. In many videos, supporters thank God for showing these days to them:

“My God, thank You for sending Tayyip [Erdoğan] to us so that we could see these

days.” They cannot believe that they are really are driving over that bridge: “Oh

my God, were we supposed to see these days?” This feeling of historical significance

is usually coupled with a counterfactual narrative; several people tell that others

[supporters of opposition parties] would not see this day even in their dreams. “They

[opponents of AKP] told it was impossible, but it [the bridge] happened,” says one.

Finally, there is a strong element of partisan group identity in these videos. Fre-

quent insults to AKP opponents, for example, suggest that opponents are seen as a

coherent group, different from AKP supporters (Iyengar et al., 2012). Partisan groups

are historicized as some AKP supporters argue that supporters of the CHP used to

exploit Turkey before the AKP came to power. A quite interesting finding, which

comes across several times in the videos, is that AKP supporters call this bridge “our

bridge”, distinguishing it from bridges over Bosphorus built by previous governments.

Some even say that “their bridge” is better than the others. Thus, one can see that,

AKP’s utopian narrative is articulated along with narratives of the past in a way that

strengthens perception of coherent groups (Scuzzarello, 2015, 182).
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5.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, I discussed the role of utopian narratives in shaping the affective

landscape in Turkey. First, I defined utopian and developmentalist narratives and

explained how these narratives are related to affective reactions. Building on this, I

demonstrated that the AKP heavily invested to establish a developmentalist utopian

narrative. Through video data analysis, I also explored how AKP partisans engage

with this narrative. This analysis revealed that the experience of utopian narratives is

an affective experience, filled with arousal, positive emotions towards Erdoğan and the

AKP, and negative emotions towards opposition supporters. The narrative themes

accompanying this affective experience include bright future, historical significance,

and collective identity. From a broader perspective, this chapter offered a political

framework that can explain how incumbent parties can establish affective ties with

their voters. This complements Chapter 2, in which I discussed how affective ties may

influence incumbent voters’ reasoning during periods of executive aggrandizement.

There are two important questions that go beyond the scope of this dissertation

and are left for future research. First, the research design in this chapter is not

suited to reveal what proportion of AKP supporters affectively react to the AKP’s

developmentalist narrative. Second, the empirical discussion is only limited to the

case of Turkey, hence this paper does not provide a comparative perspective that

can be used to explore historical and political conditions behind the emergence of

developmentalist narratives. Answering these questions is necessary to evaluate the

full extent of political narratives’ influence.
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Chapter 6

CONCLUSION

This dissertation relies on political psychology literature to explain the role vot-

ers’ feelings play during periods of democratic backsliding. In combining two distinct

fields of study, political psychology and political regimes, it offers novel insights in

both areas. In this last chapter, I summarize the contribution of this dissertation,

and I suggest directions for future research. The chapter is organized around three

themes: Affective political ties as an umbrella concept, taking context into consider-

ation when studying political affects, and democracy and political affects.

6.1 Affective political ties as an umbrella concept

Political science literature has largely shaped around the assumption of rational

voters. Until the last two decades, emotions did not have a place even in the political

psychology literature (Brader and Marcus, 2013). As a result of this, our knowledge

on the role of affects in politics stays limited. An especially important shortcoming

is that most of the literature is limited to the context of advanced democracies. This

dissertation extends the geographical and substantial focus in the political psychology

literature. As we climb the ladder of abstraction, however, it is necessary to develop

new terms that can travel across countries and contexts.

In order to develop a broader framework to study affective politics, I offered

to use “affective political ties” as an umbrella concept. As explained in Chapter

1, this concept brings together all forms of psychological attachments that include

positive or negative valence towards a political actor, be it a political party or a
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leader. Affective political ties should be contrasted to clientelistic, ideological, or

programmatic political ties, which are all characterized with a transactional logic and

material expectations from the political actor.

“Affective political ties” refers to a broad range of affective attachments, and

it is necessary to study how these attachments are related to each other as well.

An important distinction between affective political ties is the object of affective

attachment. In this dissertation, I studied affective partisan ties: partisan identities,

partisan emotions, and affective polarization. However, affective ties to the leader,

which is called charismatic ties, also play a significant political role, especially in

countries with less developed party systems. Chapter 5, in which I explore origins

of partisan ties, offers some insights on the relationship between charismatic ties and

partisan ties. Analysis of video recordings demonstrate that when AKP supporters

refer to Erdogan, they express a higher level of affective arousal, compared to their

references to the AKP. It might be the case that charismatic ties in Turkey underlie

partisan affects that we have discussed in the context of Turkey. We need more

research to reveal how partisan and personalistic affective ties are related to each

other.

6.2 Taking the context into consideration when studying political affects

As mentioned above, the existing literature on emotions and partisan identities

have mainly been limited to the context of advanced democracies. Yet, these countries

have unique political and institutional features, such as well-established party systems

and liberal democratic institutions guaranteeing minority rights. A necessary task

ahead of us is to explore how political, social, and institutional contexts shape the

effects of affective political ties. This dissertation offers important insights in this

sense.
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In Chapter 2, I demonstrated how partisan emotions can lead to support for

executive aggrandizement among incumbent voters, even when these voters still pre-

fer democratic regimes over autocratic ones. Importantly, however, our analysis in

Chapter 3 demonstrated that this finding does not travel to Bolivia, another case of

attempted executive aggrandizement. I explained this difference with respect to the

difference in the strength of partisan identification across countries, arguing that ex-

isting partisan ties makes the evocation of partisan emotions easier, which then have

unique effects on individuals’ reasoning during periods of democratic erosion. This

comparison demonstrates that we should be careful when generalizing from survey

experiments, and findings should always be contextualized. Turkey is currently one of

the most affectively polarized countries in the world (Lauka et al., 2018), with levels

of partisanship higher than the oldest democracies (Laebens and Öztürk, 2020). The

current intensity of the affective ties in Turkey makes it easier to evoke consequential

emotional reactions from voters.

This finding is line with what Phoenix (2019) shows through the comparison of

racial groups in the United States: groups can differ in whether they will react to

certain stimulus in an emotional way and what kind of political behaviors their emo-

tional reaction will lead to. Emotional reactions are built on enduring collective

goals, expectations, and narratives. As we study affective reactions across different

countries, there is no reason to assume that we will reach straightforward universal

generalizations. Instead, we should constantly explore how contextual factors condi-

tion the effects of affective political ties. This is not an easy task. Few cross-national

surveys include survey items that can be used to study affective political ties in depth,

and statistical tests that include interaction effects require large sample sizes that are

difficult to collect in less developed countries. Still, political scientists do need to take

the context into account before making any kinds of general inferences about affective
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ties.

Chapter 4 also offered important insights on the role of context in shaping the

relationship between the strength of affective political ties and democratic erosion.

Unlike Chapter 2 and 3, this chapter relied on the analysis of aggregate data from

more than 50 countries. This allowed us to take into account the role of institutional

and aggregate level variables as well. First, our analysis in this chapter demonstrated

that mass affective politics harm democracies only when voters are polarized over their

feelings to the incumbent party. Affective polarization towards the opposition party

does not have the same influence with affective polarization towards the incumbent

party. Another interesting finding from this chapter was the role of constraints on

the executive. Ideological polarization leads to affective polarization especially when

contraints to executive authority is weak. This finding suggests that one way to keep

affective polarization under control is to establish a system of checks and balances that

guarantee a certain degree of power-sharing among winners and losers of elections.

6.3 Democracy and political affects

Finally, this dissertation contributes to the literature on democratic erosion by

documenting some of the negative impacts of affective political ties on democratic

institutions.

The literature on political regimes, which explore questions such as democratiza-

tion, democratic breakdown, and mass support for authoritarianism, have been silent

about the role of political affects for a long time. Most scholars in the literature relied

on economic explanations to understand these processes (Acemoglu and Robinson,

2006; Magaloni, 2006), and only recently scholars are applying emotions to explore

mass support for authoritarianism (Marcus et al., 2019). My dissertation contributes

to this emerging literature by demonstrating the need to focus on political affects to
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understand the role of mass behavior during periods of executive aggrandizement. In

Chapter 2, I documented that incumbent voters are more likely to support steps of

autocratization when they feel anger at the opposition party or enthusiasm for the

ruling party. When incumbent voters lose their enthusiasm, for example because they

think about the problems the country is going through, they withdraw their support

for aggrandizement. In Chapter 4, I demonstrated that when voters polarize over

their feelings towards the ruling party, what follows is democratic decline.

My findings should not lead to the conclusion that strong affective ties are always

detrimental to democratic institutions or that incumbents can easily manipulate par-

tisan affects to promote their authoritarian agendas.

To start with the latter, there are strong limitations to the discursive power of

incumbents. Chapter 3 discussed historical and institutional limitations in Bolivia,

which resulted in weak partisan ties. Even in Turkey, however, the AKP government

cannot always rely on partisan emotions to sustain its rule. Emotions do not last

forever; human beings are quite capable at regulating their emotions and adjusting

their expectations. Arguably, partisan anger can reproduce itself to a certain extent,

through the incivility of partisan groups towards each other. This is especially the

case when partisanship is rooted in deep social cleavages. A significant portion of

the AKP supporters in Turkey were angry at the main opposition party because of

the behavior of opposition partisans. Yet, the opposition party’s political strategy

during the last few years has been decreasing polarization in the country; the slogan

of the opposition candidate in the Istanbul election was “radical love” (Esen and

Gumuscu, 2019). In such an environment, the incumbent may find it difficult to

sustain partisan anger forever. It may be even harder to sustain voters’ enthusiasm.

Building a bright vision for the future, economic development, domestic political

victories and an aggressive foreign policy may help the incumbent to gain enthusiastic
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support from voters, as demonstrated in Chapter 5. However, enthusiasm eventually

ebbs away as people adjust their expectations accordingly. For example, Greene

and Robertson (2019) demonstrate that the annexation of Crimea by the Russian

state created an enthusiasm boost in Russia, significantly improving Putin’s approval

ratings. Yet, even the effects of this major event lasted for two years, and then

completely evaporated.

We should also be careful not to conclude that we need a dispassionate form of

politics to sustain the democratic equilibrium. To the contrary, opposition parties

need to evoke enthusiasm and anger among their own supporters, especially under

competitive authoritarian regimes. These emotions can substitute for the lack of

material resources, and they can help mobilizing people against the emerging author-

itarian rule. In fact, opposition parties in Turkey won local elections in Istanbul and

Ankara despite the AKP’s widespread use of state resources, mainly because they

could imbue voters with a sense of enthusiasm and hope. Relying on these feelings,

thousands of opposition voters voluntarily organized on the election day to prevent

election fraud.

These two points lead to the conclusion that affective political ties can influence

the outcome of executive aggrandizement in many different ways, and we should

always avoid broad and hasty generalizations.
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APPENDIX A

APPENDIX FOR CHAPTER 3: MEASURING PARTISAN IDENTIFICATION
USING CSES VERSUS LAPOP

As we use LAPOP questions to measure partisanship, there are two important

points to keep in mind. First, the wording of the LAPOP partisanship question is

not in complete fit with the theory of partisanship. The question is formulated as “

¿En este momento, simpatiza con algún partido poĺıtico?” This can be translated to

English as “Do you currently identify with a political party?” If partisanship will be

meaningful as a concept, we should assume that it is a stable phenomenon. This is

why CSES questions include “usually” when they ask about party identification. By

using “currently,” LAPOP questions may be shifting the attention towards current

evaluations of parties. There is no reason to assume that, however, this form of the

question necessarily underestimates the proportion of partisans.

Another issue to consider is that CSES surveys are fielded when partisan ties are

at their strongest. These are post-election surveys, fielded several weeks after the

election. Recent research has demonstrated that election cycles strengthen partisan

ties (Singh and Thornton, 2019). LAPOP surveys, on the other hand, are rarely

fielded right after elections. In this sense, LAPOP surveys will underestimate the

proportion of partisans, compared to post-election surveys such as CSES or ANES.

To have a sense of the difference in terms of outcomes, I compare partisanship

proportions in countries included in both surveys in Table A.1 on the next page.
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Table A.1: CSES - LAPOP comparison

Country Percentage of Partisans (Survey Year)

Argentina (CSES) 42 (2015)
Argentina (LAPOP) 26 (2014) 20 (2016-17)

Brazil (CSES) 33 (2006) 48 (2010) 25 (2014)
Brazil (LAPOP) 34 (2006) 31 (2010) 23 (2014)

Chile (CSES) 35 (2005) 26 (2009)
Chile (LAPOP) 26 (2006) 21 (2008) 10 (2010)

Mexico (CSES) 56 (2006) 56 (2009) 45 (2012)
Mexico (LAPOP) 49 (2006) 32 (2008) 29 (2010) 36 (2012)

Peru (CSES) 39 (2006) 48 (2011) 37 (2016)
Peru (LAPOP) 30 (2006) 21 (2010) 16 (2012) 16 (2016-7)

Uruguay 77 (2009)
Uruguay (LAPOP) 50 (2008) 66(2010)

Turkey (CSES) 72 (2011) 73 (2015)
Bolivia (LAPOP) 27 (2008) 33 (2010) 16 (2012) 26 (2014) 17 (2016) 19 (2019)

Table A.1 clearly demonstrates that LAPOP surveys underestimate the proportion

of partisans. However, this difference is not large, especially if both surveys are

conducted in the election year. In Mexico, Peru, and Brazil, where several LAPOP

surveys are conducted in election years, the difference is less than 10 points, with the

exception of 2010 elections in Brazil.

2014 and 2019 LAPOP surveys in Bolivia were conducted in election years, which

means that we can expect margin of difference between CSES and LAPOP to be

lower. Furthermore, the proportion of partisans in Bolivia is quite low, even when

we take into account the difference between LAPOP and CSES surveys. In no other

LAPOP surveys, we see a proportion lower than 20 % in an election year, as it is

the case in Bolivia in 2019. This gives confidence about my claims in Chapter 3,

regarding the weakness of partisan ties in Bolivia.
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APPENDIX B

APPENDIX FOR CHAPTER 3: MEASURING ANGER TO OPPOSITION

CANDIDATE

The survey experiment in Chapter 3 manipulated partisan emotions towards the

“right-wing political parties and politicians” in Bolivia. It might be argued that

the presidential nature of Bolivian political system requires attention to opposition’s

presidential candidates too. Due to this concern, I collected another sample, in which

I manipulated emotions towards the opposition’s main candidate in the presidential

election of 2019, Carlos Mesa. As such, Table B.1 presents results of the regression

model testing whether the anger treatment has successfully manipulated partisan

emotions towards Carlos Mesa among incumbent party voters in Bolivia. We do not

see a statistically significant effect for any of the emotions.

Table B.1: Manipulation check: Manipulating anger to the opposition candidate in
Bolivia

Anger Anger Fear Fear Enthusiasm Enthusiasm
(Full model) (Full model) (Full Model)

Treatment: Anger to Opposition 1.514 1.423 0.0213 0.107 -0.318 -0.448
Base: Daily Routine (0.056) (0.080) (0.976) (0.882) (0.732) (0.619)
N 173 167 173 167 172 167

p-values in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Figure B.1 presents results of the regression model testing this treatment’s ef-

fect on support for authoritarianism. Results are the same with those presented in

Chapter 3: the treatment does not have any effect on support for the incumbent’s

authoritarian agenda.

Figure B.1: Effects of anger towards opposition candidate on attitudes towards au-
tocratization in Bolivia

DV: Fourth Term is Fair

DV: Limit opp. activities

DV: Permit opp. campaign

DV: Repeat elections if opp. wins

DV: Ban opp. candidates

DV: Executive coup is OK -1

DV: Executive coup is OK - 2

-1 -.5 0 .5 1
Controls: Age, Education, Income, Gender, Partisanship. CI:95
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APPENDIX C

APPENDIX FOR CHAPTER 4: ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

In this section, I presents results of the regression models used as robustness checks

for the analysis in Chapter 4.

In the first robustness check, I use Polity and Freedom House scores as dependent

variable, instead of electoral democracy index from V-Dem. The negative effect of af-

fective polarization over the incumbent becomes even more substantial and significant

with these dependent variables.

In Robustness Check 2, I use different temporal specifications in the dynamic

model. Rather than regressing democracy scores at t+3 over democracy scores at t-

1, I regressed democracy scores at t+2 over democracy scores at t-1, democracy scores

at t+3 over democracy scores at t, and democracy score over t+4 over democracy

score at t. The effect of affective polarization over the incumbent is weakest, in terms

of coefficient size, when we attempt to predict democracy score at t+2. This must

be because the negative effects have not yet accumulated enough by the end of the

second year after elections. Even in this case, however, all models are significant at

0.05 significance level.

In Robustness Check 3, I use a slightly different operationalization of affective

polarization over the incumbent. Rather than defining extreme feelings as 0, 1, 9,

and 10, I defined extreme values as 0, 1, 2, 8, 9, and 10. This operationalization is the

same with Lauka et al. (2018)’s operationalization. Coefficient sizes of incumbent po-

larization score are slightly smaller because this operationalization is less successful at

distinguishing extremely polarized voters from moderate voters. However, coefficients

are still significant at 0.01 significance level across all three models.
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1 

Robustness Check 3: Incumbent Polarization Differently Measured 
 Democracy at t+3 Democracy at t+3 Democracy at t+3 
    
Democracy at t-1 0.47*** 0.51*** 0.40*** 
 (0.10) (0.11) (0.08) 
    
Incumbent Polarization       -0.18*** -0.20*** -0.14** 
 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
    
Regime Age 0.17 0.17 0.19 
 (0.12) (0.11) (0.12) 
    
GDP per capita -0.01 0.02 -0.05 
 (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
    
Party Fragmentation  -0.13  
  (0.07)  
    
Presidentialism  0.14  
  (0.09)  
    
Proportional System  0.13  
  (0.08)  
    
Ethnic Fractionalization   -0.20* 
   (0.10) 
    
Religious 
Fractionalization 

  0.15 

   (0.09) 
    
Population   -0.14 
   (0.09) 
Observations 132 131 130 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
 

120



In Robustness Check 4 and 5, I use different statistical models. In the fourth

robustness check, I cluster standard errors, instead of a mixed effects model. This

reduces the statistical power of the model. Incumbent polarization score is significant

in only one out of three models; other polarization variables are not significant in any

of the models. Still, affective polarization over the incumbent seems to be a better

predictor than other polarization variables.

In Robustness Check 5, I use a fixed effects model. This is a more conservative

test because it limits variation to observations from the same country. This model

has a lower explanatory power to explain the lagged dependent variable since the

variation is limited to within case analysis. Even in this model, we find that the

affective polarization over the incumbent is significant at 0.01 level. Effect sizes range

from -0.16 to -0.21.
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Robustness check 6, presented on this page, uses clustered standard errors, rather

than a mixed effects model, to test determinants of incumbent polarization. Results

are similar to Figure 4.6 in Chapter 4. The interaction of party system polarization

with executive constraints and legislative constraint variables are significant at 0.01

significance level. The interaction between party system polarization and judicial

constraint, on the other hand, has a p value of 0.076.

 

Robustness Check 6 (Clustered Standard Errors): Determinants of Incumbent Polarization 
 IP IP IP 
GDP per capita -0.040*** -0.035** -0.028*** 
 (0.009) (0.010) (0.007) 
    
Regime Age 0.011 0.009 0.011 
 (0.007) (0.008) (0.007) 
    
Presidentialism 0.012 0.018 0.010 
 (0.008) (0.010) (0.010) 
    
Proportional System -0.001 -0.005 0.001 
 (0.009) (0.009) (0.008) 
    
Party Fragmentation -0.002 0.001 -0.003 
 (0.008) (0.007) (0.008) 
    
Ethnic Fractionalization 0.015 0.013 0.010 
 (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 
    
Religious Fractionalization -0.008 -0.007 -0.003 
 (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 
    
Population 0.013 0.007 0.017 
 (0.008) (0.008) (0.010) 
    
Party System Polarization 0.138** 0.113*** 0.107* 
 (0.044) (0.028) (0.047) 
    
Constraints (Polity) 0.028   
 (0.014)   
    
Party System Polarization # 
Constraints (Polity) 

-0.017**   

 (0.006)   
    
Legislative Constraints  0.218  
  (0.115)  
    
Party System Polarization # 
Legislative Constraints 

 -0.112**  

  (0.033)  
    
Judicial Constraints   0.018 
   (0.130) 
    
Party System Polarization # 
Judicial Constraints 

  -0.097 

   (0.054) 
Observations 128 134 134 
Standard errors in parentheses * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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APPENDIX D

APPENDIX FOR CHAPTER 5: YOUTUBE LINKS FOR VIDEOS

In the following three pages, URL links and further information are provided for

30 videos that are analyzed in Chapter 5. This list was created on September 21,

2017. Some of the videos might have been removed from YouTube since then.
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Table D.1: Videos analyzed for Chapter 5

1 Title of the video: ”OSMANGAZİ KÖPRÜSÜ”nden Geçen Kamyoncu (Süper) :D
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mNFH2JDkLbI
Publisher: Muhammet Türkyılmaz
Publishing Date: 2-Jul-16
Views 14498

2 Title of the video: Osmangazi Köprüsü açıldı. Bizde geçtik. 01.07.2016
Link https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NBuyh6B1Dyo
Publisher: Her Telden
Publishing Date: 1-Jul-16
Views: 14286

3 Title of the video: Orhan gazi körfez köprüsü ilk geçiş
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iiFzj7CGMYg
Publisher: ekrem karaduman
Publishing Date: 12-Jul-16
Views: 4462 views

4 Title of the video: OSMAN GAZİ KÖPRÜSÜ-2016
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rXGUZiZYbRc
Publisher: Muhammed Bulut
Publishing Date: 9-Jul-16
Views: 427 views

5 Title of the video: Osmangazi köprüsü süper
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GA0aHUQUC4s
Publisher: Yasin Pamuk
Publishing Date: 30-Jun-16
Views: 419 views

6 Title of the video: Osmangazi Köprüsü Vatana ve millete Hayırlı olsuz. ZORUNA GİDEN GEÇMESİN DELİKANLI OLSUN
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kycqjaCwLM0
Publisher: Ahmet bayraktar
Publishing Date: 7-Jul-16
Views: 111 views

7 Title of the video: Osman Gazi köprüsü
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kdpCyn3Igeo
Publisher: Mehmet Koylu
Publishing Date: 7-Jul-16
Views: 77 views

8 Title of the video: Mehter marşı eşliğinde osman gazi köprüsü
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FWlbe6o1Zp0
Publisher: Mevlut Guzey
Publishing Date: 7-Jul-16
Views: 151 views

9 Title of the video: Osmangazi Köprüsü
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FEcBWp7lkh8
Publisher: Kafkas Kartalı
Publishing Date: 9-Jul-11
Views: 52 views

10 Title of the video: OSMAN GAZİ KÖPRÜSÜ GECE GEÇİŞİ
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=utbVb2aSIJw&t=119s
Publisher: Serhat Turan
Publishing Date: 4-Jul-16
Views: 856 views
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Table D.2: Videos analyzed for Chapter 5

11. Title of the video: Osman gazi köprüsü
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RMr4 4NlgKo
Publisher: Abdulbasit Yazıcı
Publishing Date: Jul 4, 2016
Views: 83 views

12. Title of the video: osmangazi köprüsü hizmetin hası
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cRuNpR6Jt7g
Publisher: Nuh BEKTAŞ
Publishing Date: July 4, 2016
Views: 293 views

13. Title of the video: osmangazi köprüsü
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kW9jBU5f86Q
Publisher: yasin kambur
Publishing Date: Jul 5, 2016
Views: 174 views

14. Title of the video: Osmangazi köprüsü
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mZ48iKQAobQ
Publisher: Minişler ve Biz
Publishing Date: Jul 9, 2016
Views: 42 views

15. Title of the video: Osman gazi köprüsü
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JoWbiDhCQio
Publisher: HAKAN BAŞ
Publishing Date: Jul 7, 2016
Views: 32 views

16. Title of the video: işte osmangazi köprüsü mehter marşı ile :))
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YX2tleSW5eI
Publisher: Davut Ustun
Publishing Date: Jul 6, 2016
Views: 204 views

17. Title of the video: Osmangazi köprüsü. Dombıra
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FbgEY1MUMS0
Publisher: Ercan Alkan
Publishing Date: Jul 6, 2016
Views: 233 views

18. Title of the video: TÜRKÜN KÖPRÜSU OSMANGAZİ KÖPRÜSU
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BlZcms6vMl4
Publisher: Osman Demir
Publishing Date: Jul 7, 2016
Views: 52 views

19. Title of the video: Osman gazi köprüsü onlar konuşur akp yapar
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BwrygWj1vlo
Publisher: Gülçin Sevgili
Publishing Date: Jul 6, 2016
Views: 57 views

20. Title of the video: Dünyanın en uzun köprülerinden OSMAN GAZİ KÖPRÜSÜ ALLAH TAYİP ERDOĞANI başımızdan eksik etmesin.
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Hw3tt5jRXwQ
Publisher: şevket çalıkuşu
Publishing Date: Jul 2, 2016
Views: 47 views
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Table D.3: Videos analyzed for Chapter 5

21. Title of the video: 3 Temmuz 2016 OSMANGAZİ KÖPRÜSÜ
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TYyvw0xsMuc

Publisher: RECEP TAYYİP ERDOĞAN
Publishing Date: Jul 3, 2016
Views: 108 views

22. Title of the video: Osmangazi köprüsü ilk geçişimiz
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EKBzM-0KSRU
Publisher: uğur Kabil
Publishing Date: Jul 5, 2016
Views: 26 views

23. Title of the video: Osmangazi Köprüsü
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tS4K7TtVGN8
Publisher: mustafa topaloğlu
Publishing Date: Jul 5, 2016
Views: 47 views

24. Title of the video: Osmangazi köprüsü
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Pe5A5fepJZI
Publisher: zonguldak lı
Publishing Date: Jul 5, 2016
Views: 77 views

25. Title of the video: Osman Gazi köprüsü ınstagram yalcincoban02
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ji4e3XLyVnY
Publisher: Yalcin Coban
Publishing Date: Jul 4, 2016
Views: 142 views

26. Title of the video: Osman gazi köprüsü. Allah bin kere razı olsun bu millet için çalışanlara
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AlRJDOWOZ1g
Publisher: Halil Gul
Publishing Date: Jul 4, 2016
Views: 54 views (Unavailable)

27. Title of the video: RTY#Osman gazi#köprü#Mzl
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bo84lJh0miw
Publisher: Mehmet Zeki Lazoglu
Publishing Date: Jul 7, 2016
Views: 84 views

28. Title of the video: Osmangazi koprusu neşet kara
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LrwlZQNGHsw
Publisher: Neşet Kara
Publishing Date: July 4 2016
Views: 287 views

29. Title of the video: Osman gazi köprüsü ilk görüntüler
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KdPs-y sE5c
Publisher: Yılmaz Akar
Publishing Date: Jul 4, 2016
Views: 85 views

30. Title of the video: OSMAN GAZİ KÖPRÜSÜ.
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sN 6OeayVEI
Publisher: özdemir ArıÇiftliği mehmet özdemir
Publishing Date: Jul 3, 2016
Views: 619 views
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Selçuk, O., “Strong presidents and weak institutions: populism in Turkey, Venezuela

and Ecuador”, Southeast European and Black Sea Studies 16, 4, 571–589 (2016).

Shively, W. P., “The development of party identification among adults: Exploration

of a functional model”, American Political Science Review 73, 4, 1039–1054 (1979).

143



Singer, M., “Delegating away democracy: How good representation and policy suc-

cesses can undermine democratic legitimacy”, Comparative Political Studies 51,

13, 1754–1788 (2018).

Singh, S. P. and J. R. Thornton, “Elections activate partisanship across countries”,

American Political Science Review 113, 1, 248–253 (2019).

Skonieczny, A., “Emotions and political narratives: Populism, trump and trade”,

Politics and Governance 6, 4, 62–72 (2018).

Small, D. A., J. S. Lerner and B. Fischhoff, “Emotion priming and attributions for

terrorism: Americans’ reactions in a national field experiment”, Political Psychol-

ogy 27, 2, 289–298 (2006).
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