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HIGHER EDUCATION AND  
DEMOCRATIC-LIBERTARIAN ATTITUDE:  

AN EVIDENCE FROM TURKEY1

Semih Eker2

Melek Eker3

ÖZET

B
u çalışma yüksek öğretimin demokratik-liberteryen davranışa etkisini incelemektedir. Öğren-
cilerin hak ve özgürlüklere yönelik desteği bu konuda bir gösterge olarak kabul edilmiştir. 
Çalışmanın temelini oluşturan anket Uludağ Üniversitesi İktisadi ve İdari Bilimler Fakültesi 

öğrencileri arasında yapılmıştır. Sonuçlara göre, demokratik-liberteryen davranış üst sınıflarda olan ve 
başarılı olan öğrencilerde diğerlerine göre daha yüksektir. Bu çerçevede sonuçlar eğitimin demokratik-lib-
erteryen davranışı olumlu etkilediğini göstermiştir. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yüksek Öğretim, Demokratik Kişilik, Demokratik-liberteryen davranış.
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ABSTRACT

T his study examines the effect of higher education on democratic-libertarian attidude. For 
this aim, students’ support for democratic civil rights and liberties are accepted as an indi-
cator. The survey based on this study made among the students of Uludağ University Eco-

nomics and Administrative Sciences Faculty in Turkey. According to the results we can generally comment 
on this, more democratic-libertarian attitude is seen at upper classes and also successful students are more 
democratic-libertarian than others. The results are consistent with the classical argument that education 
affects democratic-libertarian attitude positively. 

Keywords: Higher Education, Democratic Personality, Democratic-libertarian attitude
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1. INTRODUCTION

T he freedom of choice and election of the individuals, the freedom and fairness of the 
elections based on the rule of law, the independence and jurisdiction of the legislative, 
executive and judicial bodies representing the state, the expression (protest, demonstra-

tion and march) are the standards of contemporary democracy. The fact that society with democratic 
culture that includes democratic principles, procedures and attitudes in a large majority and under 
all circumstances makes these standards permanent and inclusive. 

Democracy is becoming stronger in countries where the rule of law and justice are reflected in 
social life. As a matter of fact, many authors think that democracy is a system that can not be reduced 
only to existence of political institutions, but depends on democratic qualities and tendencies of vast 
majority of citizens (Will Kymlicka & Wayne Norman, 1994: 283-284). If most people do not give 
their support, there will be no democratic system based on human rights and individual freedom.

The concrete state of this support increase in political participation and acting a democratic way 
of individuals. Some authorities thing that increase of these values may not be in a whole society but 
it is important to be among the economic, cultural, educational and political elites of society. As we 
see, this part of people in society are higher education students. In this study, we want to observe that 
whether higher education may lead to a greater commitment to democratic civil liberties and norms. 
In other words, we want to see the effect of higher education on democratic-libertarian attitude. 

The goal of this study is to measure the democratic-libertarian attitude level of higher education 
students of the Economics and Administrative Sciences Faculty of Uludağ University, Bursa, Turkey. 
In political science terminology, this means to identify social and demographic factors associated 
with democratic-libertarian political views as such fundamental rights as freedom of speech, assem-
bly, press, and worship; the right to a public trial by jury; and protection against imprisonment or 
seizure of property without due process of law. 

Althought the survey was done at one faculty of university (2015) and the sample of 1153 stu-
dents, the results can give us a chance to thing about democratic-libertarian attitude of higher ed-
ucation students in Turkey. The sample of students have different kinds of social backgrounds and 
campus experiences. However, we can still evaluate the sample of students to make comparisons 
between ours and others. 
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2. Theoretical Framework 

2.1. Democratic Personality and Democratic-Libertarian Attidude

In psychology, the theories of personality, Jean Piaget and Lawrence Kohlberg form the theoret-
ical basis for studies of political personality (Haan et al., 1968; Merelman,1969, 1971 ; Lane, 1969; 
Tapp and Kohlberg, 1971; Adelson,1971; Fishkin et al., 1973; Sarat, 1975; O ‘Connor, 1977; Patter-
son, 1979; Ward, 1982). According to the studies, political personality is shaped by the influence of 
close and distant environment, habits, commitment, political belief, value and emotional orientation 
(Norma et al., 1968; Greenstein, 1975). 

In this shaping process, individual’s ability to grasp, adaptability to social environment and char-
acter traits are independent variables (Binford, 1983; 670) So, democratic or authoritarian personali-
ty depends on individuals’ cognitive capacity, social adaptability and characteristic features. 

The environment can be identify as a social and political context of individuals in which test 
their behaviors. Individual’s knowledge level and ability to read society (social learning ability) con-
stitute cognitive dimension of attachment to environment. Depending on understanding, an envi-
ronment can cause the individual to show democratic (Sniderman 1975) or authoritarian political 
attitudes (Greenstein 1965). Especially, relationship with close circle, which can be defined as a group 
of friends, can directly and permanently affect political thoughts and behaviors. An individual may 
politically have a democratic or an authoritarian personality according to structure of his group while 
observing harmony with his friends. Political personalities of these individuals are called as “other 
directed” type, where the influence of the group of friends is high determinative on their political 
tendencies (Riesman, 1961). 

Changes and transformations experienced by an individual towards his inner world are also 
important in shaping political personality. Researches has shown that people are not independent 
of their ideological characters. Meaningful values of the individual and self-centered defense mech-
anisms can lead him to an ideology. A change of ideology can also be realized by psychological 
change. The studies show that those who have a psychology whose values and ideals are meaning-
ful to themselves are democratic and on the other hand the individuals guided by the self-centered 
defense mechanisms are authoritarian. It is also observed that political tendencies determined by 
this psychology can be changed by an influence of intense emotional indoctrination, not by their 
environment.

The post-World War II period was a period of intense discussions on the concept, authoritarian 
personality (Berelson 1954, Pranger 1968, Pateman 1970, Knutson, 1972; Simpson, 1971) Lasswell 
(1951), Barbu (1956), Lane (1962), Greenstein (1965, 1968), Knutson(1972), Sniderman( 1975). 
Democratic personality4 is seen as a solution as a type of political personality that will prevent the 
re-emergence of authoritarian and totalitarian systems in this environment. In this respect, while 
the authoritarian personality is defined as a personality disorder that embraces politically repres-
sive practices (Christie and Jahoda 1954), on the other hand democratic personality is defined as 
a psychologically healthy perfect citizen of democratic society (Dennies Thompson 1970). Indeed, 
democrats can develop a social point of view for political affairs beyond the political attitudes and 
attitudes set out by everyday interests and thus internalize, interpret and transform the dominant 

4 It is defined as a type of democratic citizen who believes in freedom, tolerant, sensitive to authoritarian tendencies, confident, 
lawful, sensitive to the rights of the individual, believes in the rule of law, and adopts democratic institutions, methods and 
methods with democratic morality.
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values of a socio-political system that define political roles and rules (Binford, 1983; 675). The 
Democrats support the forms of civil disobedience, although they know that anti-democratic 
groups will benefit, but they still defend basic democratic rights, advocate individual liberties in 
the face of power, support its limitation, question the political system and power, view politics as a 
dialectical relationship process, And finally has a personality structure that sees politics as a phe-
nomenon of ideal and reality (Binford; 678-679), on the other hand, the authoritarian people can 
lead to the formation of a political circle in which the high ego follows an attitude of oppression 
against the ones who are down to it and a submission to the ones above, where hatred and insecu-
rity prevail (Lasswell, 1954; 221-223).

Different variables affect different ways of developing your political personality in the democratic 
direction (Stouffer, 1955; Prothro and Grigg, 1960; McClosky,1964; Sniderman, 1975). For example, 
if the social environment influences the political personality emotionally rather than cognitivelly, 
the democratic behavior may not provide a stable image (Binford, 1983; 672-73). If the environment 
influences the individual in a way that enhances the level of comprehension and knowledge, he or 
she may emerge weakly emotional motivated types who know democratic principles and rules. While 
these types are vulnerable to voting, they can remain indifferent to direct forms of participation, 
such as demonstrations and hiking. 

One aspect of a democratic personality is the height of political participation, the other is to have 
an ethical perspective that sees it as an indispensable right for others in all circumstances, even if 
they are in minority. According to authorities, this is very important to make democratic systems 
healthy and permanent. Authorities argued that if public support for basic democratic values is high, 
democracy will be inclusive and integrative for all members of society at all times. For this, citizens 
must believe and defend basic democratic rights and freedoms for all citizens. In other words, the 
more democratic-libertarian citizens are, the stronger democracy will be.

Democratic-libertarian individuals are tolerant who is “willingness to permit the expression 
of those ideas or interests that one opposes” and “one is tolerant to the extent one is prepared to 
extend freedoms to those whose ideas one rejects, whatever these might be” (Sullivan, Piereson, 
and Marcus 1979; 784). Tolerant is the person who accepts and defends the right to exist of others 
who have different ideas and identities in all circumstances. Today tolerance has been suggested by 
many experts to have a more vital prescription for a democracy than a political agreement. Political 
agreement requires political consensus of all citizens, but political tolerance simply emphasizes 
the acceptance and respect for the political rights and liberties of others, whether one agrees with 
them or not. 

Since the last twenty years, to support democratic-civil liberties has regarded as a feature of toler-
ants and measuring forms of tolerance. So, tolerants are not only show their tolerance or acceptance 
to dissident or marginal groups but also, and maybe even more, show democratic-libertarian atti-
tudes in the form of support to democratic-civil liberties for all people. When we look at the related 
literature, we see the development of measuring tolerance towards measuring support of democrat-
ic-civil liberties or as we prefer to say democratic-libertarian attitude. 
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2.2. Measuring Democratic-Libertarian Attitude: Theoretical and Methodical 
Development in the Literature

The period that led to the study of tolerance was between 1940 and 1950. This period, which is 
a period of oppression in America, is known as the Maccarty period. The first study of this period of 
political repression is the work of Samuel Stouffer in 1955. In this study, Stouffer tried to show how 
Americans looked at the communists. According to his study, the vast majority of American people 
are looking positively for the suspension of the constitutional fundemantal rights and freedoms (free-
dom of speech and assemble) of the communist (Stouffer, 1955). Another study in this regard belongs 
to Prothro and Grigg (1960). Their findings were consistent with Stouffer. People supported funda-
mental rights and freedoms in thought, but in practice they were negative in using and extending of 
basic rights by some minority and marginal groups. 

Samuel Stouffer’s method is the first method on political tolerance named the fixed-group 
(pre-selected) method. This method has also used by the American General Society Survey5. In 
this method, the researcher asks the opinion of the previously determined group that certain types 
of political activities should be allowed and measure the tolerance of specific groups of citizens for 
three fundamental rights: expression, education and media rights (Davis, 1975; Postic, 2011; Gibson, 
1992; Sullivan & Transue, 1999; Chandler & Tsai, 2001). When determining the group, care must 
be taken to ensure that it includes the entire political spectrum of the country. This method has also 
been used in other studies (Nunn et al., 1978). 

In 1979 Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus criticized the Stouffer’s method for its one-dimensional 
examination of tolerance. According to them, this method measures the tolerance which is shaped 
by the individual’s tendency towards a particular group (fascist, communist or Africans etc.). For 
example, individuals are more tolerant to individuals and groups who seems close to their ideology. 
So, this reduces the reliability of the method.

The work of Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus (1982) clearly falsified the Stouffer hypotheses. 
They developed a new approach to political tolerance named “least-liked” (or content controlled) 
group approach. In this method, respondents can choose the questions about political tolerance and 
also researcher wants respondents to identify the groups they dislike the most. Then the researcher 
makes predictions about how much the respondents are willing to extend the rights and freedoms of 
the groups in question. This approach is improved and used by many researchers (e.g., Gibson and 
Gouws 2003; Hinckley 2010; Petersen et al. 2011; Peffley and Rohrschneider 2003; Guérin, Petry, 
and Crête 2004)

With these methods, tolerance is measured in a way that is highly dependent on the situation and 
personal feelings and thoughts, and therefore the results are far from reflecting the general tolerance 
levels of the individual. For example, a person can look both tolerant and intolerant in different re-
search conducted with these methods. This has led to the development of new methods.

The third approach aims to reveal to what extent people can tolerate the limitation of democratic 
rights and freedoms, in other words, to what extent do people support democratic civil liberties? The 
studies using this method try to reveal individuals’ democratic-libertarian attidudes on the issues 
such as freedom of expression, such as limiting social media usage, monitoring e-mails, limiting 

5 The GSS is a research that has been periodically published since 1972, aimed at monitoring the structural change of the 
American society, published in scientific research and published in serious media, and politically assessed. The research has been 
the basis of the International Society Research Program (ISSP) since 1984.
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meetings and demonstrations (Gibson and Bingham, 1985; Davis and Silver, 2004; Davis, 2007; 
Hetherington and Suhay, 2011). In this method, individuals are being asked about their views on an-
ti-democratic policies that restrict civil liberties and freedom. This method, widely used today, aims 
to reveal individuals’ democratic-libertarian attitude. What is generally observed with this method is 
that democratic-libertarian attitude of individuals has changed according to socio-political circum-
stances and their tendencies. 

Measuring tolerance is to measure the degree of democratic-liberal attitude to marginal and 
dissident groups, or generally to political regulation and practice. Naturally, democratic-libertarian 
attitude level varies with time and conditions, the methods can not be compared to each other. The 
methods provide an increase in the level of knowledge related to the topic (Gibson, 1992; Sullivan 
and Hendriks 2009, 385; Schafer and Shaw 2009; 405; Gibson, 2013; 45-68). 

2.3. Higher Education And Democratic-Libertarian Attitude

There are three theories about the effect of education on democratic behavior in the literature. 
According to the first, the civic education theory, education gives individual political skills and also 
provides the necessary information to understand democracy in terms of principles and practices. 
According to the research, well trained individuals are better aware of and participate in the political 
affairs and the functioning of political life (Rosenstone and Hansen, 1993: 136). Education gives the 
bureaucratic knowledge and skills necessary for participation and therefore reduces the cognitive and 
material costs of political participation (Wolfinger and Rosenston, 1980). In particular, higher edu-
cation gives individuals the political attention, talent and knowledge they need in the political world 
and Individuals can better understand the relationship between political action and the preservation 
of the existence of the democratic system. (Galston, 2001; Niemi and Junn 1998; Torney-Purta, 
Schwille, and Amadeo, 1999). Naturally, the impact of the university on democratic behavior will 
be different in terms of departments. Social departments will develop the political consciousness of 
the individual more than the other departments (Niemi and Junn, 1998). In short, according to the 
approach of civic education theory, education increases the knowledge, information and visions of 
people’s political abilities. According to the assumption of the civic education theory, education will 
create more knowledgeable and corresponding mass of voters. 

Social network theory has emerged as a product of experiencing developments that falsifying the 
civic education theory. In the United States, it was observed that despite the increase in education in 
the 1960s and after, political interest did not increase (Brody, 1998). The theory of social network 
explains this as follows: education is an influential factor in determining political interest, but not 
by increasing skills, but by pointing to what social positions of individuals are. In this respect, edu-
cation functions as a kind of social classification mechanism in politics. Highly educated people will 
naturally have a position with higher political impact in society. Since those in lower positions will 
be located in a relatively ineffective environment, the level of political interest of them will be less. 
In short, the position within the formal education system will determine the political position (Nie 
et al., 1996; 17). Naturally, there is a political interaction, integration and joint action amongst those 
who share these positions. As a matter of fact, it is observed that the political elites have targeted 
well-educated people at the center of social network and have politically mobilized them (Rosenstone 
and Hansen 1993; Verba et al., 1995).
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The third theory interprets education-politics relations in terms of increasing cognitive skill levels 
of educated individuals. According to the theory of political meritocracy, differences in the level of 
political interests and skills of educated individuals are due to differences in intelligence levels, even 
though they have been trained in the same way. According to this theory, there is a link between 
education and democratic behavior. Bright students progress and participate more in their schools. 
According to research, education is a first-rate institution that provides the cognitive ability required 
by politics (Herrnstein and Murray, 1994; 253). Studies supporting this have been carried out and 
it has been observed that among the studies conducted among elementary school students, children 
who are at a higher level intellectually are able to argue in political matters and thus engage in more 
political participation (Hess and Torney, 1967). This is interpreted as a consequence of the effect of 
cognitiveness on political behavior (Neumann, 1986: 261).

The theories emphasize that education supports democratic behavior by giving political knowl-
edge and status to individuals in democratic political system. According to the theories, education 
seriously supports democracy in political institutional sense. On the other hand, this support should 
also be realized in terms of democratic culture. Therefore, the most important contribution of ed-
ucated individuals to democracy is to support civil rights and freedoms in all circumstances for 
all. In other words, if educated individuals become more democratic-libertarian, democracy will be 
strengthened. 

In particular, higher education process allows for a clear and meaningful examination of relation-
ship between education and democratic-libertarian attidude. Because higher education institutions 
are places where democratic-libertarian values are learned, experienced and reproduced in almost 
every democratic country.

The longer students stay in school, the more likely they are to be democratic-libertarian and 
supportive of democratic ethical values. There are several explanations which have been offered to 
account for this. One is that as a student progresses through an higher education process, there is 
more exposure to democratic practices like living with different identities, personalities, thoughts 
and lessons like political science, political history, comparative politics, sociology. In short, higher 
education not only serves to “liberalize” students by acquainting them with the substance of prin-
ciples, intellectual thought, and history, but also by making them susceptible to experiences of con-
trast, contradiction, and disagreement.

The effect of education on democratic-libertarian attitude as tolerance has been revealed by 
researchers (Nunn, Crockett, and Williams, 1978; Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus, 1982; Jackman, 
1978; Jackman and Muha, 1984). There is a linear relationship between education and tolerance 
(Stouffer 1954; Sullivan et al, 1982; Nunn, Crockett, and William’s 1978). Democratic values like 
tolerance are complex ideas requiring considerable education and social learning before they will be 
applied (McClosky, 1964). So, through education, individuals become individuals who are cultured, 
intellectual and more flexible to their own environment ( Nunn, Crockett, and William’s, 1978). 
In addition, it has been observed that the political interest of the tolerant ones are high (Prothro & 
Grigg, 1960; Sniderman et al., 1984). 

We can read the support of education to democratic-libertarian attitude from the results of other 
studies. Ideas that form the basis of democratic-libertarian values can be learned through educa-
tion (McClosky, 1964; Coenders & Scheepers, 2003). Education make individuals more open to 
new informations and democratic values (Hyman, Wright, and Reed, 1978-1979). The increase in 
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education also increases the level of tolerance (Davis, 1975). This positive effect of education on 
tolerance also functions in the transformation of democracy into practice. Education ensure “greater 
acquaintance with the logical implications of the broad democratic principles” (Prothro and Grigg, 
1960; 291). In the same way, highly educated were more likely to apply general norms of democrat-
ic-libertarian thought to groups they disliked (Lawrence, 1976).

There are also studies suggesting that the relationship between education and tolerance is not a 
linear relationship. Attention is drawn to this issue that the method used can draws us to different 
conclusions. For example, Jackman argued that less educated tend to be more inclined to give “agree 
response” for simple and strongly expressed questions than those who are high educated (Jackman, 
1973). Educated people tend to be attached to general democratic principles, but they can lose their 
stance towards specific civil liberties events. So agree-disagree response format can prevent us from 
seeing the effect of education correctly. It is observed that educated participants theoretically sup-
port democratic values, but they can abandon these positions during concrete anti-democratic events 
(Jackman, 1978). From this point of view it can be said that there is no difference in the democratic 
behavior of those who are educated and those who are not educated.

A situation that prevents us from being optimistic about support of education to democratic-lib-
ertarian attitude, is also observed in the attitudes of individuals towards the individual and collective 
use of democratic rights. For example highly educated people support democratic values only for 
individual rights not for group based claims. So, in this way, education functions only as a support 
for advantaged social status of privileged groups in society (Jackman and Muha, 1984). 

One of the factors that prevent us from seeing clearly the effect of education on democratic-lib-
ertarian attitude is the method used. The questions asked to educated groups who are certain of po-
litical thought can not give an objective measure of democratic-libertarian attitude. For example the 
questions produced by Stouffer’s study asked to leftist educated groups. Naturally the result of the 
studies, based Stouffer’s questions, show that educated people have high commitment to democratic 
norms than the poorly educated people (Stouffer, 1955; Nunn, Crockett, and Williams, 1978; Davis, 
1975). This kind of measuring can not show us general commitment of individuals to democratic 
norms, so researchers observes an artifactual increase in levels of tolerance (Sullivan, Piereson, and 
Marcus, 1982). 

There are also studies observe that the increase in education does not make individuals more 
democratic (Sullivan et al, 1982; Bobo & Licari, 1989; Duch and Gibson, 1992). Hierarchical en-
vironment (Merelman, 1980) and slogan based education (Zellman and Sears, 1971) in scholls can 
hamper the formation of democratic character. 

Higher education students are prospective elites of society. Their democratic behaviors will be 
very important for the future of democracy. If they are inconsistent with basic democratic values, 
democracy will not be based on the rule of law and justice. Therefore, universities must be where 
the environment of pluralism and cognitive development. If this happens, education can impose 
democratic values on individuals such as intellectual maturity, openness to new ideas, self-esteem, 
willingness to take risks, political knowledge and intellectuality (Glock et al., 1975; McClosky and 
Brill, 1983) and also can make students tolerant by creating a context in which they coexist with 
differences (Zaller, 1992).

The thesis that universities support democratic behavior is a common finding of modernization 
theories. Accordingly, in the process of modernization, economic development will affect education 
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and education will affect democratic behavior (Lipset, 1959). The increase in education level will re-
veal a society that is democratically better equipped, organized and communicative (Inglehart, 1997: 
163). In such a society, individuals’ vision of democracy as a tolerant will be based on what Voltaire 
clearly says that “I do not like what you say, but I will defend your right to say them to death”. So 
we can think of universities as natural places for the development of democratic tolerance or in other 
word democratic-libertarian attitude. 

We used the third of these methods in this study to measure the effect of higher education on 
democratic-libertarian attitude. The questions are differentiated and organized from (Selvin and 
Hagstrom, 1960; Davis and Silver, 2004; Davis, 2007). The main target of this study is to measure 
general democratic-libertarian attitude level of higher education students in the form of democrat-
ic-civil liberties support in any political condition. 

The data for this research, based on thirteen questions on support for civil rights and liberties, 
are obtained from Economics and Administrative Sciences Faculty of Uludağ University in Turkey. 
Here, respondents with different political ideas were not questioned about a particular group, but 
only their general democratic-libertarian attitude levels were tried to be measured.

We can express the basic hypotheses that we will test in the context of these theories that show 
the effect of the university on democratic tolerance. 

H 1: Universities are educational environments where different identities and personalities live 
together. Time spent in this kind of environment will ensure that values such as mutual recognition 
and co-operation are acquired. For this reason, time spent at university will lead individuals to be-
come more democratic-libertarian. Accordingly, Class 4 will consist of the most democratic students.

H 2: When considered in the context of modernization theory, university is an ultimate matura-
tion phase of political personality. Universities are the environments where the effects of modern so-
cial factors that influence the democratic-libertarian character of political personality can be clearly 
observed. So, having a political thought, active membership of any club, party or association, family’s 
settlement and value of democracy for an individual are modern social-political indicators that are 
expected to have meaningful and also positive impact on democratic-liberal attitude (DLA). 

H 3: As the success level of the students increases, their self-confidence increases. Self-confidence 
encourages ethical thinking and the will to express it. For this reason, there is a linear relationship 
between success and democratic tendency. Accordingly, those with a higher general academic succes 
score (GASS) are more democratic-libertarian.

H 4: Naturally, democratic-libertarian attitude (DLA) may vary according to departments. De-
partments where social, economic, cultural and political problems are reflected in their programs can 
be more democratic-libertarian than other departments where the technical knowledge and skills are 
taught. 

H 5: DLA level of students may vary according to preffered sector to work after graduation, 
private or public. Students who prefer the private sector may be more democratic-libertarian than 
others, because the public sector needs to be more disciplined, procedural, pro-security. So, those 
who prefer the private may have higher DLA than those who prefer the public sector. 

H 6: DLA level of students may vary according to political thought. Generally, left-wing politics 
emphasize individuals’ democratic-civil rights, liberties and policies, on the other hand, right-wing 
politics emphasize socio-political order and citizen obligations and duties to state in Turkey. Accord-
ing to this categorization, we can argue that left-wing students have higher DLA than right-wing 
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students. Here it is necessary to open a parenthesis for liberal democrats. In Turkey, members of this 
political thought can be regarded as a political line close to the left, because it defends the freedom 
of individuals against the state and society.

H 7: The significance of the students to the democracy, or the value they give to it, is a sign of 
democrat and libertarian. So, we can argue that while those who give importance and value to de-
mocracy have higher DLA than the others.

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. Population of the Study and Sample

The population of the study comprised the students in the Economics and Administrative 
Sciences Faculty of Uludağ University in Turkey. The survey form of the study was directed to 1,389 
students which constitute the universe of the study between the dates of 01 March-30 April 2016.

3.2. Data Collection Tools 

The survey form is comprised of two parts. In the first part, socio-demographic data form which 
was consisted of 10 questions, was designed to gather information regarding gender, age, marital sta-
tus, number of children, department, class, gano, working in a job except of being a student, being a 
member of any club, party or association, monthly family’s total income.

In the second part, democratic-libertarian attitude (DLA) scale with thirteen items developed 
by Selvin and Hagstrom 1960; Davis, 2007 has been used by adapting to Turkey to measure the 
democratic-libertarian attitudes of students. Following the format used in previous research, three 
of the thirteen items (8,9,10) were reverse (r) scored. All respondents were asked to indicate extent 
of agreement with each statement on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (com-
pletely agree). The respondents’ DLA score is determined by meaning the answers on the 13 DLA. 
Accordingly, DLA scores below 2,5 indicated students with high DLA, DLA scores between 2,5 and 
3 indicated middle DLA and DLA scores above 3 indicated students with low DLA. According to 
mean score of DLA variable, those scoring below 2,5 on the index coded as 1, those scoring between 
2,5 -3 coded 2 and those scoring 3 or above coded as 3. Present research shows that the students’ 
DLA scores changed between 13 (most D) and 57 (least D) and the mean was 36,5527 (standard 
deviation: 7.93370). In the study, the 325 students (24.8%) are high DLA, the 494 students (37.7%) 
are middle DLA and 493 (37.6%) are low DLA.

3.3. Analysis of Data 

The data were analyzed by using SPPS 13 (The Statistical Package for Social Sciences). Multi-cor-
relation, logistic regression analysis and two-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) were performed. For 
validity and reliability of DLA which was used in this study, Cronbach’s alpha was used. Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficinet was 0.695.
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3.3.1. Correlation Analysis for All Variables 

Table 1 presents the pearson correlation matrix for the independent and dependent variables of 
the study. 

Table 1: Correlation Matrix For All Measured Variables

Variables Age Gender Marital Status Number of 
Children

Department

DLA ort -,085(**) -,026 ,011 ,008 -,040

Sig.(2-tailed) ,002 ,336 ,690 ,773 ,149

Class General 
Academic 

Achievement 
Score (GAAS)

Working in a job Active 
membership of 
club, party or 
association

Family’s total 
income

DLA ort -,098(**) -,067(*) ,020 ,122(**) -,078(**)

Sig.(2-tailed) ,000 ,012 ,450 ,000 ,004

Family’s living 
region

Family 
settlement

Preffered sector 
to work

Political 
thought

Value of 
democracy

DM ort ,034 ,106(**) -,035 ,301(**) ,053(*)

Sig.(2-tailed) ,210 ,000 ,193 ,000 ,049

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

DLA is positively and significantly correlated with active membership of club, party or association, 
family settlement, political thought and value of democracy and is negatively and significantly cor-
related with age, class, GASS and family’s total income and the correlations were 0,122 (p<0.01),106 
(p<0.01), 301 (p<0.01), 0.053 (p<0.05), -0,085 (p<0.01), -0,098 (p<0.01), -0,067 (p<0.05) and -0,078 
(p<0.01), respectively.

4. FINDINGS
The findings of the study were examined in two sections. In the first section, the sociodemo-

graphic characteristics of the respondents were presented and in the second section, the results of the 
analysis were presented.

4.1. Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Respondents 
Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample are shown in Table 2. The table presents the 

distribution of respondents by age, gender, marital status, number of children, department, class, 
GAAS, working in a job, active membership of club, party or association, monthly family’s total 
income, family settlement, possible job after graduation, political thought and value of democracy.

As seen Table 2, the respondents are 51.8% female and 48.2% male. 78.2% of the students are 
between 21-30 and 21.6% are 20 or below. Most of the students are single (99.2%) and had no chil-
dren (99.2%). 28.4% of the students are in public administration, economics 16.7%, labor econom-
ics 14.8%, business administration 14.3%, international relations 11.5% and public finance 9.8%. 
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18.6% of the student are in first class, 19.8% second class, 41.4% third class, and 20.2% fourth class. 
In terms of GAAS, 37.4% of the students are between 2-2.5 scores and 29.6% are between 2.51 and 
2.99 scores. 82% of the students has no work and 18% has a work. 75.8% of the students are not an 
active member of party, club and association, but 24.2% of the students are an active member. 22.7% 
of the students’ income 501-1000 TL, 43.3% 1000-2,000 TL, and 18.3% 2001-3,500 TL. 51.4% 
of the students are from marmara region, 12.9 and 11.1 % of the students are from İç Anadolu and 
Karadeniz. According to the family settlement, 59.4% of students live in a city, 32.9% of students 
live in a county. While 49.3% of the students want to work at public sector, 36.2% of students want 
to work at private sector. As to the political thought, 30.4% of students are liberal-democrat, 28.2 
% center-right and 25.6% center-left. The students’ approaches towards value of democracy, % 62.5 
absolutely indispensable, % 27.5 indispensable.

Table 2: Sociodemographic Characteristics

Variables N % Variables N %

Age
20 or below

21-30
31-40

Gender
Female

Male309
1,116

3

21.6
78.2

.2

738
688

51.8
48.2

Marital Status
Single 

Married 

Working in a Job
Yes
No

1,416
11

99.2
0,8

256
1168

17.9
81.6

Class
1
2
3
4

5 and above

Number of Children 
No
1
2
3

4 or more

193
283
591
289
73

13,5
19,8
41,4
20,2
5,1

1415
5
2
4
1

99.2
.4
.1
.3
.1

Department
Economics

Public Finance
Labor Economics

Business Administration
Public Administration

Econometrics
International Relations

Active Membership 
of Club, Party or 

Association
Yes
No

229
134
202
196
389
62

157

16,7
9,8

14,8
28,4
4,5
11,5

344
1077

24,2
75,8

 Monthly Family’s Total Family’s living region

Income  Marmara
Central Anatolia
Mediterranean
East Anatolia

Aegean
Blacksea

Southeastern 
Anatolia
Abroad

731
183
96
50

140
158
52
13

51,4
12,9
6,7
3,5
9,8
11,1
3,7
,9

 
500 TL and below

501-1,000
1,001-2,000
2,001-3,500
3,501-5,000

5,001 TL and above

66
319
609
258
107
48

4,7
22,7
43,3
18,3
7,6
3,4
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Family Settlement possible job after 
graduation

City
County
Town

Village

846
468
47
63

59,4
32,9
3,3
4,³

Public
Private sector

My own business 

699
513
206

49,3
36,2
14,5

Political thought value of democracy

 Center-right
Center –left

Liberal-democrat
Radical-right
Radical-left

331
301
357
71
114

28,2
25,6
30,4
6,0
9,7

Absolutely 
Indispensable 
Indispensable

No idea
Dispensable

Absolutely Dispensable

877
386
50
83
7

62,5
27,5
3,6
5,9
,5

Total 100.00 Total 100.00

4.2. DLA Levels of Students

The percentage and mean values of DLA are shown in Table 3. As we see % 42,5 of students 
with radical left thought has high level DLA, %32,1 mid-level DLA and 25,5 low level DLA (mean: 
2,5943). %41.6 of students with center-left thought has high level DLA, % 36,9 mid-level DLA 
and %21,5 low level DLA. When we look at liberal-democrats, it’s seen that 24,8 of students has 
high level, %37,9 mid-level and %37,3 low level DLA. Unlike left political thought, % 13,5 of the 
students with center-right political thought has high, %39,3 mid-level and % 47,2 low level DLA. In 
the same way, it’s seen that %10,6 of the students with radical right has high, 36,4 mid-level and % 
53 low level DLA. To summarize, when we go from right to left in the table, it’s seen that DLA has 
decreased but mean has increased. 

Table 3: DLA according to political thought

DPT

Percentage

Political thought High Middle Low Mean Std.Dev. N.

Radical left 42.5 32.1 25.5 2,5943 ,75653 112

Centre-left 41.6 36,9 21,5 2,6135 ,59000 292

Liberal-
Democrat

24.8 37.9 37.3 2,8769 ,51957 351

Center-right 13.5 39.3 47.2 3,0314 ,54820 326

Radical right 10.6 36.4 53 3,1333 ,48781 70

As seen in the table 3, % 21 of the students in the class 1 have high, 29.3 mid-level and % 
49.7’low level DLA. The proportions of students in the class 2 are as follows; %22.3 high, %36.5 
mid-level and %41.2 low level DLA. As for the class 3, the proportions of students are as follows; 
%26.4 have high, %38.7 mid-level and % 34.9 low level DLA. As for the class 4, the proportions 
of students in the class are as follows; 24.1 high, 42.5 mid-level and %33.5 low level DLA. These 
findings show clearly that the higher grades of students, DLA has increased.
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Table 4: DLA according to class 

DPT

Percentage

Class High Middle Low Mean Std.Dev. N.

1.class 21 29.3 49.7 3,0052 ,56985 184

2.class 22.3 36.5 41.2 2,9215 ,59642 275

3.class 26.4 38.7 34.9 2,8301 ,58632 586

4.class 24.1 42.5 33.5 2,8461 ,60053 277

5.class and 
above

34.3 34.3 31.3 2,7669 ,61406 72

4.3. Stepwise Regression Analysis

Stepwise regression analysis was used to determine the factors that affect the students’ DLA level. 
Socio-demographic characteristics, political thought and value of democracy were considered as the 
predictor variables. The significance level was taken as 0,05. The following regression model has 
been formed to test the effect of all independent variables on the level of students’ DLA.

y=β0+β1x1+β2x2+β3x3+ β4x4 + β5x5 +ε2

Table 5: Stepwise Regression Analysis Results of DLA of Student

Model Predictor 
Variables

Non
Standard 

beta

Standard 
beta

T value P

7 (Constant) 2,460  19,392 ,000

s14deneme ,159 ,289 9,851 ,000

Class -,044 -,077 -2,601 ,009

s9 ,111 ,081 2,768 ,006

Gano -,046 -,083 -2,882 ,004

s12 ,051 ,065 2,264 ,024

Gender -,096 -,081 -2,659 ,008

s15 ,051 ,074 2,552 ,011

F=21,890; p=,000; R=0,354; R2= 0,125

Dependent Variable: DLA

Table 5 above demonstrates the stepwise regression analysis carried out to predict the DLA of 
students. The factors that affect the DLA level explained 12,5% of the variance of the DLA score.

The standardised beta values in Table 5 indicate that political thought, being a member of any 
club, party or association, family’s settlement and value of democracy terms affected in a significant 
and positive direction DLA with the beta coefficient such as 0.289 (t=9.851, p=.000), 0.081 (t=2,768, 
p=.006), 0,065 (t=2,264, p=.024) and, 074 (t=2,552, p=.011) respectively. It is seen that the H2 is 
supported. According to the results, the students with left political thought, no membership of any 
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club, party or association, living in a city, see value of democracy indispensable have higher DLA 
level, than the students with right political thought, a member of a club, party or association, living 
in a town or a village and see value of democracy dispensable.

Also, the results show that, the direct effects of class, GASS and gender on DLA are negative 
and significant and the beta values are -,077 (t=-2,601, p=.009), -,083 (t=-2,882, p=.004) and -,081 
(t=--2,659, p=.008), respectively. So, when class and GASS are increasing DLA level of students is 
increasing. In addition, the girls have more DLA level than the boys. As to these results, H1 and H3 
are supported. 

4.4. Multi-nominal Logistic Regression Analysis 

In this section, we explore whether the political thought varies between (1) low, middle vs. and 
high DLA tendency of student. For this purpose, the logistic regression analysis (a multi-variable 
statistical technique) was performed to examine the relationships between the dependent and metric 
independent variables. Logistic regression analysis was preferred instead of other similar methods 
such as regression analysis and discriminant analysis because of its less stringent assumptions. As 
known, in a logistic regression analysis, double logistic regression and multi-nominal logistic regres-
sion methods are used as the two main methods. First one is used when dependent variables have 
only two categories and the second one is used if dependent variables have more than two categories. 
In this paper, multi-nominal logistic regression analysis was preferred because of dependent variables 
having three categories. 

In the multi-nominal logistic regression analysis, for determining the impact of independent var-
iables on dependent variables, high DLA tendency were coded with 1; middle DLA tendency were 
coded with 2; low DLA tendency were coded with 3.

A. The effect of student’s DLA perception

In the logistic regression analysis which was constituted for determining the effect of student’s 
DLA predictor variables on the political thought, -2 log likelihood statistics (LL) was 52,718 and 
significant level (p) was 0, 000 (p<, 05) with 8 degrees of freedom. The results of goodness-of-fit test, 
which are shown in table 6, indicated that the logistic regression model was a good fit. The Cox and 
Snell R2 was found to be 8.8% in the first step and this statistics indicated that there was an approxi-
mately 9% relationship between student’s DLA and political thought. Also, Nagelkerke R2 indicated 
that there was 9.9% relationship between the above-mentioned variables.

Table 6: Model Fitting Information, Goodness-of-Fit Test of Model and Pseudo R-Square

Model Fitting Information Goodness- of –Fit Pseudo R2 

Model -2 Log 
Likelihood 

Chi-
Square 

Df Sig. Chi-
Square 

Df Sig. Cox and 
Snell 

,088

Intercept 
only

151,894 Pearson ,000 0 Nagelkerke ,099

Final 52,718 99.176 8 ,000 Deviance ,000 0 McFadden ,042
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To measure the meaningfulness of independent variable in logistic regression model, likelihood 
ratio tests were applied. When table 6 is examined, it can be seen that student’s political thought is 
statistically meaningful.

Table 7: Likelihood Ratio Tests

Effect

Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests

-2 Log 
Likelihood 

of Reduced 
Model Chi-Square Df Sig.

Intercept 52,718(a) ,000 0 .

Political 
Thought 151,894 99,176 8 ,000

After examining the general statistics of model, in the table 8, “B” column shows the coefficients 
(called Beta Coefficients) associated with each predictor, “sig.” column shows the significant levels 
and “Exp (B)” column shows the odds ratios.

Table 8: The Results of Logistic Regression for DLA According to Political Thought

DP
(a)

B S.E. Wald Df Sig. Exp(B) 95,0% C.I.for
EXP (B)

Lower Upper 

1,00 Intercept -1,609 ,414 15,110 1 ,000    

Radical left 2,120 ,480 19,487 1 ,000 8,333 3,251 21,362

Center left 2,269 ,444 26,164 1 ,000 9,667 4,053 23,057

Liberal-
democrat 1,200 ,438 7,499 1 ,006 3,320 1,407 7,835

Center right ,360 ,450 ,640 1 ,424 1,434 ,593 3,465

Radical 
right 0(b) . . 0 . . . .

2,00 Intercept -,377 ,265 2,027 1 ,155    

Radical left ,608 ,370 2,703 1 ,100 1,836 ,890 3,790

Center left ,918 ,311 8,717 1 ,003 2,503 1,361 4,604

Liberal-
democrat ,394 ,294 1,791 1 ,181 1,482 ,833 2,638

Center right ,194 ,293 ,438 1 ,508 1,214 ,684 2,154

Radical 
right 0(b) . . 0 . . . .

a. The reference category is: 3,00.

In the table 8 when the model 1 is examined, it can be seen that student with high DLA are com-
pared to the ones with low DLA has shown that the radical left is 8.333 times, center right is 9.667 
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times and the liberal-democrat is 3.320 times higher. The Model 2 in which students with medium 
DLA are compared to the ones with low DLA has shown that center left is 2.503 times higher.

Table 9: Classification Table

Predicted

DLA

 1,00 2,00 3,00
Percentage 

Correct

Observed DLA 1,00 161 81 48 55,5%

2,00 137 124 143 30,7%

3,00 87 122 178 46,0%

Overall Percentage 35,6% 30,2% 34,1% 42,8%

One can assess the success of the logistic regression by looking at the classification table. In the 
classification, 55.6% of the students high DLA, 30.7% of the students middle DLA and 46% of the 
students low DLA. Accurate classification rate of the observation results is 42.8 %.

4.5. The Results of the t-Test and ANOVA

To determine whether there are differences between sociodemographic variables (age, gender, 
marital status, number of children, department, class, GASS, working in a job, active membership of 
club, party or association, family’s total income, family’s living region, family’s settlement, preffered 
sector to work, political thought and value of democracy) and DLA levels, t-test and ANOVA anal-
ysis are used and results of the analysis are presented in Table 10. 

ANOVA results in Table 10 showed that there are no significant differences in DLA orientations 
as to gender, marital status, number of children and working in a job.

As to the age of students, there is a meaningful difference in DLA. Tukey test shows that DLA 
of students who are 20 and below is lower than between 21 and 30 ones. 

In respect to the department, there is a meaningful difference in DLA. Tukey test shows that 
DLA tendency of the students in public finance department is lower than the students in economics 
department. According to this, a meaningful difference is only between these two departments, so 
this is not enough to confirm the H4. 

In respect to class, there is a meaningful difference in DLA. Tukey test shows that DLA of the 
students in class 1 is lower than the students in the class 3, 4 and 5. According to this, the H1 is 
confirmed.

In respect to the GASS, there is a meaningful difference in DLA. Tukey test shows that DLA ten-
dency of the students with low GASS (1, 79 and below) is lower than the students with high GASS 
(2 and above). According to this result, the H3 is corfirmed. 

According to active membership of club, party or association, there is a meaningful difference 
in DLA. T-test shows that DLA tendency of the students with active membership is higher than the 
students with no membership. According to this, H2 is confirmed.
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In respect to family’s total income, there is a meaningful difference in DLA. Tukey test shows 
that DPT tendency the students with 2.000 and below income is lower than the students with 2.001-
3.500 TL. 

In respect to the family’s living region, there is a meaningful difference in DLA. Tukey test shows 
that DLA tendency of the students living in East Anatolia Region is higher than the students living 
in Central Anatolia and Blacksea Region. 

In respect to family’s settlement, there is a meaningful difference in DLA. Tukey test shows that 
DLA tendency of the students living in a city is higher than the students living in a town and village. 
According to this, H2 is confirmed. 

In respect to preffered sector to work, there is a meaningful difference in DLA. Tukey test shows 
that DLA of the students who want to be in private sector is higher than the students want to be in 
public sector and their own business. According to this, the H5 is confirmed.

According to political thought, the center right-wing students and radical right-wing have lower 
DLA than the center left-wing students, liberal democrat and radical left. The center left-wing stu-
dents and radical left-wing have higher DLA than the center right-wing students, radical right-wing 
and liberal democrat. The liberal democrat students have lower DLA than center left-wing students 
and radical left-wing, but higher DLA than the center right-wing students and radical right-wing. 
According to this, the H6 is confirmed. 

According to value of democracy, the students who see value of democracy as absolutely indis-
pensable, have higher DLA than the students who see value of democracy as indispensable and who 
said no idea about value of democracy. In addition, the students who have no idea about value of 
democracy, have lower DLA than the students who see value of democracy as indispensable and dis-
pensable. According to this, the H7 is confirmed. 

As a consequence, the results of ANOVA showed that there is significant difference in DLA 
according to the age, department, class, GASS, active membership of club, party or association, 
monthly family’s total income, family’s living region, family’s settlement, preffered sector to work, 
political thought and value of democracy. However, as to the gender, marital status, number of child, 
working in a job, there were not meaningful difference in DLA.
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Table 10: Results of t-test and ANOVA
Variables DLA
Gender
Female

Male

N M SD T F Sig.
722 2,8868 ,57459 .963

1.755 .185
669 2,8562 ,61207 .960

Age
20 and below

21-30
31-40

298 2,9606 ,59136

6.721 0.0011092 2,8487 ,59142

3 2,1047 ,19320

Marital Status
Single

Married 1381 2,8709 ,59268 -,400
1.150 0.284

11 2,9427 ,72979 -,326

Number of Children 

 No 1380 2,8719 ,59262

1.620 .167

 1 5 2,5287 ,49085

 2 2 2,1955 ,15865

 3 4 3,3077 ,92521

 5 and above 1 3,0000 .

Department
Economics

Public Finance
Labor Economics

Business Administration
Public Administration

Econometrics
International Relations

216 2,8680 ,61677

4.160 0.000

131 3,0786 ,64700

200 2,8011 ,60671

194 2,8785 ,57820

381 2,8730 ,54749

60 2,9990 ,55023

153 2,7909 ,56061

Class
1
2
3
4

5 and above

184 3,0052 ,56985 4.261 .002

275 2,9215 ,59642

586 2,8301 ,58632

277 2,8461 ,60053

72 2,7669 ,61406

 GASS
1.79 ve altı

1.8-1.99 arası
2-2.5 arası

2.51-2.99 arası
3-3.49 arası
3.5 ve üzeri

5.315 .000

52 3,1218 ,55741
166 2,9082 ,58374
515 2,8745 ,58059
410 2,8110 ,57244
196 2,9518 ,59426
47 2,6222 ,78218

Working in a Job 
Yes
No 251 2,8456 ,55191 -.756

1.449 .229
1139 2,8769 ,60249 -.800
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Active membership of club, party or 
association.

336 2,7436 ,63062 -4,589 5,650 ,018

1051 2,9131 ,57532 -4,378
Montly family’s total income 500 TL 

and below
501-1,000

1,001-2,000
2,001-3,500
3,501-5,000

5,001 TL and above

64 2,9955 ,51061

3.000 0.011

316 2,9142 ,60620

591 2,8955 ,56826

253 2,7594 ,64737

104 2,8346 ,56925

48 2,8433 ,62169

Family’s living region
Marmara

Central Anatolia
South Anatolia
East Anatolia
West Anatolia

Blacksea
South-East Anatolia

Abroad

710 2,8390 ,61997

3.194 0.002

180 2,9586 ,51829

92 2,8896 ,62000

50 2,6397 ,74106

137 2,8993 ,55613

156 2,9924 ,51888

52 2,7953 ,52702

13 2,7258 ,36056

Family’s settlement
City

District
Town

Village

826 2,8135 ,59834

7.003 0.000
456 2,9538 ,58159

47 2,8757 ,64748

62 3,0237 ,47920

Preffered sector to work
Public sector
Private sector

My own business
683 2,9147 ,56937 6.550 .001

502 2,7953 ,61904

200 2,9156 ,59359

Political thought 
Center right 
Center left 

Liberal-democrat
Radical right 
Radical left

30.829 .000

326 3,0314 ,54820

292 2,6135 ,59000

351 2,8769 ,51957

70 3,1333 ,48781

112 2,5943 ,75653

Value of democracy

Absolutely indispensable
Indispensable

No idea
Dispensable

Absolutely dispensable

4.835 .001

862 2,8312 ,59462

374 2,9358 ,53757

48 3,1417 ,52538

81 2,8142 ,73696

7 2,8571 ,98352
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5. DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION 

In this paper we observed democratic-libertarian attitude level of higher education students in 
Turkey. General opinion that we have arrived that because of democratic-libertarian attitude (DLA) 
level of students is above the medium, higher education affects DLA level of students positively. The 
time spend in higher education makes students more democratic-libertarian. 

In the social life where students are taken after higher education, in the institutions where they 
are involved, the determination of the extent to which these qualities are sustained is of interest to 
other researches. Comparative studies to be made in this regard will be quite functional to under-
stand the role of higher education in democratization process of country. Also this will make possible 
to discuss politics that could be developed to make higher education more effective for democrati-
zation of society. Thanks to comparative analyses to be made between higher education institutions 
and other social organizations, communities, we can understand clearly democratic contributions of 
other social institutions. Just another interesting study will be made by considering difference of stu-
dents’ departments in higher education institutions. This could help us to see specifically the effects 
of department curriculum on liberal democratic attitude. So, we could see the difference between so-
cial and humanity sciences’ students and physical and medical sciences students. Another important 
work to be done in this regard will be those who examine the psychological dimension of DLA in 
Turkish higher education. According to some studies, psychological characteristics like self-esteem, 
less dogmatic and less authoritarian are more determinative than traditional demographic charac-
teristics such as social status, income, and residence. Level of education achieved also consistently 
predicts a person’s level of DLA. Post-secondary educational experiences in particular may help 
people become more comfortable with diverse beliefs. These experiences tend to increase self-esteem 
and to lower dogmatism and authoritarianism. Therefore, examining the subject psychologically will 
increase our knowledge of the roots of democratic behavior and will give a clear map of what needs 
to be done politically in Turkey. 
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