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I. Trends in Individual Giving

A. Objectives of the
Study
This study aims to provide key
information, based on the conceptual
framework provided An-Na’im and
Halim (2002, p.1 ), concerning different
modalities of “mobilizing, organizing
and facilitating philanthropic activities
in Turkey in support of social justice
initiatives, so as to promote sustainable
material and human resources….for
the empowerment of internal initiatives
for social change and broader popular
participation in development.”
Two populations are targeted in this
study. Voting age population residing
in urban as well as rural settings
(section I), and foundation managers
(section II). Among main sources of
philanthropic mobilization, religious and
civic motivations were taken as distinct
from one another. As such, this study was
designed to address these two distinct
sources as clearly as possible, and
aimed to obtain respondents’ religious
characteristics as opposed to attitudinal
and preferential peculiarities separate
from those that are religious.
This first section presents findings from
the two main components of the public
opinion study: i) perceptions towards
charity and foundations, as well as
modalities and amounts of donations,
and ii) inclinations towards social justice,
social capital and religiosity. These two
components are overlaid in an attempt
to understand how philanthropy may be
related to ideas of social justice.

B. Methodology,
Sampling Selection and
Basic Characteristics of
the Sample
The study aimed to obtain data from
two target populations: the voting age
population of the country and foundation
managers. By so doing we aimed to
obtain information not only about the
popular bases of charity and philanthropy
through the general populace but also
from foundation managers who represent
the already mobilized segments of
the philanthropic base in the country.
Such a comparable framework enables
us to diagnose overlapping as well as
contrasting aspects. Frekans Research
Company carried out two waves of
face-to-face interviews with the voting
age population, and managers of
foundations. Between mid February and
March 2004 a total of 1,536 interviews
were carried out in this general
household study. In the second wave a
total of 452 interviews were carried out
with foundation managers.1 For further
information on the methodology please
see Appendix 1: Methodology.

Main Demographic
Characteristics of the Sample
The main demographic characteristics
of this sample are given in Table 1. Half
of the respondents were men (50.2%)
and approximately three-fourths of
the interviewees were married (73%).
The average number of residents
per interviewed households was 4.3.
Respondents between the ages of 18-39
constituted 55.2% of the total and those
55 or over comprised 17.6%. University
graduates were 7.5%, while 13.9% stated
that they had not completed primary
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1 The questionnaires for both
studies were designed and tested by
the research team in consultation
with the advisory committee which
consisted of Üstün Ergüder, Ersin
Kalaycıoğlu, Eric Uslaner and
Timur Kuran.

school. A total of 8.8% of those who
did not complete primary school were
illiterate.

Table 1. Main Demographic
Indicators
Age Groups

%

18-24 years old

18.3

25-39 years old

36.9

40-54 years old

27.3

55+ years old

17.6

Mean age

39.4

Education
Illiterate

8.8

Literate but no formal schooling

5.1

Primary school

46.1

Junior high school

10.9

High school

21.5

University +

7.5

Marital-Status
Unmarried

19.3

Engaged

1.7

Married

72.6

Widowed

5.6

Divorced

0.8

Number of Children
No children

8.7

1

14.5

2

29.9

3

20.7

4

11.7

5+

14.5

The questionnaire gathered information
on monthly total household income
including all wages, salaries, retirement
benefits, interest, rent and any other
type of income for the last 6 months at
the time of the survey. As such, 43.6% of
the sample reported to have less than or
equal to about 340 US$ per month, with
the average total monthly household
income being approximately 512 US$.
Taking the number of people living in the
same household into account this data
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is transformed into per capita household
income which turns out to be nearly 166
US$ per month. On a yearly basis this
sums up to 1,992 US$. Although these
figures are rough and obviously under
reported, they nevertheless provide a
reference point with which to compare
the reported donation figures in the area
of philanthropy. For more information
about the sample please see Appendix 2:
Further Characteristics of the Sample.

C. Individual Giving
Rather than simply seeking the amount
of donations given by individuals, this
study aimed to develop an overall
understanding of the various individual
approaches to philanthropy. The
definition of philanthropy was kept as
broad as possible, therefore enabling
the research to examine both religious,
such as zekat and fitre, and nonreligious forms of giving in recognition
of the importance that tradition plays
in forms of philanthropic engagement.
Being aware of other specificities in the
Turkish landscape, the research was
designed to take into account that giving
can take on both organized and nonorganized (direct giving to individuals)
forms. For example, individual-toindividual aid (aid and donations are
used inter-changeably in this study) is
a common practice in Turkish society,
but how would that compare to more
organized forms of giving to nongovernmental organizations (NGOs)?
As such, the research also aimed to
map out with which motivations, under
what conditions, and in support of
what purposes people choose to direct
their donations. The following section
discusses the following issues:
•
•
•

Perspectives on Charity, Giving, and
the Needy
Perceptions of Foundations
Types, Modalities and Levels of
Giving

i. Perspectives on Charity,
Giving, and the Needy
When asked about who is primarily
responsible for helping the needy,
respondents attribute responsibility for
helping the needy either to the state,
or to a small group of wealthy people,
which signals that regular citizens
do not necessarily see themselves as
responsible for helping the poor and
needy in their community. The other two
options, “civil society organizations” and
“religious citizens”, gathered only 5.4%
and 4.2% respectively.
Respondents were asked to describe
the meaning of philanthropy or charity
(which are used interchangeably in this

study) based on statements along a
five-point scale. All five statements were
predominantly agreed upon by a clear
majority of the respondents (Figure 2);
indicating a broad interpretation of the
term.
The main motivations cited by
respondents for engaging in charitable
giving are: religious obligations (32.5%)
followed by traditions and customs
(26.3%) (Figure 3). Obligation to serve
society (12.9%) and personal satisfaction
12.2%) point to personal motivations
rather than those imposed by society.
Direct aid given to people in need was
seen as the most common form of
charity (Figure 4). Religiously motivated

Figure 1. Responsibility for Assisting the Needy (%)
Distribution within
total responses to
first and second
choices.

Figure 2. Meaning of ph›lanthropy or Charity (%)
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Figure 3. Motivations for Giving (%)

Distribution within
2,975 answers g›ven by
1,509 respondents.

giving like zekat, fitre, and the sacrificing

assistance?” Answers hint at what can

of lambs comprise 20.9%.

be termed a parochial attitude towards

In order to understand giving priorities,

giving. The most frequent answer was

respondents were asked the following

a “needy relative” (39.2%) followed by

question: “If you had a large sum of

a “needy neighbor” (25.5%) (Figure 5).

money you saved for the purpose of

18.8% indicated they would help someone

helping others, to whom would you give

from their same region. These three

Figure 4. Perceptions of Most Common Form of Charity (%)

Distribution within
3,001 answers g›ven by
1,513 respondents.
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Figure 5. If you had a large sum of money you saved for the purpose of helping
others, to whom would you give assistance? (%)

options comprise 83.5% of all answers.
Giving to those who do not share the
respondents’ religion or language was
chosen by a small group of respondents.
When asked whether they would prefer
to give their money directly to those
in need or donate their money to an
institution that helps the needy, 86.9%
of respondents indicated that they
would give their money directly without
an institutional intermediation (Figure
6). Very much in line with the above
discussion, it seems that individuals are
negatively predisposed to any kind of
institutional intermediation and prefer
to give money directly and personally

to people who are close-by, mainly
relatives or neighbors.
In order to grasp preferences among
respondents concerning different areas
of helping others in need, respondents
were asked the following question: “If
you had a large sum of money you saved
for the purpose of helping others, to
what extent would you consider using it
for the following purposes?” All options
were considered by at least about 65%
of the respondents (Figure 7). However,
education, health and nutrition needs
of the poor top the list, reflecting
respondents’ preferences to support
urgent problems rather than causes

Figure 6. Institutional vs. Direct Giving (%)
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Distribution within
total responses to
first and second
choices.

Figure 7. If you had a large sum of money you
saved for the purpose of helping others, to
what extent would you consider using it for the
following purposes?

which focus on sustainable mechanisms
for the resolution of problems related to
poverty and injustice.

Distribution within
2,939 answers given by
1,503 respondents.

When asked about the overall conditions
which would best enable charity to reach
its objectives, similar patterns regarding
direct giving emerge. Nearly one third

Figure 8. Conditions for Charity to Reach its
Objectives
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of the sample considers personal and
direct methods of giving as a key factor
(Figure 8). As further clarified below,
since an important portion of total
giving comprises direct giving, this
perception is quite understandable.
The largest segment of responses point
towards the importance of the state’s
involvement in shaping giving, indicating
that the state could play a role in
encouraging a more robust philanthropic
sector. Organizational characteristics
of charitable organizations such as
transparency and trustworthiness
comprise 16.2% of responses. Secrecy in
charitable giving amounts for 12.4% of
responses.
Several questions were asked in order
to better understand what factors
might influence individual giving to
charitable organizations in particular.
Results indicate that confidentiality of
donors, confidence that donations will
be used for their intended purposes
and the relevance of the organization’s
activities are the most important
factors. Respondents also report that
financial and management practices
which are transparent and sound, along
with alignment to stated objectives,
are critical (Figure 9). Tax exemption
was an important factor to 72.6% of
respondents.
The implications of parochial patterns
of giving on achieving social justice
objectives require deeper examination.
It is important at this stage to clarify
the use of the term “parochialism”.
Inclinations towards helping others
primarily from a similar social
environment, or from a similar province
or neighborhood, may indicate a narrow
scope for the use, impact, and reach of
giving, particularly if the goal is social
change. This term will be elaborated
upon further throughout the report,
but it is important to note that under
Islamic tradition, the inclination to use
philanthropic tools to support relatives

Figure 9. Factors Important to Givers when Making
Donations to an Organization

forms a central part of the religious codes
which guide giving.
Another factor which may explain
these findings is the given structure
of the philanthropic sector in Turkey.
Foundations, both in historic and legal
terms, are meant to channel the wealth
of one person or one family, rather than
to serve as a vehicle to collect donations
from a large group of individuals.
Therefore the institutional context
and its associated practices, until very
recently, never fully offered an option
for mass mobilization of resources.
Other charitable organizations which
raise funds from the public are also quite
limited. Given the lack of widespread
private institutional initiatives to collect
generalized donations, the tendency to
predominantly individualize
any philanthropic giving is not
surprising.
It should be noted that a larger
discussion of charity, religiosity and
tradition is relevant to these outcomes.
The parochial or individualized nature
of giving in Turkey derives from a blend

of religious practices, social values and
structures. To what degree this parochial
form of giving presents an opportunity
for a new understanding of philanthropy
is open to debate. Perhaps charity is in
the process of being redefined or perhaps
this is just a continuation of old traditions
rooted in religious values with a newer
edge due to modernization. However,
the important question remains: To what
degree does this form of giving have the
potential to give rise to a new conception
of social justice philanthropy?

ii. Perceptions of Foundations
As part of the main objective of the
research, respondents were asked
a number of questions concerning
foundations in Turkey. The questions
began in an open-ended format: “what
is a foundation?” Responses were
then coded into one of the categories
reported in Figure 10 below. What is
striking is that foundations in Turkey
were seen primarily as an institution
for helping the needy. On the one hand,
this is hardly surprising since this is
part of the traditional understanding
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of a foundation. Another reason for
this result might be the predominant
poverty alleviation role played by public
foundations such as the Social Assistance
Foundations2.

2 There are 131 state formed and
funded foundations which provide
welfare assistance (basic services
such as coal, food, clothing, etc).

Distribution within
an open-ended format
recoded question.

On the other hand, those that
attributed some kind of a religious
role for foundations only constituted
a small fraction of about 1%. However,
the relationship between Islam and
foundations is an unmistakable one.
During the Ottoman era, from which
the Turkish foundation legacy is
derived, foundations were institutions
Islamic in origins. Through out the
Republican Era, they have functioned
as legal entities under the civil code
to carry out charitable activities, but
are not permitted by law to promote
religion. It seems that this change in
the Republican period has effected
popular perceptions regarding the role
of foundations, even though part of the
motivations behind these foundations
might still be religious in nature.
However, such motivations are not
easily observed by the people at large,

Figure 10. Meaning of Foundation (Vakif)
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who, instead, tend to perceive these
institutions as service providers for the
needy.
When individuals’ perceptions of
sources of foundation funding were
examined (see Figure 11), only one
in every five respondents percieved
religiously motivated donations, like
zekat and sadaka, as the main funding
source for foundations. In other words,
respondents believe that foundations
are funded primarily out of secular
motivations which are very much in line
with their perceptions of foundations
as being mainly non-religious in their
activities.
When asked to give examples of
foundations, five out of the top
six foundations cited were public
foundations (Figure 12). Besides TEMA
(Foundation for Combating Soil Erosion,
for Reforestation and the Protection of
Natural Habitats) which has a significant
network in many provinces across Turkey,
all others among the top six foundations
are established and managed mainly by
the state. This issue is further elaborated

Figure 11. Perceptions of Foundation Funding Sources

Distribution 2,378
answers from 1,489
respondents.

upon in the chapter by Davut Aydin of the
state’s presence in the foundation sector
and the ensuing ambiguities which that
brings.

Answers regarding the primary
objectives of foundations include
poverty alleviation, education and
natural disaster relief (Figure 13).

Distribution within
1,641 answers by 917
respondents.

Figure 12. Top Foundations in Turkey

From top to bottom: Kızılay: Red Crescent, TEMA: Foundation for Combating Soil Erosion, for Reforestation and the Protection of Natural
Habitats, SHÇEK: Social Services and Child Protection Agency, THK: Turkish Aero-Nautical Association, TSK Vakf›: Turkish Armed Forces
Foundation, TEV-MEV: Turkey National Education Foundation, TDV: Turkey Religious Affairs Foundations, SYDV: Social Solidarity Foundation,
Darülaceze: Pauper Asylum, TEGV: Turkish Education Volunteers Foundation, Deniz Feneri: Lighthouse Association, Cem Vakf›: Cem
Foundation (Alevite), FakFukFon: Fund for the Poor and Needy, AKUT: Association for Search and Rescue.
* Private
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Figure 13. Perceptions of Foundation Purposes

Distribution within
2,858 answers by 1,444
respondents.

As such, the main areas of activity for
the foundations are perceived to be
those that would be useful in promoting
social justice in principle; however, for
the effective promotion of social justice
objectives, the area in which foundations
work is not as important as how they
carry out their activities in the chosen
field.
When asked about preferred causes
when making a donation to a foundation,
in line with previous findings, the main
preferences were poverty alleviation
(28.5%), education (16%), support for
the handicapped (11.3%) and natural
disaster relief (9.8%) (Figure 14).
Religious education comprised only 8.7%
of the answers. Only a small majority of
respondents reported a preference to
donate to organizations which promote
human rights (2.8%), environmental
protection (1%), arts, culture historical
protection (1.5%), sports (0.3%),
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animal care and protection (0.2%),
which total 5.8% of the purposes
mentioned.

iii. Types, Modalities and Levels
of Giving
Direct Giving
Respondents were asked whether and
to what degree they directly provided
help to others in need. About 44% of
respondents responded affirmatively
(Figure 15). Cash aid is by far the most
common form of giving to relatives
(Figure 16). Respondents reported giving
less in cash assistance to neighbors
than to other needy people. Food aid
to neighbors is more common than
other types of aid. This may be because
in close-knit family circles of a typical
Turkish village or neighborhood, in-kind
aid to relatives, in the form of clothing
and food, could very well be situated
within tradition, and not be considered

Figure 14. If you were to make a donation to a foundation, for what purpose
would that primarily be? (%)

aid but instead part of a tradition of
helpfulness.
Respondents were asked to give an
approximate value for all kinds of in-kind
or cash aid. Developing these figures
requires using certain assumptions.
Assuming that all direct aid reported
pertains to the whole household, about
53 US$, or 0.9%, of yearly household
income was used for direct aid (using
6,147 US$ as the yearly household income
reported). The total of such aid for all
12.5 million households in Turkey sums
up to 662.5 million US$ (Figure 17). It is
noticeable that individual-to-individual
giving as a share of household income is
quite low. However, these figures reflect

only the portion of individual giving that
is not institutionalized and only partially
motivated by religious considerations,
therefore constituting only one segment
of total giving.

Distribution within
2,992 answers from
1,507 respondents.

Figure 15. Direct Giving to Relatives, Neighbors
or Other Needy Individuals (%)
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Figure 16. Breakdown of Giving to Relatives,
Neighbors and Other Needy Individuals (%)

In terms of total reported value, the
highest sum was given to relatives.
Nearly 56% of the total reported direct
aid targeted relatives followed by other
needy individuals who were not neighbors
(31.2%). The fact that the “other needy
individuals” category gathered the second
largest sum points to a potential for more
diverse forms of giving.

3 In all reported religiosity
questions at least two factors work
against accurate measurement of
religious practice. One is preference
falsification in the sense that the
respondents are more likely to give
answers that they think are expected
of them by the interviewer or the
designers of the questionnaire. As
such socially desirable answers
will be over reported. Another
similar phenomenon may be due to
cognitive dissonance. Respondents
not only try to please the interviewer
of designers of the questionnaire but
also themselves. The respondents
not knowing what precisely led them
to a certain act would try to please
themselves by attributing a positive
twist to an action that in reality
may have very little to do with
the reported motivations. This is
expected. However, what motivates
people to actually do what they do is
blurred as a consequence.

Answers to the question: “When you give
such help, do you do so by asking the
person or the families what their needs
are or do you give according to what
you feel should be given in accordance

with your budget?” demonstrate that
individual giving is spontaneous, small,
direct, and geared to help those close by
to meet immediate needs, and therefore
may not rely on an organized system of
giving. Most importantly, since the sum
given is small, such direct mobilization
may also be more efficient than using
an institutional intermediary. Lack of
knowledge (9%) and trust (11.9%) also
played a role in the choice direct aid
rather than institutional intermediation
(Figure 18).
Religious considerations appeared
to be present for at least half of the
respondents who reported giving direct
aid over the last year (Figure 19).3
The fact that nearly half of the
respondents (48.6%) attribute no
religious obligation to their giving is
significant.

Recipients of Assistance
On the reverse side, within the sample,
only 6.5% report to have received aid to
help resolve financial problems from any
one person or any institution (Figure 20),
and of these nearly three quarters made an
application to receive this aid (Figure 21).
Of those making such applications for
assistance, 31.7% reported applying to
the municipality, while among those who
said they were approached by someone
or institution, a higher rate of 33.1%

Figure 17. Average Per Capita Total Value of
Direct Giving ($)

108

Figure 18. Reasons for Not Using an Institutional Intermediary (%)

Distribution within
those who reported
that they gave direct
aid to relatives,
neighbors or other
needy individuals over
the past year.

Figure 19. Importance of Religious Considerations to
Respondents Who Give (%)

report to have been approached by the
municipality (Table 2).

reports to have received this in cash

Of those who reported receiving aid as a
result of making an application, 60.9%

direct financial help received pertains to

(Figure 22). Assuming that all reported
the whole household, about an average

Figure 20. Recipients of Financial Assistance (%)

109

Distribution within
those who reported
that they made direct
aid to relatives,
neighbors or other
needy individuals over
the past year.

Figure 21. Method of Receiving Assistance (%)

Table 2. Modalities of Financial Assistance (%)
Applied to

Approached by

Municipality

31.7

33.1

Social Assistance and Solidarity Association

13.1

8.7

Poverty Assistance fund

11.7

12.1

An acquaintance/relative

11.5

18.7

District governor/state officials

11.2

8.3

Student accommodation credit fund

4.2

1.3

Agricultural Bank

3.9

2.2

Directorate of Agricultural Assistance

1.5

3.7

Other

11.2

11.8

100

100

of 9.1 US$ per household was received.
The total of such aid for all 12.5 million
households in Turkey sums up to 115
million US$. Although the number of
individuals who report these figures is
too limited to yield a significant result,
it is interesting that recipients of aid do
not mention relatives or acquaintances
as often as previous analyses would
suggest. This may be due to knowledge
falsification by respondents. If a similar
knowledge falsification actually exists
on the giver’s side, it may be expected
that what is reported as aid to relatives is
understated compared to what may take
place in reality.

Figure 22. Form of Financial Assistance (%)

Figure 23. Degree of
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Figure 24. Payments of Compulsory Donations (%)

Figure 25. Recipients of Compulsory Donations (%)

In addition, 58.2% also reported that this
aid was a relief (Figure 23). However, a
significant group of 25.5% was undecided
about the impact of this aid while 16.2%
said that it was not a relief. Even on the

basis of a limited group of people who
had received aid to resolve their financial
problems, it is observed that such aid
was considered to be insufficient for a
significant group of people. Institutional
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Total compulsory
donations calculated
on the basis of the
figures reported is
estimated to be 100.4
million US$.

or as such, donations to the needy,
appears to be ineffective in resolving the
problems of the needy.

Compulsory Donations and
Donations to Street Beggars

Total money given
to street beggars
calculated on the
basis of the figures
reported to us is
estimated to be 46.8
million US$.

In order to distinguish among
various forms of giving in Turkey,
respondents were also asked whether
they made a donation to an institution
voluntarily. This form of “compulsory
donations”, used extensively in state run
institutions in Turkey as a way of raising
funds outside of officially
provided budget allocations, is asked in
return for certain public services.
6.8% of respondents reported that they
did make such donations, amounting
to about 100.4 million US$ (Figure 24).
Among the institutions where such
compulsory payments are reported to
have been made, schools
comprise the largest group followed

Figure 26. donat›ons to Street Beggars (%)

4 A similar question with almost
the same wording was used in
an earlier study by Çarkoğlu and
Toprak (2000) where the latest
year’s fitre payment rate was
88.2% while for zekat this was
60.2%.
5 For zekat and fitre payers, only
about 39% actually report to have
paid both zekat and fitre. However,
among those who reported to
have not paid zekat, a significant
portion (69%) reported to have paid
their fitre. Nevertheless nearly 19%
report to have paid neither zekat
nor fitre over the past year.

by the police force and health
institutions. Various other public
foundations and institutions are also on
the list.
Approximately 47% of respondents also
reported that they made donations to
street beggars (Figure 26), amounting to
46.8 million US$ on a yearly basis.

Religious giving
One objective was to delineate the
general contours of religious giving, such
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as zekat and fitre, in Turkey. It should
be kept in mind that zekat in a context
where the state collects non-religious
taxes has a distinct character compared
to situations such as in the past where
zekat was the only major form of tax.
Nowadays, in Turkey at least, zekat may
be considered a voluntary tax.
When asked whether they paid zekat
and fitre over the last year, nearly 40%
of the sample reported paying zekat
while about 80% reported giving fitre
(Figure 27).4 As for to whom and how
much these types of donations were
made, respondents reported that needy
acquaintances or relatives comprised
28.8% of zekat payments and 40.9%
of fitre payments (Figure 28). It is
interesting to observe that this particular
question about recipients of zekat-fitre
payments is left unanswered by a much
larger group of individuals than other
questions.5
When asked as to whether they would
pay their zekat to non-Muslims, 13.2 % of
the total, or about 33% of those who pay
zekat, said that they would while the rest
responded negatively (Figure 29).
Respondents also reported that they
sought advice from religious officials
(39.8%) on the amount of their payment
(Figure 30). However, a significant
portion stated that they do not seek
advice at all, which suggests that their
payments are approximations that
may perhaps even lead them to pay
convenient sums.
Assuming that all reported fitrezekat payments pertain to the whole
household, about an average of 14.8 US$
for fitre (0.24% of household income) and
17.2 US$ (0.28% of household income)
per household for zekat was given
(Figure 31). The total of such aid for 12.5
million households in Turkey sums up
to 185.2 million US$ for fitre and 214.4
million US$ for zekat. Given probable
tendencies to overstate payment

Figure 27. Payments of Zekat and Fitre (%)

Figure 28. Recipients of Fitre/Zekat (%)

amounts and understate income,

these religiously motivated payments

calculating the share of fitre and zekat

are quite low.

payments within household

Assuming that all reported fitre/

income would be an overestimate.

zekat payments pertain to the whole

Nevertheless, even when

household, about an average of 14.8 US$

overestimated, the shares of both of

for fitre (0.24% of household income)
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Figure 29. Would you pay your zekat to a non-Muslim?

Figure 30. Sources of Guidance on Amount of Fitre/Zekat Payments

and 17.2 US$ (0.28 of household income)
per household for zekat was received.
The total of such aid for all 12.5 million
households in Turkey sums up to 185.2
million US$ for fitre and 214.4 million
US$ for zekat.

institution types were specifically

Organized Giving

Aerospace Agency (Türk Hava Kurumu),

Respondents’ membership in various
institutions was also questioned in
an attempt to gauge the degree of
involvement in civil society organizations
(Table 3). Twenty-two different

Red Crescent (Kızılay), TEMA, the Child
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raised, with seventeen of those being
umbrella names for institutions without
any specific institution’s name being
mentioned. The remaining five were
specific institutions such as the Turkish

Protection Agency (Çocuk Esirgeme
Kurumu) and the Search And Rescue
Association (AKUT). Although the names
of these institutions actually reflect

Figure 31. Amount of Fitre/Zekat Payments (%)

their areas of activity, it should be noted
that with the exception of TEMA and
AKUT, all others are state institutions
where civilians can and do participate,
but the administration is carried out
by the state.6 Also included were
institutions with a religious orientation,
such as mosque building organizations,
brotherhoods, etc (Table 3).
The main objective of this section was
to estimate the financial resources
mobilized by these institutions.
An average donation amount was
calculated for those reported having
made donations. Obviously these
averages contain in some cases very few
respondents, and as such they cannot be
taken as representative samples of these
constituencies. The highest average
donation figure is seen for religious

associations with about 60 US$, for
charities this amount raises to 116 US$,
for political parties the amount is 69 US$.
Table 4 presents a comprehensive picture
of total giving derived from the results
discussed above. Religious giving, which
comprises about 60% of this sum, forms
another additional source of giving in
Turkey. While state capture is estimated
to be about 100 million US$, an additional
amount nearly half of that is spent for
street beggars. When all different types
of donations are added to find a total
donation figure for each respondent, only
about 21% of respondents do not report
any donation of any kind. This is quite
striking since it suggests that a majority
of about 80% makes a donations of
some form.
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6 Please see Appendix 3:
Institutional Membership for a
more detailed treatment of the
institutional membership and
related topics therein.

Table 3. Involvement in Civil Society Organizations
# of people
# of
# of people
who have some people
who are
activity in the who are
volunteers
institutions members

# of people who
participate in
meetings of the
institutions

Average
Share
# of people who
donations ($) within total
donate to the
among those who donations
institutions
donate
(%)

Sports clubs

21

12

10

8

13

18

1.1

Youth associations

4

2

2

0

1

-

-

Environmental associations

3

0

1

0

2

20

0.2

Human rights associations

2

2

1

1

1

-

-

Charities

29

5

9

6

26
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14.8

Religious institutions (mosque
building etc)

130

9

30

16

123

60

36.9

Workers unions

11

9

3

2

6

10

0.3

Urban development and
solidarity associations

13

7

4

3

11

60

3.4

Chambers of professions

19

15

4

4

10

48

2.4

Arts, culture and folklore
associations

4

2

2

1

2

26

0.2

Township associations

6

4

1

1

6

21

0.6

Religious community
institutions

7

0

6

5

7

13

0.4

School construcution and
school family associations

41

9

6

10

34

50

8.3

Health/Hospital development
associations

10

0

1

1

8

30

1.2

Political parties

37

31

15

12

6

69

1.9

Womens associations

4

3

2

3

1

25

0.1

Development cooperatives

5

2

2

1

2

58

0.7

Türk Hava Kurumu (Turkish
Aerospace Agency)

72

0

0

0

72

11

4.0

Kızılay (Red Crescent)

28

2

0

0

27

13

1.8

TEMA (Foundation for
Combating Soil Erosion,
for Reforestation and the
Protection of Natural Habitats)

7

1

4

2

5

9

0.2

Çocuk Esirgeme Kurumu (Child
Protection Agency)

8

0

0

2

7

373

13.7

Other

28

9

9

5

19

79

7.6

Total

489

122

111

80

388

50

100

7 Throughout this report we will
use the terms dependent and
independent (or explanatory)
variables. Dependent variable is
used to indicate the variable that
is to be explained. Explanatory
or independent variables are
those presumed to be the cause
of changes in the values of the
dependent variable (Nachmias and
Nachmias, 1996, 56).

d. Attitudes towards
social justice, social
capital and religiosity

dimensions relate to philanthropic

This section presents how the three
related conceptual frameworks of social
capital, social justice and religiosity

the main topic of inquiry, which is
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giving in Turkey. The object was to use
these explanatory variables7 to analyze
philanthropic giving in Turkey. (See Table
5 below).

Table 4. Total Donations and Help Received (US$)
Organized Giving

Donations to religious oriented institutions

262,252,914

Donations to all other institutions

440,271,147

Total Giving to Organizations

702,524,061

Direct Giving (individual to
individual)
Religious Giving

Other Giving

661,077,717
Fitre

185,233,230

Zekat

214,416,215

Street Beggars

46,793,947

Compulsory Donations

100,427,074

Total Donations

1,910,472,245
Help received

Table 5. Conceptual
Frameworks for
understanding
Philanthropic Giving
Social Capital
Dimensions

Religiosity
Dimensions

Social Justice
Dimensions

Trust

Faith

Egalitarianism

Helpfulness

Religious
practices

Distributive
justice

Tolerance

Religious
attitudes

Social efficacy

Self evaluation
of religiosity

Self ascribed
influence

The literature on social capital argues
that people who feel part of a community
tend to engage more fruitfully with one
another.8 Such a sense of belonging
tends to promote interpersonal trust,
and people who are more trusting of one
another tend to become engaged in civic
activities and tend to be more willing to
contribute towards the social welfare of
their community. As such we expect that
individuals who are more trusting of one
another in general will also tend to spend
their own financial resources to promote
philanthropic causes. When coupled with
measures of helpfulness and tolerance,
it may be possible to develop a more
complete picture of how social capital
may be inclined to support certain ends.
Equally important to mapping out a
potential inclination towards social

114,988,138

justice philanthropy are attitudes
towards issues such as egalitarianism,
distributive justice and social efficacy.
From these answers, it may be possible
to derive an understanding of to what
degree sympathy exists towards those
deprived of their basic human rights and
living in conditions of poverty, as well
as the extent to which individuals feel
empowered to promote solutions to
these problems.
In a society where Islam, in the recent
past, offered a system for directing
charity, it is necessary to understand the
degree to which faith still plays a part
in people’s philanthropic orientation.
Traditionally Islam has had a complex
web of institutions for regulating charity
and associated rules of conduct in order
to channel philanthropic giving to help
the needy. Over the past decade as the
influence of Islam in Turkish daily life,
in political discourse and policy-making
has gained momentum, we might expect
to find that religiosity will also reflect in
social interactions. The historical overview
by Murat Çizakça as well as the qualitative
interviews by Fatoş Gökşen suggest the
existence of a religious incentive structure
still exists in Turkish society.
On a final note, one should keep in mind
that these variables are intrinsically
related to one another. That is, religiosity
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8 For a further discussion on social
capital, please see Appendix 4:
Social Capital Background

and social capital may be supportive of
each other, religiosity and social justice
predispositions could move hand in
hand, or for that matter social justice
might bring with it a deeper social
capital accumulation in a given setting.
However, these issues are set aside here
should be explored in another discussion.

i. Social Capital
For the purpose of this study, social
capital was analyzed in three dimensons:
•
•
•
9 Survey Research Center (1969).
1964 Election Study. Ann Arbor,
Michigan: Inter-University
Consortium for Political Research,
University of Michigan.

Trust
Helpfulness
Tolerance

Trust
The questionnaire included three
interrelated modules that tackle the

Table 6. Trust Measures
Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or
that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?
%
Can not be too careful

87.6

Most people can be trusted*

12

NA

0.4

Do you think that most people would try to take advantage of you if
they got the chance or would they try to be fair?
Take advantage

77

Try to be fair*

21.4

NA

1.7

Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful, or that
they are mostly just looking out for themselves?
Look out for themselves

78.2

Try to be helpful*

21

NA

0.8

* Trustworthy responses
Respondents were given a score of 1 for each trustworthy response.
Scores therefore range from 0 (low trust) to 3 (high trust)
0 (Low)

59.9

1

24.5

2

10.1

3 (High)

2.9

NA

2.6
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issue of trust. The simplest and most
widely used index is adopted based
on the Survey Research Center (1969)
module on trust in people, which uses
three separate questions aggregated to
form a scale ranging between 0 to 3.9
In all three questions respondents are
asked to choose one of the two options
where in each question one of the options
indicates a tendency to trust.
Nearly 60% of the sample selected
non-trusting answers in all three
questions and only a small minority of
2.9% selected trusting answers
(Table 6).
When the trustworthiness scale (Table
7) is evaluated, it is observed that a large
segment of the sample indicated lack
of trust in all five statements (44.6%)
whereas those with a trusting answer
to all statements comprised only
1.4%. For a more detailed discussion
of the correlations of these, please see
Appendix 4: Social Capital Background.
Helpfulness
Looking at the distribution of
respondents across the scale values,
individuals scoring the highest possible
score on this scale comprised only 4%.
Nevertheless nearly 44% provided
answers which indicate helpfulness to
at least 3 out of 4 of their responses.
Compared to interpersonal trust, a
larger group of respondents show higher
degrees of helpfulness.
Tolerance
A scale to measure political tolerance
was developed in order to measure if
this variable had an impact on giving. It
is observed that high levels of political
tolerance are rare in Turkey (Table 9).
Only about 17.5% hold tolerant views
in four or five of the statements given
to them. Nearly 12% prefer positions
that are non-tolerant in all 5 assertions
given to them. It is interesting to note
that intolerance is most pronounced

Table 7. Trustworthiness (%)
Completely
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Completely
agree

NA

People tell the truth even when they know they
would be in a better off if they lied. (T+)

11

30.8

20.5

30.9

6

0.8

People claim they have high ethical standards
regarding honesty and morality, but few people
stick to them when the chips are down. (T-)

3.8

8.4

21.6

52.9

12.3

1

Most people would not use a bus ticket if they
know they are not going to get caught. (T-)

5.8

14.7

22.7

43.5

12.7

0.5

Most people’s honesty is not due to their deep
convictions but rather because of their fear of
getting caught and punished. (T-)

5

12.3

21.9

46.7

13.5

0.6

Most people would cheat on their taxes if they had
a chance. (T-)

3.5

8.7

19.7

48.6

18.7

0.8

Cronbach’s Alpha

0.6
0

1

2

3

4

NA

44.6

31.8

10.7

6.2

5.1

0.2

Trustworthiness

Table 8. Helpfulness (%)
Completely
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Completely
agree

NA

Most people will not
be reluctant to help
others who are in
trouble. (H+)

4.7

16.8

16.2

49.2

12.8

0.3

Most people will
help their neighbors
by giving them food,
clothes and similar
in kind aid during
economic crisis. (H+)

2.9

12.2

15.8

53.4

15.5

0.2

Most people would
help someone on the
highway when their car
breaks down. (H+)

5.4

15.8

23.6

44.1

10.8

0.3

People mostly think
of their own interests.
(H-)

1.8

7.1

16.1

51.7

22.7

0.6

Cronbach’s Alpha

0.6
0

1

2

3

4

NA

17.7

17.6

20.7

39.9

4

0.1

Helpfulness

H+: indicates that agreement indicates helpfulness.
H-: indicates that disagreement indicates helpfulness.

concerning the expression of minority
views and when country interests
are considered to be endangered.
However, when people are faced with
evaluating whether or not any views
should be expressed they nevertheless
predominantly support free expression.

When examining other characteristics
of the respondents in relation to this
segment of the data, we find that
respondents from Southeastern
Turkey and those with higher levels of
educations carry a significantly
higher score on the political tolerance
index .
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Table 9. Tolerance (%)
Completely
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Completely
agree

NA

Arguments against the views of the majority
should not be voiced. (T-)

15.8

26.7

17.4

29.4

8.4

2.2

Newspapers should not be closed down even if
they print views against country interests. (T-)

14.2

24.7

21.4

27.6

10

2.1

Turkey’s problems can be solved by a military
regime rather than a popularly elected
government. (T-)

28.4

31.2

22.9

12.6

3.4

1.5

Radical and extreme ideological groups should
not be allowed to undertake a protest even if
they maintain public order. (T-)

9.2

20.3

27.9

30.2

8.7

3.6

People should be free to express whatever
views they might hold. (T+)

2.1

6.3

19.6

44.6

26.5

0.9

When country interests are under threat
human rights can be violated. (T-)

10.1

18.4

26.2

31

11.7

2.7

Cronbach’s Alpha

0.4
0

1

2

3

4

NA

11.7

21.4

29.8

20.9

12

0.7

Tolerance
T+: indicates that agreement indicates tolerance.
T-: indicates that disagreement indicates tolerance.

ii. Religiosity
In this section several dimensions were
examined to understand respondents’
orientation towards religion:
•
•
•
•

Faith,
Religious practice,
Religious attitudes, and
Self-evaluation of religiosity.

Religion is a complex and difficult
phenomenon for social scientists,
especially when dealing with empirical
analysis. The above discussion of
interpersonal trust, helpfulness and
tolerance hints at the linkage between
religiosity and social capital. At its core
social capital reflects a value judgement
by individuals as to a sense of belonging
to a community. In the Islamic faith it
could be argued that social capital, or a
sense of belonging to a community, is
institutionalised by zekat, which is one
of the five pillars of the Islamic faith.
Beyond the spiritual element of zekat, it
should be noted that zekat also has the
potential of enabling people to access
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economic, financial means and in so
doing establish networks of trust and
social community. It is in this sense that
religiosity is expected to play a significant
role in determining philanthropic giving
and in so doing perhaps the achievement
of social justice.
Please see Appendix 5: Measuring Faith
for further information and analysis
related to the three dimensions of
religiosity discussed below.
Faith
To measure faith, earlier work treating
certain dimensions of religious beliefs
were followed (Table 10). Believers in
God formed the highest proportion, with
about 99%. Life after death and existence
of the devil, however, was believed
by about 92% of the respondents.
Respondents were also asked whether
they believed if it was possible (as stated
in the Koran) to gain God’s reward in the
afterlife, which seems to be an important
factor in individual tendencies towards
philanthropy, as shown in the research by
Fatos Goksen. As such, 61.5% responded
positively to this question confirming

their belief.

Table 10. Reflections of Religiosity: Belief (%)

Religious Practice
The dimension of religious practice
comprises acts of worship through which
believers are expected to show their
devotion to their religion. Amongst a
large number of rituals in Islam, only
five were included in the questionnaire:
Mosque attendance, zekat and fitre
payments, lamb sacrifice and the
pilgrimage to Haj. The first question
asked how often the respondents go
to mosque (a public act). Reported
frequencies are presented in Table 11A
and 11B. Mosque attendance is also
mostly relevant for men rather than
women, explaining why attendance rates
appear to be low. In fact, on examining
the same attendance question for men
and women it is observed that very few
women report going to mosque once a
week or more (14.1%) and nearly 40.6% of
the women report that they nearly never
go to the mosque.

Table 11a. Reflections of
Religiosity: Worship (%)
Go to
mosque
More than once a week

20.4

Once a week (on Fridays)

23.2

Once a month

2.5

In the month of Ramadan and
religious festivals (kandils)

21

On bayram holidays, once or
twice a year

Believes

Does not
Believe

NA

God

98.6

1.1

0.3

Sin

98.4

1.5

0.1

Heaven/Hell

97.1

2.6

0.3

Existence of spirit

95.9

3.8

0.1

After-life

92.1

6.8

1.1

93

6.9

0.1

61.5

34.1

4.4

Existence of devil
Belief that God’s reward can be gained
after death

sacrificed lamb over the past year
while about 19% reports they were not
financially able to do so. Only 4.5%
reports to have ever gone to Haj.

Table 11b. Reflections of Religiosity: Worship (%)
Did You pay fitre or zekat?

Fitre

Zekat

Yes, I did

79.3

39.9

Financially I am not able to pay

6.1

25.2

No, I did not

13.6

33.8

1

1.1

NR
Did you sacrifice a lamb this past year?
Yes, I did

56.3

My financial condition was not adequate

19.2

No, I did not

23.3

NR

1.2

Did you ever go to Haj?
Yes, I did

4.5

My financial condition was not adequate

24.4

6.3

No, I did not

70.1

Nearly never, never

25.2

NR

0.9

No response

1.4

Total

100

As for payments of fitre and zekat, it
is observed that fitre payments are
quite widespread (about 80%) while
zekat payments are about half that rate
at around 40%. As for lamb sacrifice
and Haj visits, about 56% reportedly

Religious Attitudes
Attitudinal differences on issues related
to religion were addressed by providing
the respondents with certain statements
which they were asked to evaluate. All
statements were worded so that those
who agree can be grouped as individuals
with religious attitudinal characteristics,
as opposed to those who disagree,
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10 Of course, it should be cautioned
that for all of the statements it is
possible to find counter examples.
A very devout person who prays
regularly, who fasts and abides by
all different sorts of religious rules
disagreeing with our statement
where agreement is interpreted
as being more religious than
disagreement is not unthinkable.

Table 12. Reflections of Religiosity: Attitudes
Neither
Totally
Disagree
Totally
disagree nor Agree (4)
disagree (1)
(2)
agree (5)
agree (3)

NR

1+2

4+5

Net agree
(4+5)-(1+2)

Throughout the Ramadan month
restaurants and coffeehouses should
be closed during the daytime fast.

16

23

10

30

20

0.5

39

50

11

I would not object to my daughter
getting married to a non-Muslim.

34

31

11

15

8

0.4

65

23

-42

I would not consider sending my child
to a Religious High School.

21

32

16

20

10

0.9

53

30

-23

In commercial life a religious person is
more trustworthy than someone who
is not.

15

22

24

28

10

0.9

37

38

1

I approve of girls and boys being
educated in the same classroom in high
school.

7

10

14

46

22

0.5

17

68

51

Girls should be allowed to cover their
heads if they wish.

5

9

14

40

31

0.6

15

71

56

NR: No response

who are grouped as less religious (Table
12).10
Self-Evaluation of Religiosity
The final variable measured was selfevaluation of religiosity. The question
was presented as: “Irrespective of how
often you worship, to what degree would
you consider yourself to be religious?”
Nearly 69% of respondents have placed
themselves at the higher (more religious)
end of the ten-point scale, while about
31% placed themselves at the lower (less
religious) end.

iii. Social Justice

11 See Feldman S. (1988) ‘Structure
and Consistency in Public Opinion:
The Role of Core Beliefs and
Values’, American Journal of
Political Science, 32, 416-440, for
an in-depth discussion of indeces
similar to the one we develop here.

A sense of belonging to a community,
trust, helpfulness and tolerance towards
one another may be expected to be
mutually supported by religious feelings
and actions within an Islamic frame of
reference. It is similarly expected that
social capital, religiosity and social
justice will be mutually supportive
in this context. Trusting, helpful and
tolerant as well as religiously observant
communities may also be expected
to be highly sensitive towards social
justice and thus be more egalitarian
in their predispositions. Such value
predispositions could be influential
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upon the social activism of individuals,
however, only if a sense of social efficacy
is also present. Otherwise, these value
bases, which would support social justice
philanthropy, will not get realized,
since individuals would not believe that
their actions are going to be effective
in improving their own communities.
Accordingly, the survey was designed
with three interdependent modules to
deal with the concepts of :
•
•
•
•

Egalitarianism,
Distributive justice,
Social efficacy, and
Self ascribed influence.

Egalitarianism
In order to grasp the inner
predispositions of individuals towards
egalitarian principles, a scale to measure
egalitarianism was developed. The
primary objective was to measure
people’s commitment to the value of
equal opportunity in Turkish society.11
Respondents were asked to evaluate
the degree to which they would agree
with various statements dealing with
the concept of egalitarianism such as
“Everyone should have equal chance
in life”. Faced with this statement,
nearly 84% agrees. When evaluating

the following statement: “Everyone
should do whatever they can to help
protect minority rights against majority
infringements”, the tendency to agree
is observed for a group of about 80%.
While “Protection and improvements
in human honor and welfare should be
the first priority of our society” attracts
agreement by about 81.5%, only 55.5%
agrees with the statement that “It is not
good to get too involved in taking care of
needs of people we don’t know”.

egalitarian principles which should lead
them to favor policies and practices to
assist those who are in need.

•

Those which scored higher on the
tolerance, trustworthiness and
helpfulness indices,

These evaluations were aggregated into a
single scale of egalitarianism by counting
the number of times a given individual
agreed with egalitarian statements
(Cronbach alpha=0.7). As Table 13
indicates, nearly 45% of respondents
take on an egalitarian stand in all
assertions given to them. When those
who agree with egalitarian assertions in
at least 80% of the time are added to this
group (a group of about 24%), a total of
about 69% indicate a very high degree
of egalitarianism. In other words, this
sample shows a high tendency to value

•

Those which were living in rural areas,

•

Those which exhibited a lack of
confidence or trust in civil society
organizations and

•

Those who expressed increased
feeling of effectiveness in social life
and resolution of social problems.

Several interesting patterns emerge
after deeper analysis. The following
respondent groups tended to score
significantly higher on the egalitarianism
scale:

Alternatively, the respondents who
scored higher on self-evaluated
religiosity and the faith dimension of
religiosity scored significantly lower on the
tolerance scale.
Distributive Justice

Table 13. Egalitarianism (%)
Completely
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Completely
agree

NA

2

5.4

7.9

53

31.3

0.2

Everyone should do whatever they can to
protect minority rights against majority
infringements. (E+)

0.6

3

15.2

58.8

21.1

1.2

If we were to make a number of changes in
our socio-economic system poverty could be
eliminated. (E+)

1.1

5.8

21.7

51.1

19.2

1.1

Women should be brought to important
positions in state institutions, private sector
and politics. (E+)

1.3

5.7

23.1

46.3

22.6

1

It is not good to get too involved in taking
care of needs of people we don’t know. (E-)

5.4

11.9

26.5

43.5

12

0.7

Protection and improvements in human
honor and welfare should be the first priority
of our society. (E+)

0.9

2.6

14.3

51.1

30.4

0.6

Cronbach’s Alpha

0.7
0

1

2

3

4

5

NA

4.1

3.4

9.2

14.2

23.9

45

0.2

Everyone should have an equal chance in life.
(E+)

Egalitarianism
E+: indicates that agreement indicates egalitarianism.

E-: indicates that disagreement indicates egalitarianism.
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Respondents were provided six
statements which reflected views about
equal treatment of people, income
equality and redistribution. Is the
unequal treatment of people an important
problem in the public agenda? What
would happen if equalization of incomes
were not to take place? What is the inner
logic of income equalization? Statements
that address these points were given to
the respondents for evaluation. Answers
which indicate positions considered to be
pro-distributive justice are indicated in
Table 14.12

12 See Kluegel J. R. and Smith, E.R.
(1986) Beliefs about Inequality:
Americans’ Views of What is and
What Ought to be. New York:
Aldine and Gruyter, for an in-depth
discussion of indices similar to the
one we develop here.

It is interesting to note that the highest
level of agreement amongst the
statements occur for the assertion
that “Unequal treatment of people
is our most important problem”
(85.3%). Respondents also tend to
predominantly agree with the statement
that “Equalization of incomes would
protect our society from conflicts”
(77,1%). The lowest level of agreement
occurs with the assertion that “When
incomes are equalized people will get
used to laziness” (41.4%). On an item by

item basis it is observed that for most
statements a clear majority of respondents
take a pro-distributive justice position.
Those positions in support of what is
referred to as ‘distributive justice’ are
summarized in the distributive justice
scale. Among these 6 statements
about 13.2% of the sample selected 5
or 6 distributive justice positions while
only 4.4% never picked a distributive
justice position. In other words, most
respondents in the sample are distributed
in the middle range of agreement with the
propositions given to them. Respondents
who scored higher on the tolerance
and egalitarianism indices also scored
significantly higher on the distributive
justice scale, as did respondents living in
rural areas and the Black Sea region.
Social Efficacy
A three dimensional assessment of
social efficacy is presented in Table 15.
The first and second dimensions reflect
confidence in the political and economic
system (protection of rights, and effective

Table 14. Distributive Justice (%)
Completely
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Completely
agree

Disagree

Agree

-1

-2

-3

-4

-5

(1+2)

(4+5)

Unequal treatment of people is our most
important problem. (DJ+)

1.4

4.2

8.2

56.1

29.2

5.5

85.3

0.9

Equalization of incomes would protect our
society from conflicts. (DJ+)

1.2

4.1

15.4

54.3

22.8

5.3

77.1

2.1

Incomes should be equalized because
everyone needs more or less the same
accommodation and food. (DJ+)

3.3

10.8

21

45.3

17.8

14.1

63.1

1.9

When incomes are equalized people will
get used to laziness. (DJ-)

10.5

23.1

23.3

31.7

9.7

33.6

41.4

1.7

Incomes could not be equalized since
people’s abilities are not equal. (DJ-)

6.1

12.8

21.3

45

12.9

18.9

57.9

2

Incomes cannot be equalized since people
have a natural tendency to desire owning
more than others. (DJ-)

4.9

10.2

18.9

46.1

18.2

15.1

64.3

1.7

Cronbach’s Alpha

0.5
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

NA

4.4

8.7

21.1

38.1

14.1

7.4

5.8

0.5

Distributive Justice

DJ+: indicates that agreement indicates distributive justice.
DJ-: indicates that disagreement indicates distributive justice.
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NA

Table 15. Social Efficacy
Confidence in
the Political
System

Confidence in
the Economic
System

Alienation

Basic rights and freedoms are protected in Turkey

0.83

-0.01

-0.08

The political system in Turkey is effective in representing its citizens

0.79

-0.06

0.07

The justice system in Turkey allows for fair trials for all citizens

0.73

0.08

0.06

Public officials serve their own interests

-0.02

0.77

0.01

No matter how much I work I will never be able to improve my lot

0.08

0.7

0.22

One does not become wealthy through honest means in Turkey

-0.03

0.67

-0.02

0

0.02

0.73

Citizens in Turkey are able to effect political decisions

0.22

-0.01

0.67

Turkey is controlled by a small yet strong group of people

-0.23

0.26

0.54

Variance explained

21.6

17.9

14.9

I am not valued in this society

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

participation within the country’s public
agenda). The last dimension reflects
feelings of alienation from the social life
of the country. It was expected that while
confidence in political and economic
dimensions would be positively related
to engagement in philanthropic causes,
alienation would be negatively related.
Several interesting patterns emerge
after deeper analysis across the various
dimensions:
•

Youth and Kurdish speakers tend to
have less confidence in the political
system.

•

Those who are more religiously
inclined exhibit the same level of
confidence in the political system as
others, although attitudinal religiosity
seems to go hand in hand with
feelings of alienation.

•

Trustworthiness and tolerance are
positively related to confidence in
the political system and negatively
related to confidence in the economic
system.

•

Those individuals who are more
engaged in civic activity tend to score
higher on the tolerance index but also
have less confidence in the political

system. They also seem to be no
different in the other two dimensions
from the rest of the sample who are
not active.
•

Confidence in the political system is
negatively correlated to distributive
justice but confidence in the economic
system and alienation are positively
correlated.

Self Ascribed Influence (with respect to
solving problems)
Three questions were asked in
an attempt to grasp individuals’
assessments as to what degree they feel
influential in addressing social problems.
One of these was directly concerned
with individual respondents’ selfassessment as to the degree to which
they feel influential over the resolution
of “existing problems... for a better
society.” Another was concerned with
individuals’ assessment as to the degree
to which individuals feel “associations,
foundations and charity organizations”
have influence on the resolution of
“existing problems... for a better
society.” Yet another was concerned
with individuals’ assessment as to
the degree to which individuals feel
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“donations” have influence on the
resolution of “existing problems...
for a more equitable distribution of
income.”
It is interesting that a clear majority feels
influential across all three questions.
Even more interesting is the observation
that individuals feel less empowered (in
terms of level of influence) regarding
the resolution of existing problems
at large compared to the combined
influence of “associations, foundations
charity organizations” for the resolution
of “existing problems... for a better
society” or “charity donations” over
the resolution of “existing problems...
for a more equitable distribution of
income.” In other words, people feel that
13 As explanatory variables used
were discussed above; i.e. religiosity
(attitudes, faith, self-evaluation),
helpfulness, political tolerance,
trustworthiness, egalitarianism,
distributive justice indices, age,
sex, education level, geography,
place of residence (urban-rural),
language spoken (Kurdish
speakers), confidence in the
political and economic system,
alienation, trust in institutions
(central and local administrations,
civil society organizations, media,
armed forces, Cem Foundation),
ownership index, belief in personal
impact of social life index, civic
engagement, economic condition
evaluations, interpersonal trust,
left-right self placement, belief in
destiny.

institutionalized action is more powerful
than individual efforts to tackle social
problems. The largest majority (65.9%)
believes that giving address income
inequality.
A self-ascribed influence index is formed
in a similar way to the indexes discussed
earlier. Those who feel influential in all
three questions receive a score of 3, while
those who feel influential in only two out
of three get 2, and those who only feel
influential in one get a score of 1. Those
who feel un-influential in all aspects
receive a score of 0.

According to this index, nearly 33% feel
influential in all three assessments while
about 29% feel influential in two out of
three. Only 19% feel un-influential in all
three assessments. In short, it seems
that a sizeable group of respondents feel
somehow influential in various aspects
of their social environment. However,
to what degree this feeling of influence
is effective in guiding their behavior
concerning philanthropic donations
remains to be seen.

e. Synthesis
We are now at a point where we
can talk about the determinants of
individual giving across different sorts
of donations. For every respondent we
have information as to how much was
donated to individuals, organizations,
street beggars, and in the form of zekat/
fitre. Table 17 provides a summary the
determinants for the four different types
of donations which was obtained though
the use of a multivariate regression
equation.13 Across the board, the impact
of household income on all kinds of
donations except for street beggars is
significant and positive.

Religious Giving
As far as the statistically significant
variables are concerned, household
income and religious attitudes are

Table 16. Self-ascribed influence for resolution of problems (%)
No
influence
what so
ever

To what degree do you think..

Neither not
No
influential nor Influential
influence
influential

Very
influential

NA

you are able to influence existing problems towards creating a
better society?

9.4

18.9

24.9

41.2

5.1

0.4

associations, foundations and other charity organizations are
able to influence existing problems towards creating a better
society?

3.6

8.7

23.1

52.9

10.3

1.4

charity is able to influence existing problems towards creating
a more equal income distribution?

4.2

8

20.9

52.3

13.6

0.9

Cronbach’s Alpha

0.64
0

1

2

3

19.2

18.5

29.4

32.7

Self-ascribed influence index
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0.2

positively correlated to religious
forms of giving. On the other hand,
as individuals tend to trust media more
they tend to donate less for zekat and
fitre

Organizational Giving
Organized giving is related to
trustworthiness, and distributive
justice indices as well as a belief in
one’s personal impact on public affairs
and household income. As individuals
become more trusting they tend to
donate more to organizations, however,
as people become more oriented towards
distributive justice, they tend to donate
less to organizations. It is worthy of
note that donations for non-religious
organizations/associations are driven
by attitudinal predispositions reflective
of secularist values together with higher
income levels.

Direct Giving
When the total amount of direct aid is
examined, helpfulness and alienation
indices, trust in armed forces, geographic
location and prospective economic
evaluations are significant. If an
individual’s economic expectations
are pessimistic then he or she tends to
donate more in the form of direct aid.
Those from the Aegean and Black Sea
provinces exhibit greater tendencies
to give directly, as do those who have
greater trust in the armed forces. Those
who are more helpful tend to donate
more, while those who feel alienated
tend to donate less for direct aid.

Street Beggars
Donations to street beggars are positively
related to the helpfulness index and
negatively related to trust in civil society
organizations.
What factors impact total donations?
1. The fact that household income is
significant in explaining all types
of donations suggests that when
household income rises so does total

giving.
2. The following factors were
statistically significant factors which
scored a positive impact:
• religiosity (attitudes but not faith),
• self-effectiveness scores,
• household income,
• ownership status,
• prospective economic evaluations,
and
• and geography of residence (central
Anatolia provinces).
3. Alienation and confidence in the
political system have a negative
impact on total donations.
4. The following factors were not
significant:
• egalitarianism,
• distributive justice,
• education level,
• ideological predispositions as
reflected in left-right self-placement,
• belief in destiny, and
• age and sex.
The fact that the distributive justice
index remains irrelevant for all types of
donations is worthy of note. It seems
that egalitarian and distributive justice
considerations are not effectively
mobilized among Turkish households in
donations for the needy. Together with
egalitarianism being insignificant in all
equations, this finding suggests that
views on social justice play a limited
role in determining the amount of
philanthropic donations.
However, looking especially at
the components of total aid, a
feeling of community as reflected
in trustworthiness, helpfulness and
alienation indices seem to be more
effective in shaping donations for
philanthropic causes. In other words,
social capital indicators seem to be much
more effective in mobilizing philanthropic
aid than distributive justice or egalitarian
values.
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Table 17. Determinants of Donations
Donations for ...

Significant Variables of Correlations
Religious attitudes (+)

Religious Giving

Adjusted
R-square
0.014

Trust in media (-)
Total household income (+)
Trustworthiness (+)

Organized Giving

0.026

Distributive justice (-)
Effectiveness (+)
Total household income (+)
Helpfulness (+)

0.06

Alienation (-)
Direct aid

Trust in Armed Forces (+)
Aegean & Black Sea provinces (+)
Prospective economic evaluations for Turkey
(+)
Total household income (+)

Street Beggars

Helpfulness (+)

0.012

Trust in civil society organisations (-)
Religious attitudes (+)

0.067

Effectiveness (+)
Confidence in the political system (-)
Grand total of all
donations

Alienation (-)
Central Anatolian provinces (+)
Prospective economic evaluations for Turkey
(+)
Ownership status (+)
Total household income (+)

f. Conclusions
Several interesting patterns emerge from
the preceding analyses. First, despite
the fact that the measurement of income
is under-estimated while donations are
over-estimated, results indicate a very
low amount of giving in Turkey. Total
giving, including religiously motivated,
state captured and non-religiously
motivated donations do not seem
to add up to more than one percent
of the household income. Low levels
of donations are also affected by the
tendency to choose direct aid.
The use of institutional intermediaries
to channel giving is not very common.
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An important reason for such individualto-individual aid is surprisingly not the
low level of trust in private institutional
solutions. In fact, individuals seem
to trust a selection of civil society
organizations more than state
institutions and also believe in their
effectiveness in tackling social issues.
However, civil society’s intermediary
philanthropic organizations remain
by and large unavailable to channel
individual aid to the needy, which
naturally leads to high dependence
on state intervention. Moreover, there
seems to be a cultural predisposition in
favor of state intervention, given that
a majority of the respondents reported
that it is the state’s duty to help the
poor rather than attributing much
responsibility to private philanthropic
initiatives. On the other hand, when
asked about the conditions which may
enable charity to successfully reach
its objectives, an unexpectedly high
number of respondents mentioned
state oversight as being important.
Clearly, there is considerable scope for
reconsidering the relationship between
the state and the philanthropic sector in
favor of attracting more resources to civic
organizations.
The evaluation of foundations in Turkey
leads us to believe that they are primarily
seen as non-religious initiatives for
poverty alleviation. The fact that popular
perceptions of foundations are almost
entirely secularized is another interesting
observation. Foundations are also not
seen to have a great role in the religious
life in the country. However, people
perceive the motivations of those
who donate to foundations as quite
religious, leaving us with the only hint
that connects religiosity to foundations.
As an overall observation, religiously
motivated giving is not as large as one
would think in a highly conservative
and predominantly Muslim country
such as Turkey. It is impossible to claim

that zekat and fitre giving is carried out
according to the religious rules, though
this is not surprising given the fact that
people in Turkey pay not only income tax
but also very high value added tax (18%).
Given such high tax rates, additional
wealth taxation on the basis of voluntary
giving does not seem to be effective.
Considering that spiritual obligation does
not seem to form an effective constraint
on people we are led to ask as to why at
all do people pay, or report to pay zekat
and fitre? What role could these sort of
unruly religious payments fulfill? Could
this be a reflection of certain religious
and social attributes that people value in
Turkish society? Could these payments
as signals of religiosity have a certain
function in traditional settings wherein
people obtain effective social if not
economic returns? All these questions
are directly relevant for analyzing the
spiritual capital accumulation and
functioning in Turkish society which
merits further research.

even more elaborate ways.
It is important to note that only about
21% of respondents reported no donation
across all five types of donations about
which we asked our questions. In other
words, a large segment of Turkish
society seems to be engaged in some
kind of giving but only at quite a low
level. So, we cannot claim that Turkish
society at large is simply irresponsive
to the needs of the disadvantaged.
Perhaps more importantly however,
is the potential inadequacy of the
way they choose to engage with
these underprivileged segments of
the society. Parochial engagement in
philanthropic causes simply may not be
enough to bring about change towards
more social justice in Turkey. This
seems to be the real challenge in front
of Turkish philanthropy sector.

People predominantly tend to directly
donate to needy relatives, neighbors
and people around them. Such
parochialism is expected to maintain
the status quo rather than exerting
pressure for systemic change in favor
of marginalized segments of Turkish
society. The potential for such individualto-individual giving to be directed
towards social justice philanthropy
therefore may be very limited. It simply
leads to maintenance of the status quo
and helps build a traditional hierarchy
of social relations, which undermines
the potential for social and economic
development of the disadvantaged.
However, the informal parochialism also
needs to be appreciated for it may be
the only dependable urgent help that
keeps poverty from exploding. Yet, such
ad hoc measures may only control social
explosions, thereby allowing implosive
tendencies to run deeper, hiding them in
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Trends in Individual Giving in Turkey
Appendices
Appendix 1:
Methodology
The “primary sampling units” were
chosen to be the provinces of Turkey.
Prisons, hospitals and student
dormitories were kept out of the target
population. A total of 20 provinces
were chosen according to a procedure
summarized below.
Statistical Region Units devised by the
State Institute of Statistics (SIS) were
taken to be the basis of our sampling
selection procedure. In this classification
of provinces SIS created three levels
for the total of 81 provinces. The detail
of these three levels of classification is
given in Table A1a below. In the first
level, 12 province groups were created.
In this classification, where Istanbul
alone remained as a single unit, the usual
geographic regions are reorganized to
create new provincial groupings. For
example, in the second group, called
Western Anatolia, Konya, Karaman
together with Ankara are seen. The
Northeast Anatolia group is comprised of
7 provinces including Erzurum, Erzincan,
Bayburt, Ağrı, Kars, Iğdır and Ardahan.
The usual seven geographic regions are
divided into smaller province groupings
to create a set of more homogenous
provinces according to geographic as well
as socio-economic characteristics.
The 12 regions on Level I are then divided
into 26 Level II regions. These 26 regions
were used for selecting the sample.
Target interviews were also distributed
according to these regions’ share in total
population. The aim was to interview a

Table A1a. Classification of Statistical Region
Units
Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

1

İstanbul

İstanbul Sub-region

İstanbul

2

Western
Anatolia

Ankara Sub-region

Ankara

Konya Sub-region

Konya, Karaman

3

Eastern
Marmara

Bursa Sub-region

Bursa, Eskişehir, Bilecik

Kocaeli Sub-region

Kocaeli, Sakarya, Düzce, Bolu, Yalova

İzmir Sub-region

İzmir

Aydın Sub-region

Aydın, Denizli, Muğla

Manisa Sub-region

Manisa, Afyon, Kütahya, Uşak

Tekirdağ Sub-region

Tekirdağ, Edirne, Kırklareli

Balıkesir Sub-region

Balıkesir, Çanakkale

Antalya Sub-region

Antalya, Isparta, Burdur

Adana Sub-region

Adana, Mersin

Hatay Sub-region

Hatay, Kahramanmaraş, Osmaniye

Zonguldak Sub-region

Zonguldak, Karabük, Bartın

Kastamonu Sub-region

Kastamonu, Çankırı, Sinop

Samsun Sub-region

Samsun, Tokat, Çorum, Amasya

Kırıkkale Sub-region

Kırıkkale, Aksaray, Niğde, Nevşehir,
Kırşehir

Kayseri Sub-region

Kayseri, Sivas, Yozgat

Trabzon Sub-region

Trabzon, Ordu, Giresun, Rize, Artvin,
Gümüşhane

Gaziantep Sub-region

Gaziantep, Adıyaman, Kilis

Şanlıurfa Sub-region

Şanlıurfa, Diyarbakır

Mardin Sub-region

Mardin, Batman, Şırnak, Siirt

Malatya Sub-region

Malatya, Elazığ, Bingöl, Tunceli

Van Sub-region

Van, Muş, Bitlis, Hakkari

Erzurum Sub-region

Erzurum, Erzincan, Bayburt

Ağrı Sub-region

Ağrı, Kars, Iğdır, Ardahan

4

5

6

7

8

Aegean

Western
Marmara

Mediterranean

Western
Blacksea

C. Anatolia

9

Eastern
Blacksea

10

S.Eastern
Anatolia

11

C. Eastern
Anatolia

12

N. Eastern
Anatolia
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Table A1b. selected prov›nces and the›r total number of ›nterviews pr›or to and
after oversampl›ng of the urban segments-1
Planned Interviews

Realized Interviews

Distribution
of the 300
urban oversample

Total
Planned
İnterviews

Total
Planned
Urban
Interviews

Total
Planned
Rural
Interviews

İstanbul Sub-region

62

239

223

17

257

İzmir Sub-region

19

78

67

11

Manisa Sub-region

11

65

39

Aydın Sub-region

8

53

Adana Sub-region

16

Hatay Sub-region

Level 2

Rural

Total

Urban

Rural

243

14

-18

-20

3

77

66

11

1

1

0

26

68

45

23

-3

-6

3

29

24

53

29

24

0

0

0

78

59

20

78

58

20

0

1

0

10

58

35

23

58

35

23

0

0

0

Antalya Sub-region

9

53

34

20

57

37

20

-4

-3

0

Şanlıurfa Sub-region

11

61

41

20

62

42

20

-1

-1

0

Gaziantep/Mardin Sub-region

17

84

61

23

90

66

24

-6

-5

-1

Ankara Sub-region

24

95

87

8

95

87

8

0

0

0

Konya Sub-region

10

53

35

18

53

33

20

0

2

-2

Bursa Sub-region

16

69

57

13

70

57

13

-1

0

0

Kocaeli Sub-region

11

59

38

21

59

38

21

0

0

0

Samsun Sub-region

11

64

38

26

64

38

26

0

0

0

Zonguldak/Kastamonu Sub-region

6

40

21

18

40

21

19

0

0

-1

Kayseri/Kırıkkale Sub-region

16

90

58

32

90

61

29

0

-3

3

Van/Malatya Sub-region

14

80

49

30

80

46

34

0

3

-4

Trabzon Sub-region

11

66

38

28

66

38

28

0

0

0

Balıkesir/Tekirdağ Sub-region

11

62

39

23

61

36

25

1

3

-2

Erzurum/Ağrı Sub-region

9

53

32

22

58

33

25

-5

-1

-3

300

1500

1079

421

1536

1109

427

-36

-30

-6

Total

total of 1,200 people. However, in order
to grasp the total variation better it
was decided to over-sample the urban
segment. Accordingly, a total of 300
interviews were allocated for the urban
over-sample. These 300 interviews
were distributed according to the 26
regions’ shares in the urban segment.
In the process, Gaziantep and Mardin,
Zonguldak and Kastamonu, Kayseri and
Kırıkkale, Van and Malatya, Balıkesir
and Tekirdağ together with Erzurum and
Ağrı sub-regions were getting too few
interviews and thus were joined together
to minimize sampling and interview
costs. Accordingly, a total of 20 sub132

Total Urban

Difference between
Planned and Realized
Interviews

regions were created and one province
per each sub-region was selected as the
representative of those sub-regions.
Table A1b and Table A1c show the
selected provinces and their total number
of interviews prior to and after oversampling of the urban segments.
District selection was conducted
according to the population weights
of districts within each province. Table
A1d shows the districts included in the
sample.
Within each, district rural and urban
weights were given to the allotted
number of interviews. Then all rural

Table A1c. selected prov›nces and the›r total number of ›nterviews pr›or to and
after oversampl›ng of the urban segments-2
Level 1

Level 2

Provinces
selected
for Level 2

Share of the
Sub-Region
within
the Total
Population

Urban
share
%

Rural
Share

Total
Number of
interviews
for Subregions

Urban
interviews

Rural
interviews

Share in
Urban
Population

İstanbul

İstanbul Sub-region

İstanbul

14,8

90,7

9,3

177

161

17

20,6

Egean

İzmir Sub-region

İzmir

5,0

81,1

18,9

60

48

11

6,2

Egean

Manisa Sub-region

Manisa

4,5

52,0

48,0

54

28

26

3,6

Egean

Aydın Sub-region

Denizli

3,7

46,7

53,3

45

21

24

2,7

Mediterranean

Adana Sub-region

Adana

5,2

68,5

31,5

62

42

20

5,4

Mediterranean

Hatay Sub-region

Osmaniye

4,0

52,6

47,4

48

25

23

3,2

Mediterranean

Antalya Sub-region

Antalya

3,7

55,3

44,7

44

24

20

3,1

S. East
Anatolia

Şanlıurfa Sub-region

Diyarbakır

4,1

59,1

40,9

50

29

20

3,8

South Eastern
Anatolia

Gaziantep/Mardin
Sub-region

Gaziantep

5,6

65,3

34,7

67

44

23

5,6

Western
Anatolia

Ankara Sub-region

Ankara

5,9

88,3

11,7

71

63

8

8,0

Western
Anatolia

Konya Sub-region

Konya

3,6

58,9

41,1

43

25

18

3,3

Eastern
Marmara

Bursa Sub-region

Bursa

4,5

76,4

23,6

54

41

13

5,3

Eastern
Marmara

Kocaeli Sub-region

Kocaeli

4,0

57,2

42,8

48

28

21

3,5

Western
Karadeniz

Samsun Sub-region

Samsun

4,4

51,5

48,5

53

27

26

3,5

Western
Karadeniz

Zonguldak/Kastamonu
Zonguldak
Sub-region

2,8

46,0

54,0

34

15

18

2,0

C. Anatolia

Kayseri/Kırıkkale Subregion

Kayseri

6,2

56,5

43,5

74

42

32

5,4

Eastern
Anatolia

Van/Malatya Subregion

Van

5,5

53,9

46,1

66

36

30

4,6

Eastern
Anatolia

Trabzon Sub-region

Trabzon

4,6

49,4

50,6

55

27

28

3,5

Western
Marmara

Balıkesir/Tekirdağ
Sub-region

Balıkesir

4,3

55,5

44,5

51

28

23

3,7

N. Eastern
Anatolia

Erzurum/Ağrı Subregion

Erzurum

3,7

51,4

48,6

44

23

22

2,9

100

64,9

35,1

1200

779

421

100,0

Total

interviews were carried out in villages
selected from the districts randomly.
Twelve interviews are carried out per
village. In urban settings that were
within municipal borders, districts were
selected at random as proportionate to
the number of their voters. The number
of districts to be selected per district
was calculated on the basis of the total
number of interviews accorded to that
district and six interviews per district.
Sample distribution was planned by
selecting three streets from each district

and scheduling two interviews per
street (i.e., 6 interviews per district).
The selection of streets was based on
the Ministry of Finance’s list of “Current
Property Values”. All streets located at
the selected districts were divided into
three groups of “upper”, “average,” and
“lower” values, and one principal and
one auxiliary street name were selected
from each group. Building numbers for
the two interviews to be conducted per
street were selected from the table of
random numbers formed according to
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Table A1d. Selected Provinces and their Districts
Provinces
ADANA

ANKARA

ANTALYA

BALIKESİR

BURSA

DENİZLİ

DİYARBAKIR

ERZURUM

GAZİANTEP

Districts

Provinces

Districts

KOZAN

İZMİR

KONAK

YÜREĞİR

MENEMEN

MAMAK

KAYSERİ

YENİMAHALLE

KOCASİNAN
TALAS

KEMER

KOCAELİ

MERKEZ

GEBZE
KANDIRA

BANDIRMA

KONYA

İVRİNDİ

ÇELTİK
DOĞAN HİSAR

OSMANGAZİ

MANİSA

YILDIRIM

AKHİSAR
MERKEZ

ÇAL

OSMANİYE

KADİRLİ

MERKEZ

SAMSUN

LADİK

ÇERMİK

MERKEZ

MERKEZ

TRABZON

MERKEZ

AKÇAABAT
ŞALPAZARI

NARMAN

VAN

ŞAHİNBEY

ÇALDIRAN
ERCİŞ

ŞEHİTKAMİL

ZONGULDAK

MERKEZ

BAKIRKÖY
BAYRAMPAŞA
BÜYÜKÇEKMECE
İSTANBUL

KADIKÖY
KÜÇÜKÇEKMECE
ÜSKÜDAR
ZEYTİNBURNU

the initials of street names. As such,
it was hoped that streets that showed
distinct characteristics according to their
property value will be systematically
included in this sample.
After going to the homes/dwellings
within which the interviews were to
be carried out, interviewers asked the
number of residents over 18 and tried
to interview one of them selected at
random. If the selected person could
not be found at the first visit, or if the
interview could not take place for some
reason, the house in question was visited
a second time in order to try to interview
the selected person. If the interview
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could not take place a second time,
another home on the same street was
again selected at random, and the same
process was repeated.
According to the above sampling plan,
a total of 1,200 face-to-face interviews
were envisaged. As noted above, 300
additional urban interviews were added
to over-sample the urban segment in
the target population. As a result 1,536
subjects were interviewed during the
application stage (see Table A1b, Table
A1c). In samples of this size (N=1,200)
that are selected by simple random
sampling procedure, the maximum
margin of error is expected to be ±2.8%
at a 95% confidence level. Including the
over-sample additions, the urban sample
has a total of 1,109 observations which
slightly enlarges the maximum sampling
error to ±2.9% at a 95% confidence
level. However, the rural sample with
427 observations is expected to yield a
maximum expected error of ±4.7% at a
95% confidence level. It should be noted
that these margins of error are all due
solely to sampling and do not include
other sources of error. It should also
be noted that the sampling procedure
could not assign the same probability of
selection at every stage in the process.
Since there is no way of knowing how
many people are living at every street,
streets were given an equal chance of
selection despite the fact that different
numbers of people live in different
streets. A correction of this necessitated
counting of all households in every street
of every neighborhood selected into our
sample. This would have necessitated
counting thousands of streets in a total
of about 200 neighborhoods. The study
did not have the finances to fund such an
exercise.
In the findings which are reported in
this study, unless otherwise noted, all
results presented are weighted so that
urban-rural split in the target population
is correctly represented in the results
obtained.

Appendix 2:
Further Characteristics of the Sample
The sample includes 12.5% Kurdish
speakers and 4% Arabic speakers. 9.5%
reported to have spoken Kurdish or Zaza
with their parents during their childhood.
Looking at the sample from the
perspective of ownership status it
is observed that nearly 67% of the
sample reported to own their house or
apartment where they reside. There is
no way of checking whether all of those
actually have the ownership titles for
their property. Obviously some of these
reside in shantytown dwellings where
ownership might be questionable.
However, this at least shows the degree
to which our respondents are confident
to possess ownership control of their
dwellings. Similarly, 25% report to posses
a car for their personal use.
Phone penetration in this sample is
equally high where nearly 83% report
to have a land-line and 64% possess
a cellular phone for their personal
use. Personal computers at home are
available to about 12% of our households.
While about 24% reports to have a
dishwasher nearly 79% reports an
automatic washing machine. Nearly one
third of respondents also reports to have
a credit card for their personal use. This
is clearly an indication of available shortterm credit for the household expenses.
There is however no information as to the
degree to which this credit line is being
actually used at the time of the survey.
The employment status of respondents
indicates that 62.8% of the sample
is actually not working. Of those
not working the largest group is the
housewives with 37.1% followed by
those who are retired with 11.7%. 5.2%
of our sample is students and 7.4%

Table A2a. Main Demographic Indicators - 1
Languages spoken

%
Kurdish

12.5

Arabic

4.0

Turkish

88.8

Kurdish/Zaza

9.5

Others

1.7

Average

4.3

House/apartment

67.3

Car

25.1

Phone (land line)

82.6

Dishwasher

23.8

Automatic washing machine

78.6

Personal Computer

11.8

Cellular phone (for personal use)

63.6

Credit card (for personal use)

32.7

Languages spoken in childhood*

Number of individuals living in the household

Ownership Status

Monthly Total Reported Household Income
Less than 113$

7.3

113-189$

8.3

113-265$

15.8

265-340$

12.2

340-416$

14.7

416-567$

12.9

567-757$

11.9

757-1135$

7.8

1135-1513$

3.5

1513-2270$

1.6

2270-3783$

0.6

More than 3783$

0.7

NR

2.7

Average Total Monthly Household Income ($)**

512

*Multi response, others category predominantly includes German, Albanian, Arabic
and Georgian.
**Calculated assuming that those who gave no response to this question were
distributed across all income categories with equal probability.
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Table A2b. Main Demographic Indicators-2
Employment Status

%
Retired

11.7

Housewife

37.1

Student

5.2

Unemployed

7.4

Not working, living off on savings

1.4

Private sector-white collar

1.6

Public sector-white collar

3.6

Private sector-blue collar

9.2

Public sector-blue collar

1.2

Self-employed-requiring special education and training (doctors, lawyers,
engineers etc.)

0.5

Salaried-requiring special education and training (doctors, lawyers,
engineers etc.)

0.6

Self-employed-small scale not requiring special education and training
(shopkeepers, artisans, tradesmen etc.)

10.5

Self-employed-large scale (trade, export-import, industrial production etc.)

0.1

Private sector-high-level managers

0.2

Private sector-middle-level managers

0.2

Public sector-middle-level managers

0.1

Sports, arts etc.

0.1

Agriculture

9.2

NR

0.1

Employment status (hours at work in a week)

%
1 to 39 hours per week

16.2

40 hours per week

11.2

41 to 60 hours per week

39.4

61 to 90 hours per week

26.6

91+ hours per week

6.6

are unemployed who are searching
for a job and would work if they found
employment. A smaller group of 1.4%
indicated that they are living off of
savings. The remaining 37.2% who are
employed at the time of the survey
reported that they are mostly small
scale self-employed merchants (10.5%)
followed by private sector blue-collar
workers (9.2%). Those who are employed
in agriculture also comprise 9.2%. Whitecollar workers comprise a total of 5.2% of
the sample. Of those the larger group is
employed in the public sector (3.6%).
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Those who are employed report
impressively long working hours. Only
16.2% reported that they work part-time
with less than 40 hours per week. Those
who reported to work over-time comprise
72.6% of the sample.

Appendix 3:
Institutional Membership
An important module in the
questionnaire was devoted to a
detailed questioning of the repondents’
membership in various institutions.
Twenty-two different institutions were
specifically questioned. Seventeen
of those were umbrella names for
institutions without any specific
institution’s name being mentioned. The
remaining five were specific institutions
such as Turkish Aerospace Agency (Türk
Hava Kurumu), Red Crescent (Kızılay),
TEMA, Child Protection Agency (Çocuk
Esirgeme Kurumu) and Search And
Rescue Association (AKUT). Although
the names of these institutions actually
reflect their areas of activity it should be
noted that with the exception of TEMA
and AKUT all others are state institutions
wherein civilians can and do take part but
the administration is being carried out by
the state.
Table A3 below presents the results
in the order used in the questionnaire.
The interviewer first asks whether the
respondent was involved in any way such
as membership, volunteer activity, and
participation in meetings or donations
to any sports club. If the respondent
agrees the name of the institution is
taken and type of involvement is noted. If
a donation is made the amount is taken.
Lastly, how much time spent in activities
of this institution is asked and noted.
The next institution in line is read and
the respondent is asked if he or she has
been involved in this kind of institutional
activity. If no involvement is noted the
next institution is read and the process
continued.

people in any type of activity are the
religious associations (such as mosques).
While 130 people reported that they
have had some activity in religious
associations, 29 reported for charities, 72
reported the Turkish Aerospace Agency
and 41 reported for school construction
and school family associations. Among
those who reported to have had some
activity in religious associations
however only 9 reported to be members,
30 reported to have volunteered, 16
participated in their meetings and 123
donated to religious associations. In
short although the number of people
involved in religious associations is large
most of these people have only made
donations.
37 people reported to be involved in
political parties and 31 reported to
be members. Looking at the Turkish
Aerospace Agency (THK) however,
all 72 people who reported to have
involvement in the Agency have actually
made donations (most likely sacrificial
lamb skins) and there is no other activity
reported. In other words, the state
run THK seems to effectively collect
sacrificial lamb skins but gets practically
no other involvement from the people at
large. It seems that besides seeking and
collecting donations there is very little
other type of involvement that these
institutions could actually motivate
amongst the laymen. In short, their
reach of members and participants is very
limited.

As the table shows that among the
institutions the one that attracts most
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Table A3. membersh›p in Civil Society Organizations
# of people
# of people # of people
who have some
who are
who are
activity in the
members volunteers
institutions

# of people who
participate in
meetings of the
institutions

Average
Share
# of people who
donations ($) within total
donate to the
among those who donations
institutions
donate
(%)

Sports clubs

21

12

10

8

13

18

1.1

Youth associations

4

2

2

0

1

-

-

Environmental associations

3

0

1

0

2

20

0.2

Human rights associations

2

2

1

1

1

-

-

Charities

29

5

9

6

26

116

14.8

Religious institutions
(mosque building etc)

130

9

30

16

123

60

36.9

Workers unions

11

9

3

2

6

10

0.3

Urban development and
solidarity associations

13

7

4

3

11

60

3.4

Chambers of professions

19

15

4

4

10

48

2.4

Arts, culture and folklore
associations

4

2

2

1

2

26

0.2

Township Associations

6

4

1

1

6

21

0.6

Religious community
institutions

7

0

6

5

7

13

0.4

School construcution and
school family associations

41

9

6

10

34

50

8.3

Health/Hospital
development associations

10

0

1

1

8

30

1.2

Political parties

37

31

15

12

6

69

1.9

Womens associations

4

3

2

3

1

25

0.1

Development cooperatives

5

2

2

1

2

58

0.7

Türk Hava Kurumu (Turkish
Aerospace Agency)

72

0

0

0

72

11

4.0

Kızılay (Red Crescent)

28

2

0

0

27

13

1.8

TEMA (Foundation for
Combatting Soil Erosion,
for Reforestation and
the Protection of Natural
Habitats)

7

1

4

2

5

9

0.2

Çocuk Esirgeme Kurumu
(Child Protection Agency)

8

0

0

2

7

373

13.7

Other

28

9

9

5

19

79

7.6

TOTAL

489

122

111

80

388

50

100
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Appendix 4:
Social Capital Background
Social capital is a concept that
takes as its basis the observation
that relationships, their nature and
maintenance matter in shaping not only
the private realm but also that public
realm where certain objectives are being
sought through conscious policies. In
its simplest form the large and ever
expanding literature on social capital is
based on the idea that with relationships
that are maintained over time, and
working together for a purpose render
many otherwise unattainable objectives
practicable with much less difficulty for
people. As Field put it, “relationships
matter…People connect through a series
of networks and they tend to share
common values with other members
of these networks; to the extent that
these networks constitute a resource,
they can be seen as forming a kind of
capital…this stock of capital can often
be drawn on in other settings…the more
people you know, and the more you share
a common outlook with them, the richer
you are in social capital.” (Field, 2003,
1). Several empirical observations that
can be generalized for many countries
of diverse backgrounds underline the
importance of social capital for especially
the western societies. It is observed for
example that people tend to engage
in social activities relatively less over
the past few decades. Putnam (2000)
notes that Americans are bowling alone
and are much less becoming active
in mainstream civic organizations
concomitantly participating in political
and organizational activities at a much
lower rate. Family meals, a long-time
practiced ritual has become one of the
national endangered practices in modern
times (Feldstein and Sander, 2001, 45).

Over the past four decades or so there is
also a noticeable downward trend in the
percentage of people who report that
others can be in general trusted. Less
trusting individuals also tend to trust
their governments less and less as well.
In other words, more isolated individuals,
who are less and less interacting with
one another for a shared objective, less
trusting and less caring in general tend
to cooperate and work with strangers: be
they citizens at a neighborhood meeting
of some sort, classmates or teachers of
their kids less and less.
It should also be noted that sociability
may cut both ways. People could work
together for social welfare of their
community at large in an inclusive way
as well as for deviant purposes, to exploit
their social capital for purposes that are
socially and economically vicious and
illegal. Organized crime and corruption
networks specifically aimed at forming
and maintaining exclusionist illegal
exploitative activities are a case in point.
However, Edward Banfield’s “amoral
familism” which aims at maximizing
short term benefits of immediate family
members undermining long-term
community benefits also point to the
darker side of social capital formations.
Similar observations concerning
neither the brighter or darker sides of
social capital formations with solid
empirical data on Turkish society are
unfortunately not available. However,
in a less systematic fashion we could
obtain some insight as to the direction
of developments if not their magnitudes.
For instance, are we more or less involved
with our immediate family and friends?
Are we eating more or less frequently
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together with our family members and
friends compared to a few decades
earlier? Are we attending neighborhood
coffeehouses more or less frequently?
How about organizational and political
activities? Is it more common today
compared to earlier periods to see a
Turkish citizen take part in a political
party activity? An activity of an
association of some sort? We remember
our primary school years when stamps
of the Turkish Red Crescent were being
“sold” to students to collect donations.
Are children being more or less intensely
socialized into making donations for a
philanthropic cause nowadays compared
to the past? Do Turks trust one another
more in general or less?
As to the darker side of social capital one
would not be too pressed to be convinced
that that organized crime nowadays is
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much more rampant compared to earlier
periods in Republican history. Perhaps
that is more a function of marketization
of the Turkish economy ever since
1980 reform packages. However, did
Turkish society became more inclusive
in its moral standards and caring for the
larger social community benefits rather
than short run benefits of immediate
close circuit family networks? Beyond
impressions there is very little solid basis
upon which these questions could be
answered. However, even on the basis
of loose impressions we are directed to
appreciate the importance of the lack
of cooperation enhancing “good” social
capital and policies to counteract the
influence of the “bad” side of it within
our broad objective of understanding
the character of philanthropic giving in
Turkish society.

Appendix 5:
Measuring Faith
We follow earlier work that adopted a
multi-dimensional treatment of piety
by Stark and Glock1 and Hassan.2 Stark
and Glock identify five dimensions of
religiosity, which then were adapted to
Muslim piety by Hassan. The ideological
or faith dimension emphasizes the set
of fundamental beliefs with which the
individuals are required to comply. A
number of core doctrinal beliefs can be
identified for this dimension. Following
Hassan3 the following beliefs were
presented to the survey’s respondents for
evaluation: belief in God, in sin, in heaven
and hell, in the existence of spirit, in the
afterlife and in the existence of the devil.4
These seven items were aggregated
into a single additive scale of faith. The
Chronbach’s alpha measure is 0.731
which is quite high, allowing for use in
a scale. The distribution of respondents
across the scale values ranging from
0 to 8 is given below. It is clear that
consistent non-believers rejecting to
report faith in less than or equal to six
items in our list only comprise 8.3% of
the respondents. Only 2.8 percent seem

to believe in less than half of the items.
Nearly 29% report faith in 7 of the 8 items
and about 58% report faith in all.
There are a total of 6 statements dealing
with religious attitudes. By including all
of these variables into a factor analysis,
(see Table A6) a new scale of religious
attitudes was created. As such, some
variables were recoded to yield uniformly
interpretable variables where increasing
values indicate increasing tendency to
agree with a religious interpretation. For
example in the second statement above
agreement with it indicates a more liberal
non-religious attitude. One dimension is
derived from these six statements which
allow assignment of different weights to
different statement evaluations.
Since all of these variables are scaled
so that increasing values indicate
increasing religious attitudes, their
interpretation in a factor analysis is
straightforward. Factor analysis allows
the derivation of scores for this religious
attitude dimension, reflecting a summary
measure of individual orientations for all

Table A5. Religious Attitudes-Factor Analysis Results

1 Glock, C.Y. and R. Stark, Religion
and Society in Tension, (Chicago:
Rand McNally, 1965).

Religious
Attitudes

2 Hassan, Riaz, Faithliness, Muslim
Conceptions of Islam and Society,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2002).

Throughout the Ramadan month restaurants and coffeehouses should be closed during
daytime fast.

0,656

3 Hassan (2002, 44-45).

I would not consider sending my child to a Religious High School. ®

0,654

Girls should be allowed to cover their heads if they wish.

0,626

In commercial life a religious person is trust worthier than someone who is not.

0,600

I would not object to my daughter getting married to a non-Muslim. ®

0,540

I approve of girls and boys being educated in the same classroom at high school. ®

0,259

Variance explained

32,8

4 We specifically refrained from
stating the first item in this
dimension as belief in Allah but
rather used a non-Islamic wording
such as God or tanrı in Turkish.
Shankland (2003, 157) refer to the
use of tanrı as a typical usage of
the Alevis reflecting their effort to
be Turkish rather than Arabic. In
a survey setting though, I believe
the connotation of the use of Allah
makes refusal more difficult and
tanrı gives a more neutral tone to
the question.

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
®: Recoded for uniform interpretation of increasing religiosity with increasing scores of agreement.
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respondents according to the estimated
factor loadings. As such, each individual
respondent is assigned a score of
religious attitudes that has a standard
normal distribution with a mean of zero.
Such scores make the interpretation of an
individual’s position among the whole set
of respondents easier. If, for example, a
given individual has a factor score of zero,
then he or she has exactly the average
religious attitude orientation. Applying a
standard normal curve interpretation it
should be noted that the results denote
relative positions of individuals among
the sample respondents and nothing
else. That is, a negative score simply
means that compared to the average the
individual in question simply has a lower
score, and not that he or she has negative
inclinations in the attitude dimension
of religiosity or that he or she is not
attitudinally religious.
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