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Abstract

This study examines the outcomes of the genereati@ewhich took place on 12 June 2011.
We analyze the effects of economic indicators @nrésults of June general election by using
the provincial data. The Seemingly Unrelated Regoes(SUR) technique is used in the
estimations. We find that the political parties ggeed their core voters or sympathizers.
Provincial economic growth positively affects th&R (Justice and Development Party) but
the MHP (Nationalist Movement Party) negativelyeagpected. However, it does not have
any influence on the CHP (Republican People’s Raryovinces suffering from higher
unemployment rates do not vote for the AKP whilgoagtion parties are not affected by
unemployment rates. It is also found that vote eslodithe incumbent party does not increase
in the provinces in which higher public spending l@en made by the AKP. In terms of
regions, our results indicate that the ruling partyeased its vote share more in the provinces
where the voters are of average or higher leveladme and education.

Keywords:2011 Turkish General Elections; Voter Behavior; Rey; Economic Voting.
JEL ClassificationD72.

EKONOM iK FAKTORLER iN 2011 TURKIYE GENEL SECIMLER iNE ETKiSi

Ozet

Bu calsma 12 Haziran 2011 genel sec¢im sonuclaringedendirmektedir. Ekonomik
egilimlerin Haziran genel secim sonuglari tUzerineigtk il dizeyinde veri kullanarak analiz
edilmektedir. Ekonometrik model tahmininde GoérumirdBaglantisiz Regresyonlar
kullanilmistir. Sonugclara gore siyasi partiler kendi tabanlakorumylardir. il diizeyinde
ekonomik buyime beklengli gibi AKP'ni (Adalet ve Kalkinma Partisi) pozitifonde
etkilerken MHP'ni (Milliyetci Hareket Partisi) olwnz yonde etkilengiir. Fakat CHP
(Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi) Uzerinde herhangi birigitulunmamgtir. Muhalefet partileri
issizlik oranindan etkilenmezkensizlik oraninin yiiksek oldiu illerde AKP oy alamangtir.
Calismada ayrica AKP'nin daha yiksek kamu harcamalgtigydllerde iktidar partisinin oy
oraninin artmaga bulunmutur. Bolgelere bakgimizda, cakmamizin sonuglari iktidar
partisinin ortalama veya daha da Uzeri gelir gdirae sahip illerde oy oranini daha da
arttirdgini gostermektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: 2011 Turkiye Genel Secimlerigi8en Davrari; Turkiye; Ekonomik Oylama.
JEL Siniflandirmasi: D72.
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This paper provides an empirical analysis on thieaues of the June 2011 general election
by emphasizing the responses of voters to the reascrmmic performances of the incumbent
government. Classical economic voting theory wdldonsidered as a basis in analyzing the
effects of economic conditions on the election ltesThis theory argues that voters aim to
reward incumbents at the polls when they are sadiskith their past performances while
they tend to punish incumbent parties displayingoar economic performance. A widely
accepted conviction is that economic voting exksis comes along with a wide range of
democratic settings. Income growth, unemploymertd &nd inflation are the most used
macroeconomic variables in the empirical analysdsenw examining a government's

economic performance.

As the voters do not only consider the economidoperance of the incumbent party
while they decide on whom to vote for, the votersbhaf parties in the previous elections are
included in the analysis in order to control forlipeal inertia. In the estimations, the
Seemingly Unrelated Regression technique (SUR3esl in order to account for the political
inertia. This model allows for the estimation oé thystem of equations while simultaneously
accounting for the correlated errors. In additae, use dummy variables for several Turkish
provinces that show similar voting patterns in jwes elections in order to control for other

dimensions of decision making processes of voters.

The results show that a higher economic growth aiaitbe provincial level improves the
AKP’s vote share, but decreases the MHP’s votesweyer, it does not have any influence
on the CHP’s votes. Unemployment rates are pogitaesociated with the votes of the AKP
while opposition parties are not affected by unawplent rates. The study also found that
relatively higher public spending made in some pross by the incumbent party does not
increase its share of the vote. This paper is azgdnn the following manner: Section 2 gives
a brief review of economic voting theory and sontedies that empirically analyze the
election outcomes in Turkey. In Section 3, thel2@&neral election results are evaluated in
terms of party performances. Data and methodo#wgypresented in Section 4 while results

of this empirical analysis are reported in Sectofinally, Section 6 concludes the paper.
Economic Voting

The most widely used formulation of economic votihgory is that electoral chances of
incumbent politicians are greatly influenced by th@croeconomic situation prior to the
election (Whitten, 2004). As voters are short-teational actors, their perceptions regarding

the incumbent’s role in the economic developmend amange constitute the main
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deterministic factor of economic voting (Ercins0Z). Economic voting tends to evaluate the
influence of overall economic performance mainly tarms of income, unemployment,
burden of taxation, inflation and income transfansl public investments. Thus, when voters
are satisfied with the economic performance ofitttembent party for the past period, they
support it at the poll; otherwise, they withdraveithsupport (Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier,
2004; Akarca and Tansel, 2007}) Naturally, other than these general macroeconomic

indicators; ideologies and specific economic irdes@lso shape their voting behavior.

There is a comprehensive literature that examihesvbter response to the economic
performance. In the broadest sense, it is arguadetonomic evaluations of voters have a
statistically significant impact on the support givto the incumbent parfy. Despite this
common perception, it has been indicated in mangie$ that the vote of an individual
during an elections is shaped regardless of theasiz performance of the ruling party.
These studies have also revealed that perceptipnstbrs regarding the economic situation
are influenced by partisanship. By this way, peaph® are strictly devoted to the incumbent
party would perceive economic activities of the gmment positively (Evans and Anderson,
2006; Gerber and Huber, 2009; Fraile and Lewis-B20RO0).

The voting behavior generally depends on the votmsospective evaluations or
prospective assumptions concerning economic pelidiue to the uncertainty about the
future and the sincerity of the parties or candidavoters take the past actions of the parties
into consideration in deciding whom to vote fore&ctions (Bglevent et al., 2005). Akarca
(2011) stated that voters also tend to be myopievialuating the economy, in general by
considering only the recent yedPsMoreover, they not only consider their own ecoromi

situation but also that of other people around them

In the literature, numerous empirical analyses H#en conducted to examine the voter
response to economic conditidfisHowever, there are limited numbers of empiricablgs
on economic voting in Turkey. For instance, C&tlo(1997) analyzed 21 elections from
1950 to 1995 in order to examine the macroeconanficences on electoral support. In his

@ The rationale behind this concept is that the wkeow how to interpret aggregate economic datgjage
the economic performance of the government.

@ For more details, see Nannstad and Paldam (1994).

® Short lags (the evaluation period of economic &t for voters), of one or two years are alsoduisethe
literature. For further details see Paldam (1991:14

@ See the Special Issue of Electoral Studies (VoldSelssue 2-3) on economic voting, Paldam (1991) an
Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier (2000) for a review.
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study, he found that while increases in unemploytraed inflation rates decrease the support
of voters for the incumbents, higher growth ratesrease the support. Akarca and Tansel
(2002) examined the relation between vote shargsadies and economic growth for the
1991 and 1995 general elections. They concludedtiigaincumbent parties of those years
had benefited from a good macroeconomic performaBegevent et al. (2005) examined
both economic and non-economic factors that shbpeptrty preferences of citizens in
Turkey. Their empirical results provide evidencesupport of the economic voting theory. In
another analysis of Akarca and Tansel (2006), ircivkhey examined 25 general and local
elections, they found that growth and inflation &an® important parameters affecting the
party preferences of voters. They emphasized timglings by stating that Turkish voters take
the government's economic performance into accounhe elections (Akarca and Tansel,
2007). Koksal et al. (2010) studied the 2009 loelctions to determine whether the
economic conditions affected the results, findingttthe economic crisis adversely affected
the incumbent party especially in some provincégksel et al. (2011) conducted a study on
the impacts of economic and political factors om pineferences of voters in the 2010 Turkish
referendum. Results of this research indicated theBgrendum votes were higher in the
provinces where economic conditions were gettitatikely better. Finally, prior to the June
2011 general elections in Turkey, Akarca (2011dmted the vote share that the incumbent
party would take would be about 44 percent of tbeey based on its economic performance

in recent years and general economical situatimutihout the country.
Results of the June 2011 General Election

Turkey's general election which took place on 18eJ@011 resulted in an expected but still
impressive victory for the ruling party, the AKPftér two consecutive terms, the ruling AKP
won the elections once more by receiving almostlaitof the votes and became the first
political party to win three consecutive electiavigh an increase in its votes. The AKP broke
its own record of the 2007 general election by ikecg 49.8 % of the nationwide votes in this
election, which almost doubled the vote rate of mi@n opposition party, the Republican
People’s Party. Despite this overwhelming victotige AKP’s deputy numbers in the
parliament decreased from 341 to 327 comparedeiaqars elections. Afyon, i, Hakkari,
Konya, Tokat, Trabzon and Yozgat are the provirtbas the AKP saw a decrease in the
number of deputies by two and Balikesir, BingdlfliBi Bolu, Corum, Elaz, Erzincan,
Erzurum, Isparta, gdir, Kastamonu, Kitahya, Malatya, Mardin, Sinop,nV&ayburt and
Karabuk by one. On the other hand, the AKP increéate deputy number by seven in
Istanbul, by two in Gaziantep and Izmir, by onéimkara, Antalya, Bursa, Kayseri, Kocaeli,
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Rize andSanlurfa® Consequently, there is a net loss of 14 seatseiparliament according
to the previous general election results for thePAKor example, despite the increase in vote
the share of the AKP from 64% to 69% in Konya amuhf 56% to 59% in Trabzon, it
decreased its related seats by two. This meantthieaBAKP would need about 40 deputies
more to obtain the two-thirds majority needed fay gossible constitutional amendment
alone even without a referendum plebiscite. The AKEId not even secure 330 deputies, the
number legally required to hold a referendum foea constitution. One of the reasons of the
decrease in the number of the AKP deputies in #régment, though their votes increased,
was the decision of the Supreme Committee of Elast(Y SK) which changed the number of
seats allocated to the electoral districts. Wiiketumber of seats was reduced in 28 districts,
it increased in 14 districts. Goksel and Cinar (30sxactly calculated the impact of the YSK
rearrangement on the number of seats by the d’'Homdlhod. According to their results the
AKP would have won almost 5 more seats in the gaxdint if the number of seats allocated

to the districts remained unchanged.

The AKP won 66 of the 81 provinces. In generalaised its vote share in the western
part of the country while that decreased in theteeaspart. It surpassed the CHP in
Canakkale, Eskehir and Antalya and the Nationalist Movement PdM§HP) in Manisa,
Balikesir and Jak. Tunceli, Hakkari andgtlir are the only provinces from which the AKP

does not have any deputy in the parliament.

Table 1

Vote Shares of Parties

Political November 2002 March 2004 July 2007 March 2009 June 2011

Parties General Local General Local General
Election Election Election Election Election
AKP 34.3 41.7 46.6 38.4 49.8
CHP 19.4 18.2 20.9 23.1 26
MHP 8.4 10.5 14.3 16 13
BDP 6.2 5.2 - 5.6 6.5

The CHP increased its voting share from 20.9 tp@@ent and its number of seats from
112 to 135 in this election. However, the humbepmivinces that the CHP could not send
any deputy to the parliament rose from 33 to 36dahan, Erzincan, Tunceli, Malatya,
Adiyaman and Gaziantep are the only provinces feaistern and southeastern Anatolia for
which the CHP will be represented in the Grand dfati Assembly of Turkey (TBMM). The

main opposition party maintained its superiorityyain the three coastal provinces iaimir,

) TUIK, http://tuikapp.tuik.gov.tr/secimdagitimapp/secim,z1104.2013.




Aydin and Mgla whereas it was the winning party in the soutistesn and western part of
the country as it had been in the previous locadtedn.

While some analysts had predicted that the MHP @voot be able to surpass the 10 %
election threshold, it managed to receive 13 % lb¥ates in the 2011 general elections.
According to this vote distribution, the AKP won738eats, the CHP won 135 seats and the
MHP had 53 seats. The only province where the ME&aime the first party wagdir. The
Peace and Democracy Party (BDP), which enteredgdmeral election with independent
candidates in order to overcome the barrier oflihébo election threshold, won 35 seats in
total. The BDP and the CHP were the political garthat increased their deputy numbers in
the parliament when compared to the previous eleciihe independent candidates won

about 6.5 % of votes in all.
Data and Methodology

The objective of our study is to explain the 201dcton results. Therefore, we proposed
several economic, political and social hypothesas tested them statistically. Our general
approach to the issue is that the incumbent p&KP) would benefit from the economic
development of the country while the oppositiontiparwould benefit from the failure of the
incumbent party. We utilize provincial data so @sest our hypothesis. There are actually 85
election regions. However, since this study usesipcial data, the observation number is 81
for each party. Income growth, unemployment rat iaflation rate are the macroeconomic
variables frequently used in order to assess tbeess of a government. Thus, we want to test
the effects of these macroeconomic variables onvtites received by the AKP at the
provincial level. But, unfortunately, some receatalare not available on the provincial level.
In previous papers, we had used tax revenue aadieator of the income level of provinces.
Under normal conditions, tax revenue might not lgoad indicator of the income level of
individuals or provinces especially in the courdrigke Turkey where the size of the
underground economy is substantial. However, wieatwere interested in was thieangesn

the income of a province rather than #@gsolute incomdevel. Hence, we believed that
changes in tax revenues could represent the chamdbe income levels of provinces. An
examination of the data of the period between 18%® 2001 including both income levels
and tax revenues supported our thought. The ctioelaoefficient between income growth
rates and tax revenue growth rates is greaterGrethon the provincial lev&. Therefore, we

) Correlation for recent years cannot be made bectheséTurkish Statistics Institute stopped publighin
incomes at the provincial level at 20(or a more discussion about that see Koksal, GwvahGenc (2010) and
Yuksel, Civan and Erdian (2011).
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use the tax revenue growth rate following the &sttion (2007) as one of the explanatory
variables in the analysis. The data were obtaineah the website of the General Directorate

of Public Accounts.

Likewise, inflation rates are not available on gvevincial level. The Turkish Statistics
Institute divides Turkey into 26 statistical regsomostly due to administrative purposes and
provides inflation data according to this regiodadision. So, we address inflation rate with
this regional level. This division slightly reducede accuracy of inflation data on the
provincial level but we believe that this slightagcuracy would be better than if we had

excluded it completely.

Provincial unemployment rates are being calculaaed announced annually by the
Turkish Statistics Institute at the Statistical RegUnits (SRE) level 3 from the year 2008.
As the Statistics Institute announces in its Pregteases, producing statistics for sub
geographical areas requires quite high sampliregsand this is not preferred in consideration
of both the infrastructure facilities and cost lisni Producing estimates for sub regions
especially requires a very high sample size forcthentries having an excessive population, a
large area and too many and widely scattered sedtlies as Turkey does. It should be
considered that these basic labor force indicaioyduced on the province level are obtained
indirectly!”) Thus, we use unemployment rates at the regional las in inflation data

because of relative confiden@.

Unlike income growth, the effects of inflation andemployment are generally felt in the
short run. Thus, we use only the last year’s iidlaand unemployment rates as explanatory
variables. As a matter of fact, Akarca and Tan2€l06) determined in their study that

Turkish voters forget about the government’s penfmce after one year.

Obviously, voters do not only consider the econopadormance of the incumbent party
while they decide on whom to vote for. We inclulie tote shares of parties in the previous
elections in the analysis in order to control falifcal inertia. Moreover, we use dummy
variables for several Turkish provinces that shomilar voting patterns in previous elections
in order to control for the other dimensions of iden making processes of voters. West
(2005) and Akarca and Havent (2009) showed that Turkey can be divided ititree

™ For further detailshttp://www.tuik.gov.tr/PreHaberBultenleri.do?id=853

® |n addition, we have repeated our analysis; acogrth the provincial unemployment data, there ismy
noteworthy change in coefficient®nly the marginally significance of the unemploymeffect on the AKP
vote share becomes insignificant. Tth&tatisticvalue of the correlation decreases from -1.76Ltd1- by using
provincial unemployment rates.
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regions which have similar voting patterns. Basedthe study of Akarca and Bavent

(2009), we use the following regions to represent vopagerns in Turkey:

Figure 1

Regions in Turkey Based on Voting Patterns

Regions
B - - 3

Region 1: Adiyaman, Afyon, Aksaray, Bayburt, Bolu, Bursa, €an Corum,
Duzce, Elazi, Erzincan, Erzurum, Gaziantep, Giresun, Ggimaine, Isparta,
Kahramanmarg Karabik, Karaman, Kars, Kastamonu, Kayseri, Kilis
Kirikkale, Konya, Kitahya, Malatya, Ngshir, Nigde, Ordu, Osmaniye, Rize,
Sakarya, Samsun, Sivas, Tokat, Trabzon, Yozgat;

Region 2:Adana, Amasya, Ankara, Antalya, Ardahan, Artvin,dity, Balikesir,
Bartin, Bilecik, Burdur, Canakkale, Denizli, Edifngskiehir, Hatay,istanbul,
Izmir, Kirklareli, Kirsehir, Kocaeli, Manisa, Mersin, Mida, Sinop, Tekirdg,
Usak, Yalova, Zonguldak;

Region 3: Agri, Batman, Bingdl, Bitlis, Diyarbakir, Hakkarigdir, Mardin,
Mus, Siirt, Sirnak, Tunceli, Urfa, Van.

Akarca (2009b) describes Region 2 as a region wipcterally represents the voters who
have income and education levels above the avewxhge Region 3 consists of provinces
which are less-developed and less-populated, mdmtlyethnic Kurds. Lastly, Region 1

remains between Region 2 and Region 3 in many c&spe

Social transfer programs and other public expenektican also sway the satisfaction
level of voters with the incumbent party. Duringetlelection campaign, there were

controversies about the misuse of social trangfegrams in order to influence the choices of

© For a more discussion about the cluster analysig\karca and Baslevent (2009) and Akarca (2009b).
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voters®® Thus, in order to test that alleged influence, sotlected the data of per capita
government expenditure from the website of the Garigirectorate of Public Accounts.

We also examine the effects of these variablehewdte shares of the opposition parties
(CHP and MHP) in the elections.

Based on above-mentioned hypotheses, we estinateltbwing system of equations.

AKP; = Bi9 + B11AKP2007; + BizInflation; + fi3Unemployment; + [14,Growth;
+ [isPubExpenditure; + [i¢RegionlGrwth; + [,Region2Grwth;
+ figRegion1PbSpnd; + [i9Region2PbSpnd;
+ fi10Regionl+f111Region2 + ¢;

CHP; = 50+ P21:CHP2007; + fy,Inflation; + fr,zUnemployment; + [,,Growth;
+ [ysPubExpenditure; + [,cRegionlGrwth; + [,7,Region2Grwth;
+ B.gRegion1PbSpnd; + f,9Region2PbSpnd;
+ [i10Regionl+f,11Region2 + ¢;

MHP; = 30+ B31MHP2007; + f3,Inflation; + fz3Unemployment; + [34,Growth;
+ [3sPubExpenditure; + f3¢RegionlGrwth; + f3,Region2Grwth;
+ [igRegion1PbSpnd; + P39Region2PbSpnd;
+ [310Regionl+pf311Region2+¢;

Table 2

Summary of the List of Variables and Their ExpectedSigns

Variable Explanation Expected Sign
AKP CHP MHP

AKP; AKP’s vote share in 2011 election at province i.
AKP2007 AKP’s vote share in 2007 election at province i. +
CHP; CHP’s vote share in 2011 election at province i.
CHP2007 CHP’s vote share in 2007 election at province i. +
MHP; MHP’s vote share in 2011 election at province i.
MHP2007 MHP’s vote share in 2007 election at province . +
Inflation ; The inflation level in the last year in province i. - + +
Unemployment  The unemployment rate in the last year in province - + +

(19 see Evans (2006) for a discussion about the issue.



The annual growth rate of tax collection in prownc

Growth; since 2007 election. * i i

. The annual per capita public expenditure in progihc ) )
PubExpenditure, since 2007 election *
Region1Grwth : : ; ; ) s
Region2Gnwth Interaction dummies of growth rate with regions. ? 7 :
Region1PbSpnd : : : : ; : s > s
Region2PbSpnd Interaction dummies of public spending with regions  ~ : :
Regionl Region dummies determined by Akarca and Baslevent , > 5
Region2 (2009) '

Region 3 is excluded from all dummy variables. Wdendt use interaction dummies for
inflation and unemployment variables since they amg¢ accurately measured on the
provincial level but are determined on the stat@édtregional level the by Turkish Statistical
Institute. Including those artificial regions witoting regions would increase the inaccuracy
of results, so we refrain from such an interactionthe estimations, the SUR technique is
used, allowing the estimation of the system of équa while simultaneously accounting for
the correlated errors. In the case of correlatedr&iin the models, Ordinary Least Squares
(OLS) leads to inefficient estimates of the coédiits and standard errors. The Breusch-
Pagan test of independence rejects independendbeokrror terms at a 5% level of
significance. If the error terms are uncorrelatdtere will be no payoff to estimate the

equations as a system (with SUR).

Table 3

Descriptive Statistics

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
AKP 2011 81 .509 132 162 .696
CHP 2011 81 210 134 .009 .562
MHP 2011 81 137 .075 .005 412
AKP 2007 81 479 126 124 .716
CHP 2007 81 .165 .0932 .019 401
MHP 2007 81 141 .0746 .009 .450
Inflation 81 7.376 481 5.83 8.23
Unemployment 81 10.658 2.997 6.1 17
Tax Growth 81 14.177 7.011 -.76 45.57
Public Expenditure 81 1878.487 850.620 976.47 7069.01
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Results and Discussion

Table 4 presents the results of estimation of yis¢éesn in equations 1 to 3 by the SUR model.
First, we analyzed whether the political partiessprved their core votes. To this end, we
included the vote share obtained by the party enpgievious general election (2007) in each
estimation as an independent variable. For alhefthree parties, the vote share obtained in
the previous election in the respective provincd assignificant and positive effect on the
vote share gained in the 2011 elections. Althougy tare all statistically significant at a
0.01% level, the magnitude of coefficients on thevpus election vote shares are different.
The biggest coefficient belongs to the AKP while #mallest one belongs to the CHP. This
difference can be loosely interpreted as those &éters, in the absence of any other changes
in the economic environment, were the most loydhwr party whereas the CHP voters were
the least loyal. Moreover, it is possible that éhenay be some other underlying factors
influencing these coefficients which were not coldd in our estimations. In any case, the
coefficient of 0.92 of the AKP for the previous @ien vote share variable is quite high and
suggests that, ceteris paribus, the AKP presen&do9of its voters. This is especially
remarkable since the incumbent party usually losesote share more than the opposition
parties in multi-party democraci€s) Akarca (2011) stated in his study where he amalyl
elections held in Turkey between 1950 and 2009ititatmbent parties generally lose 12.1 %
of their votes when compared to the previous e@actlThus, we can conclude that cost of
ruling for the AKP became lower than expected mltght of Turkish political history.

Secondly, we studied the effects of economic camtbton the votes of the incumbent
and the opposition parties. Income growth ratesctél the voting behaviors as expected.
The incumbent party gained more votes in the paesrwhere economic growth was high.
For example, suppose that province A grew by 10ebwéen 2007 and 2011 and province B
did not grow at all. According to our estimatiotise incumbent party the AKP receives 3.6
% more votes in province A. The opposition party MHP, lost more votes in the provinces
where economic growth was high as was expected.emdery unlike the MHP, another
opposition party, the CHP, was not adversely infagzl by the economic growth. This can be
attributed to the fact that the AKP and MHP par&gés are socially and ideologically closer
to each other than the AKP and CHP party bases.eildre, economic factors might have
been the distinctive issue for voters in choosiegeen the AKP and MHP rather than
between the AKP and CHP.

D see Akarca (2011) for a discussion on that issue.
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Table 4

Coefficient Estimates and Standard Errors

AKP 2011 CHP 2011 MHP 2011
AKP 2007 0.919
(0.046§"
Inflation 0.000 0.015 -0.013
(0.009) (0.014) (0.009)
Unemployment 2010 -0.002 -0.001 -0.000
(0.001 (0.002) (0.002)
Tax Growth 0.003 0.004 -0.002
(0.001)" (0.003) (0.007)
Public Expenditure 0.000 0.000 -0.000
(0.000) (0.000y" (0.000Y
Region 1 Growth -0.003 -0.004 0.003
(0.001j (0.002) (0.001)
Region 2 Growth -0.003 -0.003 0.002
(0.002) (0.003) (0.002)
Public Expenditure x Region 1 -0.000 -0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000Y" (0.000Y
Public Expenditure x Region 2 -0.000 -0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)" (0.000)
Region 1 0.164 0.336 -0.089
(0.045)™ (0.077)" (0.045Y
Region 2 0.178 0.428 -0.083
(0.045)™ (0.074)™ (0.042)
CHP 2007 0.580
(0.0106)"
MHP 2007 0.833
(0.063)”
Constant -0.061 -0.308 0.180
(0.094) (0.127) (0.079y
R? 92.49% 82.40% 78.81%

Note: Values in parenthesis are t-statistics. ***and * denote significance levels at the 1%, 586l a
10% levels, respectively. As the dependent varjabkP 2011, CHP 2011 and MHP 2011 indicate
the vote shares of the parties in the 2011 geebzations.

Moreover, regional interaction dummies suggesteat #conomic growth was less
influential in Region 1. To repeat, Akarca (2009escribes Region 2 as that where voters
have above average income and education levelsgati®egion 3 consists of provinces that
are less-developed and are populated mostly byceiunds. In fact, the MHP benefited from
the economic growth in Region 1 provinces. (-0.0826029>0) We can speculate that
Region 1 voters are more sensitive to the politpaicies of the AKP than voters in other
regions. Media reports indicate that specific AK®liges related to the “Kurdish Issue” are
considerably criticized by the voters in Region rbvinces which can loosely describe as

more conservative.

Another economic indicator which might influencee thioting behaviors of citizens is

unemployment. In fact, it may be claimed that theraployment rate is of more importance
12



for the society than income growth since its ecoicoamd psychological effects are much
more significant for the unemployed, their relasivand their friends. Our data indicated that
the incumbent party AKP won fewer votes in the jpmogs where the unemployment rate was

high in 2010 The opposition parties were not affected by uneypent rates.

The last economic indicator which we employed vimsinflation rate. In the 1980’s and
1990’s, inflation was one of the biggest economitd asocial problems in Turkey.
Governments have implemented decisive disinflagohcies since 1998 and have managed
to decrease the inflation rate from the high doutiats (85% in 1998) to single digits
(approximately 5% in 2010). Both the AKP governinamd the Central Bank emphasize that
keeping the inflation rate at a low level is ondha main policy concerns. So, inflation is one
of the closely followed macroeconomic indicators Tinrkey. However, our estimations
suggest that inflation does not affect the votieddwior. Coefficients of the incumbent party
and the opposition party vote share estimation$ #na statistically insignificant. Some
arguments can be presented here to explain thignifisance. First, there is not enough
variation among inflation rates across regions; th@mimum rate is 5.83% while the
maximum rate is 8.23%. Voters might not notice andfare about minor differences in
inflation. Remember that inflation data are notikde on the provincial level but on the
administrative regional level created by the TuikiStatistical Institute. There are 81
provinces but only 26 administrative regions. Mae what we measure by our estimations
iIs what portion of the variation the AKP vote slsaaerossprovinces can be attributed to
variation in the provincial inflation ratesThat is, if the inflation rate is lower in proca A
than in province B, did this situation cause thePAKotes to increase relatively more in
province A than in province B? If the AKP managedéduce inflation rates of all provinces
by similar rates, then the coefficient of the itiha would be close to zero despite the major
impact. Therefore, we could detect a cross-sedtiboa not a time series impact of the

inflation on vote shares of the partieg.

Social transfer programs and other government elpeges can also affect the

satisfaction of the voters with the incumbent pagvblicies. Prior to the elections, it was

12 We used the unemployment rate 2010 rather thamlifference in unemployment rate between 2007 and
2011 as we did for the economic growth rate becansenployment is generally temporary while the @feof
economic growth is not. Moreover we also beliewa tireating jobs is generally considered to betg dfithe
governments. So if in province A the unemploymeateris 20% in 2011, it is still going to be failuoé the
government even if the unemployment rate was 202006. Due to similar reasons we used the inflatate in

the one year prior to the 2011 election.

13 By using time series data, Akarca (2011) estimaibed each percentage point in inflation rate lamire
incumbent party vote by 0.12 percentage points.
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argued that public transfer payments were increasedder to sway constituents’ votes. So,
in order to test the effect of public expenditumre the voting behavior, we included the
provincial per capita public expenditure of the rygaior to the 2011 election in the
estimations. However, data revealed that high pubtpenditures did not increase the AKP’s
vote share at all. In fact, results indicated thatlic expenditures increased the votes of the
CHP in Region 3 and likewise the votes of the MHRegion 1.

Finally, we investigated whether there were anyiarg effects on the results of the
election. The null hypotheses were rejected fopatties, which implied that regional and/or
ethnic factors played significant roles in deterimgnthe votes cast for the AKP, CHP and
MHP. The coefficient estimates were interpreteceiation to the omitted region, i.e., Region
3. The coefficients of both Region 1 and Regione2easignificantly positive in the equation
of the AKP suggesting that the AKP received mortesan these regions. Region 3 is the
region of mostly Kurdish citizens and the BDP Has $trongest base. The AKP had a relative
success in that region in the 2007 election. Howesecording to many people, Prime
Minister Tayyip Erdgan distanced himself from parliament members of &P
(Democratic Society Party, the predecessor of the)Bafter the election. In addition, it was
argued that Erdgan adopted a relatively nationalistic rhetoric ptmthe election in order to
attract core voters from the MHP which was believedhave trouble with the election
threshold of 10%. This nationalistic approach migwe caused many Kurdish voters to shift
from the AKP to the BDP in the election. Resulttated to the CHP and the MHP also
showed that both the CHP and the MHP received fewtss in Region 3 when compared to
Region 1. Likewise, the CHP had more votes in Redi@and 2 than in Region 3. According
to political analysts, independent candidates wkoeviraditionally making politics within the
“Ethnic Kurdish” party the BDP became very succelssh organizing and moving their
constituents in Region 3. This might also explaia telative “failure” of the two main parties

in the region.
Conclusion

The 2011 general election resulted in an impresgietory for the ruling party the AKP. It
won its third term in parliamentary elections bgeawing about half of the votes and became
the first political party to win three consecut@iections with an increase in its vote share in
each general election. Despite the increase invate share, the number of the AKP

representatives in the parliament decreased. TthesAKP could not reach the two-thirds
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majority needed to amend the constitution unilditerar to bring a new constitution to a

referendum.

According to our results, the vote shares obtaindte previous election by three parties
in the respective province had significant and fpasieffects on the vote share gained in the
2011 general election. Results show that the paliparties preserved their party loyalists or

sympathizers between the two general elections.

We also examined the effects of economic conditimmghe incumbent and opposition
party votes. We found that the incumbent party ivecemore votes in the provinces where
economic growth was high, as expected. The MHPsvdeereased in the provinces where
economic growth was high while the CHP was not tiegly affected by it. This can be due
to the fact that the AKP and MHP party bases aceap and ideologically closer to each
other than the AKP and CHP party bases. Thereém@omic factors might influence voters
to choose between the AKP and MHP but not betwkemAKP and CHP. Another variable
used to examine the effect of the economic sitnatio party preferences was unemployment.
Our data indicated that the incumbent party AKRenezd fewer votes in the provinces where
the unemployment rate was high in 2010. Opposipanties did not lose votes due to
unemployment rates. We also found that higher pubtpenditure did not improve the vote
share of the ruling party. In fact, our resultsitaded that higher public expenditures
increased the votes of the CHP in Region 3 andetimbshe MHP in Region 1. This result
implies that incumbent party policies such as ddcesfer programs and other government
expenditures do not affect the satisfaction of theers. Another explanation which can be
made according to this result is that the incumipamty’s social transfer programs and other
government expenditures were implemented in theipces where the ruling party’s vote
share was on the margin. The government did nottasemuch public money in the

provinces where the AKP and the opposition pati@ge a strong voting base.

Finally, regional and/or ethnic factors were ofgraount importance in determining the
votes cast for the AKP, CHP and MHP. Our resulieaéed that the AKP increased its votes

more in the provinces where the voters have avesabeh income and education levels.
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