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Abstract 
This paper investigates the impact of media exposure during political campaigns on vote 
choice.  
Although voting behavior has often been assumed to be influenced by predispositions rather 
than short-term campaign activities, media effect has been scrutinized as an influential 
aspect of election campaigns with the increasing use of media, especially television.  
2002 Turkish national election is particularly suitable to test the impact of media exposure on 
vote choice because party system has undergone a massive change with 2002 election. While 
the established parties of parliament were vanished after the election, a new one-party 
government was founded and dominated the electoral system. Hence, short-term factors as 
well as predispositions played an important role on voting behavior of the Turkish electorate. 
It is assumed that frequency of exposure to specific media outlets had a noteworthy influence 
on shifting votes from established parties of the parliament to new ones. The impact of 
exposure to specific newspapers and television channels on the shifting party choice is 
examined by using pre-election and post-election survey panel data from the 2002 Turkish 
national election. 
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Introduction 

This paper aims to investigate the impact of media exposure on vote choice during 2002 

electoral campaigns. When all considered 2002 Turkish national election resembles a unique 

case in analyzing mediated campaign effect on vote preference. It is a peculiar election where 

51% of Turkish electorate had shifted their political party preferences in a very short-period 

of time. A limping coalition government was in power prior to 2002 election. Due to unrest 

between coalition partners and health problems of Prime Minister, election was held two 

years earlier than the normal period with a call for an early election on July 2002. So, election 

campaign period was restricted to almost three months. After the election, only two parties 

CHP and AKP, succeeded in getting into parliament even though they were both out of the 

parliament in the previous term. Hence, the rapid shift of voter preferences towards AKP and 

CHP provides a unique opportunity to test campaign effects in 2002election. As broadly 

discussed in the literature, one of the limitations to measure the impact of media agenda on 

voter preferences is that party affiliations are established in long-term processes. However, in 

the context of 2002 Turkish elections, voter preferences fundamentally altered within less 

than a year. So, it is expected that the media coverage during election campaign would have 

significant impact on shifting votes between parties. In addition, unlike many Western 

democracies Turkish media system lacking pluralism and competition due to high ownership 

concentration, low press freedom and high partisan bias leads to suppose that campaign 

coverage might have a significant impact on determining voter preferences.  
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Campaign Effects: beyond the Minimal Effects Hypothesis 

Why people vote has been a central question ever since the development of political science 

as a field. Theories inquiring determinants vote choice revealed social cleavages, attitudinal 

orientations and economic interests of voters as the major predictors of voting behavior. 

(Downs, 1957; Campbell, Converse, Miller, & Stokes, 1960; Martin & Lipset, 1967; Fiorina, 

1981). Few among those considered campaign effects as a predictor of individual vote 

choice. However, given the stability in partisan attachments and preferences as long-term 

predictors, these studies adopted “the minimal effects” perspective assuming that electoral 

campaigns and the complementary media coverage made minor changes in voters’ 

preferences. They were mainly concentrated on the persuasive effects of mass media and 

ascertained that those effects were minimal and even fugitive. Findings of these researches 

suggested that exposure to campaigns just activates voters prevailing partisan attitudes rather 

than changing their vote choice. (Berelson, Lazarsfeld, & McPhee, 1954; Katz & Lazarsfeld, 

1955). 

However, due to the changing nature of campaign communications and growing involvement 

of media- especially television in election campaigns entailed more elaborate analyses of 

short-term campaign effects. When familiar cleavages were eroded into more instrumental 

electorate settling on more short-term and contingent choices on political actors, campaign 

communications evolved into nationally-coordinated, personalized, capital-intense and 

media-oriented demonstrations. (Norris, 2001, pp. 140-141) Changing character of political 

parties and the penetration of public relations into the politics increased the influence of 

broadcast media and campaign strategies in election processes. While grassroots 

organizations and party infrastructure have been turning out to be less relevant, electoral 

campaigns are also transforming from being “labor-intense clash between party 

organizations” to more capital-intense and media-oriented demonstrations prepared with the 
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help of public relations professionals. (ibid., p. 150) Hence, “declining partisanship, 

proliferation of media sources, and the professionalization of campaign communications in 

most electoral democracies suggest that there is potential for the media to have a significant 

influence in engaging citizens in the election and shaping party and candidate preferences.” 

(Balkir, et.al. 2007, p. 199) As a result of these structural changes, curiosity on campaign 

effects has been rising and the minimal effects hypothesis has been losing its central position 

in political communication. 

More sophisticated theoretical frameworks and methodological approaches enable scholars to 

find that “campaign strategies and events, and the media’s coverage of them, influence voter 

preferences and shape election outcomes, particularly in close elections” (Box-Steffensmeier, 

Darmofal & Farrell, 2009, p. 309) Therefore, the research on the campaign effects in general 

and the role of media in particular has been shifting from the minimal effects perspective to a 

broader perspective seeking for multiple effects beyond the activation of partisan loyalties.  

Various studies of political communication revealed the indirect cognitive effects of the 

campaign (Iyengar & Kinder 1987; McCombs & Shaw 1972), the role of campaigns on 

candidate and issue knowledge (Alvarez, 1998; Freedman et al. 2004; Gelman & King 1993), 

effects of campaigns on voter turnout (Ansolabhere & Iyengar 1995; Finkel & Geer 1998; 

Freedman & Goldstein 1999). 

Yet, persuasive effects of mediated electoral campaigns on voting behavior are still in the 

dark to a great extent. Some scholars have explored the direct persuasive effects of media on 

political preferences (Robinson, 1974; Coombs, 1981; Dalton et al., 1998) and have shown 

that biased message flows affect political evaluations (Zaller, 1996).  Yet, some argue that 

such persuasive effects could hardly be measured in electoral campaigns of established 

democracies because campaigns mostly are high-information and balanced. This leads a 

canceling-out effect and the campaign lays “no unexpected advantage on one party or 
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another” (Gelman & King 1993). Also, campaign effects tends to be “comparatively weak 

force, whose effects can be deflected, diluted and diffused by stronger forces (such as) 

bedrocks political values associated with class, religion, age, gender and education, as well as 

social networks and discussions, distrust of the mass media, and personal knowledge and 

experience” in old established democracies. (Newton, 2006, p. 209). Yet, media systems 

which lack pluralism and competition with high ownership concentration and high partisan 

bias leave a room to look for mediated campaign effects.     

Besides these contextual characteristics of the campaign environment, measuring mediated 

campaign effects is also difficult due to methodological limitations of research design 

(Bartels, 1993). The rolling cross sectional survey designs have difficulties to measure short-

term campaign effects when these effects are usually diffused by longstanding forces such as 

values, opinions and attitudes. Hence, panel design electoral surveys provide a remedy for 

such methodological limitations to measure campaign effects because it “permits analysis of 

opinion change” when pre-election vote intention employed as explanatory variable. (Bartels, 

2006, p. 136) In order to diminish such shortcoming of campaign effect studies, this case 

study employs a two-wave panel survey data collected from a relatively new democracy with 

an instable party system. When compared to established democracies, Turkey provides a 

unique case with its characteristics of media and political party system to study mediated 

campaign effects.  
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Turkey: Volatile Electorate and Oligopolistic Media with Strong Partisan Bias 

When compared to studies of campaign effects on Western democracies, Turkish case has 

two important merits of analysis: Turkish electorate has been remarkably volatile and party 

system is fragmented with increasing number of parties both on the left and right of 

ideological spectrum. Also, Turkish media system resembles oligopolistic characteristics with 

high degree of ownership concentration, suffers from low levels of press freedom and 

partisan bias.   

The first free and fair national elections were conducted in May 1950 in Turkey and political 

party system has been suffering from three chronic problems since then: the extreme 

fragmentation of political parties on the left and especially on the right, the ideological 

polarization of political parties and the excessive shifts in political loyalties in mass electoral 

behavior (Sayari, 2002). This unique electoral context of Turkey provides a good opportunity 

to analyze campaign effects on vote choice. With a context of more highly volatile electorate, 

it would be expected that campaign information in the news media plays a critical role in 

campaigns and electoral outcomes.  

Not only party system but also Turkish media system has different attributes when compared 

to many established democracies. First and foremost, press freedom is still the utmost 

problem of Turkish media system. According to Freedom House (FH) reports, Turkey is 

ranked as 117th with “partly free” status among 197 countries in the in the Global Press Index 

in 2012. Similarly, it has ranked as 148th among 179 nations in the Press Freedom Index 

released by the Reporters without Borders (RwB) in 2012 with increasing restraints on press 

especially in the last decades.1  

 
1 For details see: RwB Report is available at http://en.rsf.org/IMG/CLASSEMENT_2012/CLASSEMENT_ANG.pdf  
FH Report is available at 
http://www.freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/Global%20and%20Regional%20Press%20Freedom%20Rankings.pdf 

http://en.rsf.org/IMG/CLASSEMENT_2012/CLASSEMENT_ANG.pdf
http://www.freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/Global%20and%20Regional%20Press%20Freedom%20Rankings.pdf
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In addition to weak press freedom scores, ownership structure of Turkish media resembles 

oligopolistic tendencies. Ownership concentration has been high since the second half of 

1990s with the increasing commercial interests of large business corporations in Turkish 

press. Turkish media “witnessed a rapid move from commercialization towards 

conglomeration, and the media market has come to be dominated by a very few groups 

through buyouts” since early 2000s. (Kaya & Cakmur, 2010, p. 526) In 2002, the ownership 

and the control of the Turkish media were mostly fulfilled by four dominant groups. Dogan 

Media Group (DYH) was the largest of these and owned seven national dailies, two national 

television channels as well as several cable and satellite channels. DYH held the largest 

market shares in terms of newspaper circulations and ads market shares; its newspapers’ sales 

rated almost 40% of total newspaper circulation and ads market share held 60% of total as of 

2006. Also, major television channel of the group had the highest scores in terms of viewer 

ratings and market shares. Ciner-Bilgin Partnership and Cukurova Group followed DYH as 

the second and third biggest media companies in terms of rating and market shares. The forth 

biggest media group was Uzan, owned by Cem Uzan who competed in 2002 election as the 

leader of a political party. 70% of Turkish media was owned by these four groups as of 2002. 

(Ayten, 2002, p. 277) It is also important to note that DYH as well as its three major rivalries 

were parts of large business conglomerations which were active in many economic fields 

ranging from media to telecommunications, from industry and energy to tourism. When 

considered their broad range economic activities, owners of Turkish media usually tend to be 

involved in politics for economic ends and align with political parties which are able to 

promote their economic interests. Previous research reveals that those media companies 

aligned with major political parties by manifesting support for them through biased horse 

race reporting and biased editorial coverage. (Finkel, 2000, p. 154)  Similar political 

alignment was evident for 2002 election. It was reported that DYH openly “involved in 
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counter-campaign” against AKP, while some four columnist of its newspapers became a 

candidate from CHP. (Ayten, 2002, p.276; Erciyes, 2001, p. 7) Also, newspaper and 

television outlets owned by Uzan Group explicitly broadcasted election coverage in favor of 

Cem Uzan and against AKP during 2002 campaign. Hence, 2002 national election campaign 

was held in biased media environment mostly favoring CHP and disfavoring AKP as the two 

contending rivalries.  Therefore, it is expected that exposure to particular news content during 

election campaign would have a significant influence on electoral outcomes.   

2002 Turkish National Election: Triumph of a Newborn Political Party 

As mentioned earlier, high volatility is a chronic problem of Turkish politics for more than a 

half century. However, 2002 remarked the highest level of electoral volatility in Turkey. Over 

half the electorate (50.91%) switched parties between the 1999 and 2002 elections as 20% 

being ideological volatility (Carkoglu & Kalaycioglu, 2007, pp. 35-36). Consequently, the 

2002 election unearthed an important rupture in Turkish party system. After the election, only 

two parties CHP and AKP succeeded seats in the parliament. A newborn political party, AKP 

came into power with 34% of votes as single-party government and CHP became only 

political opposition in the parliament with 19% vote share, while many political parties 

vanished from political scene. Scholars of Turkish politics explain this crucial shift in voter 

preferences with the weak level of institutionalization of Turkish political parties as well as 

weak party identification of Turkish electorate. (Sayari, 2007; Kalaycioglu, 2008) Failed 

coalitions, military interventions and rapid social changes contributed to these factors as well. 

(Carkoglu & Kalaycioglu, 2007) A stable, single-party government was nonexistent in 

Turkish politics for a decade and AKP filled the vacuum as a fresh new party with a 

conservative outlook denying its Islamist legacy. All things considered, AKP’s march to 

power in a year after its foundation is no surprise for pundits of Turkish politics. A rigorous 

scrutiny of voter preferences reveals that left-right ideological predisposition is the most 
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significant predictor for party choice in 2002 election. Religiosity comes as the second 

important predictor distinguishing support for AKP as opposed to its strongest secular rival 

CHP (Republican Peoples Party). AKP electorate is largely composed of “young, 

economically distressed, angry and Euro-skeptic masses” that identify themselves with strong 

right-wing ideology and religious sentiments in 2002 election. (Carkoglu & Kalaycioglu, 

2007, p. 204).  

Beside mentioned political factors above, AKP proved to have successful election campaign 

in 2002. They worked with professionals in election campaign and the party employed a vice-

president who had been responsible for public relations and media since the day it 

established. They also utilized election polls as a strategic tool to get publicity on news 

reports reporting the horserace. Number of polls remarkably increased in 2002 election when 

compared to previous years (Tokgoz, 2010, pp. 509-510). AKP’s campaign was mainly 

focused on election rallies around the country and local campaigns with grassroots 

organizations in order to build tighter relationship with grassroots as a newly established 

party. These rallies were closely followed by national media and received an extensive 

coverage. Also, AKP leader, Recep Tayyip Erdogan participated in a televised debate with 

his major opponent, Deniz Baykal. The program was aired in KanalD which belong to DYH 

and it got 35% rating share among total audience and 46% shares in higher-educated 

audience (Devran, 2003, p. 324). Erdogan and his colleagues cultivated the theme of ‘change’ 

during 2002 campaign and they fought back negative news/content about their 

Islamist/fundamentalist past with disseminating ‘change’ discourse throughout election 

campaign even though mainstream media were framing suspicion about its change. So, 

AKP’s electoral success arrived despite overwhelming negative campaigning about its 

Islamist legacy.  
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When aforementioned political and media environment considered, it is interesting to 

question the role of Turkish media on electoral success of AKP and CHP in 2002 election. 

Hence, this paper investigates the impact of media exposure during 2002 electoral campaign 

on vote choice of Turkish electorate. Since, it is a peculiar election where 51% of Turkish 

electorate had shifted their party preferences in a very short-period of time, change of voter 

preferences from strong parties of previous election towards AKP and CHP provides a unique 

opportunity to test campaign effects on vote choice in 2002. As broadly discussed in the 

literature, one of the limitations to measure the impact of media agenda on voter preferences 

is that party affiliations are established in long-term processes. However, in the context of 

2002 Turkish elections, voter affiliations fundamentally altered within a year. So, it is 

expected that the media coverage during election campaign would have significant impact on 

shifting votes between parties.  

Research Design and Analysis 

In order to reveal mediated campaign effects, it is assumed that frequency of exposure to 

specific media outlets would have a noteworthy influence on shifting votes between parties. 

Given the fact that there is a partisan bias in Turkish media system in accordance with 

political alignments of media companies, it is hypothesized that: 

H1.a: Frequent exposure to campaign coverage from newspapers of a particular media 

group increases chances voting for a particular political party. 

H2.a: Frequent exposure to campaign coverage from television of a particular media group 

increases chances voting for a particular political party.      

The impact of exposure to specific newspapers and television channels on changing party 

choice is examined with a panel design survey data. The data used in the following analysis 

was collected in a two-wave representative national survey. Fieldwork was planned, funded 
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and administered by Prof. Dr. Ali Carkoglu of Koc University and Prof. Dr. Ersin 

Kalaycioglu of Sabanci University.  Pre-election survey was conducted within the last month 

of election campaign, on October 2002 with a 2000 face-to-face interviews. Post-election 

survey was designed to reach those 2000 respondents and 971 of these were successfully 

interviewed in three month following the election. (Carkoglu and Kalaycioglu, 2007) This 

paper makes use of panel data with 971 respondents, which is nationally representative of 

Turkish electorate. In order to estimate the impact of media exposure on vote preference, a 

multinomial logistic model is regressed. Model fit statistics indicate that model is significant 

to explain 50% of variance. (Nagelkerke R2: 0.502   Cox-Snell R2: 0.458   McFadden's R2: 

0.251) 

Dependent Variable: An open ended question asking vote preference of respondents in 2002 

election serves as dependent variable. Given that 18 political parties competed in the election, 

response categories grouped into four as AKP (vote for AKP), CHP (vote for CHP), INC-

GOV (vote for 3 parties of coalition government; DSP, ANAP and MHP), OTH_NO (vote 

for other parties or no vote) as shown in Table 1. AKP and CHP were the two major rivalries 

of the election, while coalition partners of incumbent government were expected to have low 

chances to get seats in the parliament due to their failure in economic policies. When 

considered ideological distance between CHP and AKP, one being on the left and the other 

on the right of the spectrum, it is assumed that AKP and CHP are two independent categories 

for vote choice.  

Table 1. Frequency Table for Dependent Variable (vote04) 
vote04 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
AKP 411 42.33 42.33
CHP 135 13.90 56.23
INC-GOV 87 8.96 65.19
OTH-NO 338 34.81 100.00
Total 971 100.00
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Explanatory variables: In order to estimate mediated campaign effects on vote choice, 

continuous variables for exposure to newspaper groups and dummy variables for exposure to 

each television outlet serves as major explanatory variables. Media exposures questions are 

taken from pre-election survey. All media exposure questions ask for the most frequently 

followed media outlet, only one newspaper and television outlet recorded for each 

respondent.  

 In order to measure newspaper exposure, answers to three consecutive questions are merged 

in one variable:  

> Are able to find opportunity to read daily newspapers?  (Answer: Yes/No) 

> If yes, how often per week do you read daily newspapers on average?  
 
(Answer: 1:  Less than once in a week 2:  One day in a week 3:  2-3 days in a week 4:  4-5 

days in a week  5:  6-7 days in week) 

>“Which newspaper do you read most frequently?” (Open-ended answer) 

 

As these three variables merged, a continuous variable created ranging from 0 for no 

exposure to 5 for the most frequent exposure. Responses for each newspaper are grouped 

according to media ownership in order to measure the impact exposure to campaign coverage 

from different media outlets. Also, conservative newspapers are grouped together because 

number of observations for each conservative newspaper is too low to estimate alone. 

Table 2. Frequency Table for Exposure to Newspaper Outlets 
  No Exposure 1 2 3 4 MostFrequent Exposure Total

Consevative_newsps 868 24 14 22 10 33 971
Dogan Newsps 740 22 41 66 16 86 971
Uzan Newsps 919 8 7 16 4 17 971
Ciner-Bilgin Newsps 856 18 16 35 13 33 971
Cukurova Newsps 945 3 4 7 2 10 971
Other Newsps 896 14 9 20 12 20 971
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The question asked in order to measure the exposure to broadcasted news in television outlets 

is below:  

> Are you able to find opportunity to watch news on TV? If yes, which channel’s news 

program do you watch most frequently?  

 

Only one television recorded for each respondent and dummy variables for each television 

outlet are created out of responses to this question. Table 3 shows frequency of exposure for 

each television outlets.   

 
Table 3. Frequency Table for Exposure to Television Channels 
     Frequency   Percent
conservative_TVs  155 15.96
KANALD  (Dogan) 102 10.50
STAR (Uzan) 54  5.56
ATV (Ciner-Bilgin) 167  17.20
SHOWTV (Cukurova) 136   14.01
NEWS_channels 69   7.11
TRT (Public tv.) 150  15.45
other_TVs 43     4.43
NOtvNOres 95  9.78
Total  971   100.00
 

In addition to media exposure dummies, dummy variables for vote intention serves as control 

variables in the model. In order to measure vote intention two questions were asked in pre-

election survey:  

> Which party do you consider to vote for in November 3rd 2002 national election? 

> If You Are Undecided, which party do you feel closed to vote for? 

In order to decrease the number of undecided voters, answers to the second question are 

merged with the first one and vote intention dummies are created for AKP, CHP, INC-GOV 

as well as other parties and no response categories. Table 4 demonstrates frequency of vote 

intention across parties. Given the difficulty of measuring campaign effects mentioned above, 

this panel design “permits analysis of opinion change” when pre-election vote intention 
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employed as explanatory variable. (Bartels, 2006, p. 136) This design is expected to allow for 

a better precision of campaign effects, effects of media exposure for this case, including prior 

measurement of dependent variable, vote intention dummies for this case.  

 
Table 4. Frequency Table for Vote Intention Dummies 
  Frequency Percent
AKPvoteint 284 29.25
CHPvoteint 147 15.14
INC-GOVvoteint 75 7.72
OTHPvoteint 292 30.07
Novoteint 173 17.82
Total 971 100
  
 

Results and Discussion 

Results of multinomial logistic estimation confirm the existence of an impact of media 

exposure on vote choice especially for newspaper exposure of Dogan and Uzan Media 

Groups (see Appendix, Table 5). The first hypothesis expecting a significant effect of 

frequent exposure to campaign coverage from newspapers of a particular media group on 

voting for a particular political party is confirmed by the model to some extent. Those who 

read Dogan newspapers frequently are more likely to vote for CHP instead of AKP as well as 

other parties. Similarly, for those who frequently read Uzan newspaper voting for CHP or 

other parties is more likely against voting for AKP. Here, it should be noted that the party of 

the owner of Uzan newspaper is grouped with other parties. Frequent exposure to Ciner-

Bilgin newspapers also increases likelihood of voting for other parties instead of AKP. This 

model predicts no significant impact of exposure to conservative newspapers.  

Overall, model proves that those who most frequently consume news from Dogan Media 

newspapers are less likely to vote for AKP instead of CHP. As shown in Figure 1, predicted 

probability to vote for CHP increases and predicted probability to vote for AKP decreases as 

the frequency of exposure to Dogan newspapers increases. In the similar vein, when exposure 



to Uzan newspaper increases predicted probability to vote for AKP sharply decreases as seen 

in Figure 2.  

  Figure 1. Change in Predicted Probabilities for Vote Choice as Expusore to Dogan Newspapers 
Increases 
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Figure 2. Change in Predicted Probabilities for Vote Choice as Expusore to Uzan Newspaper 
Increases  
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Similarly, predicted probability to vote for AKP decreases when exposure to Ciner-Bilgin 
newspapers. 

 

Figure 3. Change in Predicted Probabilities for Vote Choice as Expusore to C-B  Newspapers 
Increases 
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Results are more subtle for the impact of television news exposure. It only predicts 

significant results for a two television outlets at 95 percent level of significance (see 

Appendix, Table 5).  Those who frequently follow news from news channels are more likely 

to vote for other parties instead of AKP. Surprisingly, those who mostly follow news from 

KanalD channels are more likely other parties or incumbent coalition instead of CHP. When 

considered that KanalD belongs to Dogan Media Group, the impact of exposure to its 

television contradicts with the impact of group’s newspapers. Although frequent exposure to 

Dogan newspaper favors CHP, it seems that KanalD has contradictory effects. Predicted 

probability to vote for CHP decreases as voter frequently watch news about election on 

KanalD as seen in Figure 4. Because we lack content analysis data to conclude that 
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newspaper and television content of Dogan Group diverge in terms of partisan bias, the 

question for contradicting results is inconclusive and requires further analysis. Yet, when 

considered that prime-time news in Turkish TVs relies more on infotainment content rather 

than serious news content, the content of broadcasted news might be expected to diverge 

from newspaper content. Aside from that, exposure to conservative TVs favors AKP over 

incumbent coalition only at 90 percent level of significance. Similarly, frequent exposure to 

news broadcast from Cukurova Group increases likelihood to vote for other parties instead of 

CHP or incumbent government coalition at 90 percent level, while exposure to newspapers of 

this group has no significant impact on party preference. 

 

Figure 4. Change in Predicted Probabilities for Vote Choice as Expusore to KanalD  Increases 
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Following from these results, it is not possible to argue that news content disseminated from 

those media groups favored or disfavored particular political parties during 2002 election 

campaign. A complementary content analysis of mediated news has to be linked with survey 

data in order to estimate whether media outlets are favorable to particular political parties or 

not. However, when considered that 2002 election held in a very volatile electoral 

environment and AKP won the election with landslide victory even if it was a new actor, the 

results of this model suggests that frequent followers of these mainstream media groups were 

less likely to vote for AKP instead of its rivalries. However, CHP seems to be favored by 

those who follow campaign news frequently from Dogan Group and Uzan Group 

newspapers. When both groups’ political affiliations with CHP and Uzan’s own party (GP) 

considered, it is expected that those media groups reflected a political bias towards CHP and 

GP respectively. AKP and CHP were two parties won the election as rivals and results of this 

evaluation suggests that AKP’s success in attracting shifting voters was not majorly due to 

exposure to these news outlets of aforementioned media groups.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

18 
 

Appendix 
Table 5. The Impact of Media Exposure on Changing Vote Preference, 2002 Turkish National Election 
 Multinomial Logit Estimates of Media Exposure Variables on Vote Choice a                                                                                                
Independent 
Variablesb 

CHP vs. AKP  INC_GOV vs. AKP OTH_NO vs. AKP INC_GOV vs. CHP OTH_NO vs. CHP OTH_NO vs. INC_GOV 
B Sig. RRR B Sig. RRR B Sig. RRR B Sig. RRR B Sig. RRR B Sig. RRR 

Consevative_
newsps 

0.06  0.70  1.06       ‐0.06   0.69  0.94 ‐0.01    0.93  0.99 ‐0.12  0.56  0.88 ‐0.07  0.67  0.93  0.06  0.74  1.06 

Conservative_
TVs 

‐0.36  0.43  0.70  ‐0.94    0.09  0.39  ‐0.06    0.83  0.94  ‐0.58  0.40  0.56  0.30  0.51  1.35  0.88  0.13  2.41 

Uzan Newsps  0.34  0.02  1.41  0.36    0.02  1.44  0.18   0.11  1.20  0.02  0.91  1.01   ‐0.16  0.22  0.85 ‐0.18  0.22  0.83 
STAR (Uzan)  0.04  0.95  1.04     ‐0.01    0.98  0.99  0.02    0.95  1.02 ‐0.05  0.94  0.95 ‐0.01  0.98  0.99  0.04  0.95  1.04 
Dogan 
Newsps 

0.22  0.004  1.24  0.07    0.45  1.07  0.05     0.38  1.05  ‐0.15  0.16  0.86  ‐0.16  0.02  0.85  ‐0.02  0.85  0.98 

Kanal D 
(Dogan) 

‐0.88  0.06  0.41  0.55   0.22  1.74  0.21     0.48  1.23  1.44  0.01  4.20  1.09  0.02  2.99  ‐0.34  0.45  0.71 

Ciner‐Bilgin 
Newsps 

0.11  0.30  1.12  ‐0.13  0.44  0.88  0.16    0.04  1.17  ‐0.24  0.18  0.78  0.04  0.68  1.04  0.28  0.08  1.33 

ATV (Ciner‐
Bilgin) 

0.21  0.54  1.23     ‐0.22    0.62  0.81  0.02  0.93  1.02 ‐0.43  0.40  0.65 ‐0.19  0.59  0.83  0.24  0.59  1.27 

Cukurova 
Newsps 

‐0.36  0.23  0.70  ‐0.096  0.63  0.91  0.03      0.81  1.03  0.27  0.44  1.30  0.40  0.18  1.48  0.13  0.53  1.14 

SHOW TV 
(Cukurova) 

‐0.51  0.26  0.60   ‐0.61   0.20  0.54  0.22    0.38  1.25 ‐.097  0.87  0.91  0.73  0.10  2.08  0.83  0.08  2.29 

News_chanls  0.92  0.08  2.50  0.16   0.81  1.17  1.28   0.002  3.58  ‐.75  0.28  0.47  0.35  0.40  1.43  1.11  0.08  3.05 
Control Variables: Dummy Variable for Vote Intention c

AKPvoteint  ‐2.65 0.00  0.07  ‐0.81  0.03  0.45  ‐2.05  0.00  0.13  1.85  0.00  6.34  0.61  0.27  1.84  ‐1.24  0.00  0.29 
CHPvoteint  2.50  0.00  12.26  ‐0.02    0.98  0.98   ‐0.19     0.53  0.83  ‐2.52  0.00  0.08 ‐2.69  0.00  0.07  ‐0.17  0.77  0.84 
IN_GOVoteint  ‐0.41   0.54  0.66  3.09  0.00  22.05  ‐1.01  0.02  0.36  3.50  0.00  33.24  ‐0.60  0.38  0.55  ‐4.11  0.00  0.02 
 
(N = 971) 

 
 

  

Chi2 (df=42)=594.64   
Pseudo R2= 0.2506   
Nagelkerke R2: 0.502   Cox-Snell R2: 0.458   McFadden's R2: 0.251      

Source: 2002 Turkish National Election Survey 
Notes: a. Dependent variable for vote choice is measured by asking respondents the party they voted for in post-election survey. b. Exposure to television outlets is measured by dummy variables range 
from 0 for no exposure to 1 for the most frequent exposure in pre-election survey. Exposure to newspaper outlets is measured by continuous variables for each outlet range from 0 for no exposure to 5 for 
the highst exposure. c. Dummy variables for vote intention range from 0 for no intention to vote to 1 for intention to vote during pre-election period.  
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