
M E I  W O R K I N G  PA P E R  2 0 1 7- 0 2

A P R I L  2 0 1 7

How to Build 
Electoral Hegemony
Shifting Strategies in the 
Targeting of Turkey’s Transport 
Infrastructure Investment

Davide Luca
2016-2017 Postdoctoral Research Fellow
Middle East Initiative, Belfer Center
Harvard Kennedy School

Research Fellow in Applied Economics 
Gran Sasso Science Institute

Andrés Rodríguez-Pose
Professor of Economic Geography 
Deptartment of Geography & Environment
London School of Economics and Political Science

M I D D L E  E A S T  I N I T I AT I V E



Middle East Initiative

Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs

Harvard Kennedy School

79 JFK Street, Cambridge, MA 02138

617-495-4087

www.belfercenter.org/MEI

The Middle East Initiative at Harvard Kennedy School is dedicated to advancing public policy in the 

Middle East by convening the world’s foremost academic and policy experts, developing the next 

generation of leaders, and promoting community engagement on campus and in the region.

Statements and views expressed in this working paper are solely those of the authors and do 

not imply endorsement by Harvard University, the Harvard Kennedy School, the Belfer Center 

for Science and International Affairs, or the Middle East Initiative. This working paper has not 

undergone formal review and approval.

This working paper and the research presented herein were completed by the author as part of a 

Middle East Initiative (MEI) Research Fellowship. MEI Research Fellowships are made possible by 

the generosity of the Emirates Leadership Initiative at Harvard Kennedy School, a collaboration 

between MEI and the Center for Public Leadership at HKS, supported by the Government of the 

United Arab Emirates.

This paper is a part of the Middle East Initiative Research Series, which presents the work of MEI 

Research Fellows, Harvard Faculty Research Grant Recipients, and other MEI research affiliates. 

View the full series on the MEI website.

Copyright belongs to the author(s). Publications may be downloaded for personal use only.

Cover Design & Layout by Andrew Facini and Chris Mawhorter



* Corresponding author: davide_luca@hks.harvard.edu. 

** a.rodriguez-pose@lse.ac.uk. 
 

How to build electoral hegemony:  

Shifting strategies in the targeting of Turkey’s transport infrastructure 

investment 

Davide Luca
* 

Middle East Initiative, Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University 

Andrés Rodríguez-Pose
** 

Dept. of Geography & Environment, London School of Economics and Political Science 

MEI Working Paper. This draft: April 2017 

Abstract 

Does the use of public infrastructure to punish and reward constituencies change along with increases 

in the electoral success of incumbents? The paper develops a conceptual framework showing how 

stronger governments aspiring to electoral hegemony may intentionally decide to reduce and redress 

the territorial targeting of public goods as a political strategy. We then test such idea on the case of 

Turkey, where the incumbent AK Party has remained a dominant force since its first 2002 electoral 

victory. The analysis employs a multimethod research strategy combining public transport investment 

data for 2004-2012 with fieldwork involving in-depth interviews of bureaucrats in charge of 

investment management. The results, which are robust against different specifications, show how the 

increase in power of an incumbent government have led to a shift in the strategic allocation of 

transport investment from a strategy aimed at winning a core coalition to one focused on hegemony 

building. We explain such result as a government’s strategic move to ‘fill two needs with one deed’ 

by: (1) broadening the incumbents’ populist appeal by developing their ‘state party’ image and 

displaying their grand vision of ‘New Turkey’; (2) and, yet, co-opting a politically supportive elite of 

entrepreneurs and cronies, who benefit from the preferential award of public procurement, 

independently of the location of infrastructure projects. 

Key words: Public investment; electoral authoritarianism; hegemony; distributive politics; 

Turkey.  
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1. Introduction 

The territorial targeting of public resources for strategic electoral reasons has been a constant 

in democracies and has been at the centre of a growing attention by researchers. Yet, in spite 

of a significant increase in the interest on distributive politics
1
, the literature exploring the 

effect of changes in the political environment on electoral budgeting remains limited. The 

current paper aims at contributing to filling this gap. It asks whether the patterns of strategic 

redistribution change when governments enjoy increasing electoral success and aim to 

achieve political hegemony. The paper develops a conceptual framework showing how 

increases in government popularity and hold on power may lead to a broadening in the 

territorial targeting of public goods as a political strategy. We then test such idea on the case 

of contemporary Turkey.  

After almost a decade of infighting under coalition governments and an economic crisis in 

2001, the Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi, AK Party or AKP), 

which at the time was only 15-months old, won the 2002 elections, garnering more than 34% 

of the votes. It has enjoyed an electoral majority ever since, winning all subsequent national 

and local ballots. Over time, and especially since the late 2000s, the government has attracted 

growing criticism. In parallel with the growing control over Turkey’s politics, economy and 

society by the AK Party, its charismatic leader, R. T. Erdoğan, has displayed increasing 

authoritarian tendencies. While debate is ongoing on when exactly the country has turned into 

a fully-fledged competitive authoritarian regime,
2
 by the late 2000s Turkey had undeniably 

                                                      
1
 Cf. Golden and Min, 2013. 

2 Diamond, 2015; Somer, 2016. In its current state, the country fits well Greene's (2007) typology of 

dominant-party system, or Levitsky and Way's (2002) definition of competitive authoritarianism. These are 

hybrid regimes where leaders are selected by relatively free elections, but where incumbents systematically 

abuse state resources, violate democratic rules (e.g. by banning and repressing the opposition and media), and 
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already become an illiberal democracy,
3
 with the AKP increasingly aspiring to establish itself 

as the hegemon party.
4
 The societal and political consequences of such shift have attracted 

considerable interest.
5
 Much less research has, however, been conducted to assess the 

transformations occurred in the management of Turkey’s public resources.  

The research features a two-step multi-method strategy. It combines a Fixed Effect (FE) 

estimator and a dataset on the allocation of public transportation investment to Turkey’s 81 

provinces over 2004-2012 with 32 elite, semi-structured interviews involving members of the 

country’s economic bureaucracy. We particularly use the qualitative research to clarify the 

causal mechanisms and alleviate potential endogeneity concerns left unanswered by the 

large-N analysis. The results provide evidence about how the growing hegemonic power by 

the Turkish government is associated with a shift in the allocation of transport investment 

from a strategy aimed at winning a core coalition to one focused on hegemony building. In 

particular, we suggest that the econometric results are explained by the government’s 

strategic will to ‘fill two needs with one deed’ by: (1) broadening the incumbent party’s 

populist appeal and establishing its image of a state party by displaying its grand vision of 

Turkey’s ‘New Path’; (2) and, yet, co-opting a politically supportive new economic elite and 

crony network, who benefit from the preferential award of public procurement, independently 

of infrastructural projects’ location. 

                                                                                                                                                                     
harass government critics to the point of seriously thwarting any democratic challenges (Levitsky and Way, 

2002, 2010; Morse, 2012). Such regimes must be distinguished from other flawed types of regimes that meet 

basic standards of democracy, such as the ‘illiberal/delegative democracies’, equally characterized by weak 

horizontal accountability, but where such violations are not broad or systematic enough to inhibit  democratic 

challenges to incumbent governments (Levitsky and Way, 2002).  

3
 Diamond, 2002. 

4
 Cinar, 2016; Greene, 2007; Müftüler-Baç and Keyman, 2012. 

5
 Inter alia: Acemoğlu, 2014; Arbatlı, 2014; Meyersson and Rodrik, 2014; Somer, 2016. 
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The remainder of the paper is organised as follows: section two provides a review of the 

theoretical literature, and draws from it the research hypothesis. Section three briefly 

discusses Turkey’s institutional environment. Section four covers the research design. Section 

five presents the results, tests their potential robustness, and provides preliminary evidence on 

the channels explaining our findings. Section six eventually leads the discussion to a 

conclusion.  

   

2. Growing political hegemony and the targeted distribution of public 

infrastructure 

Over the last two decades, there has been considerable interest about how politicians pass 

legislation aimed at targeted spending in order to gain electoral advantage.
6
 Numerous 

contributions have linked the variations in distributive patterns to countries’ institutional 

systems.
7
 Drawing on the theoretical model proposed by Lizzeri and Persico,

8
 Milesi-Ferretti, 

Perotti, and Rostagno,
9
 for example, exploit cross-country differences to uncover that the 

balance between programmatic versus pork-barrel redistribution is influenced by the electoral 

rule. Single-member district, majoritarian electoral systems are more prone to pork-barrelling 

than proportional-representation ones. Within such literature, a ‘classic’ debate has flourished 

on whether distributive politics is carried out to cement or to buy votes. McGillivray
10

 argues 

that distributive patterns will vary according to two key dimensions: the type of electoral 

                                                      
6
 Following Golden and Min, 2013, we define such strategy forms of redistribution as distributive politics. 

We further define the territorially-targeted allocations as pork-barrelling. 

7
 Persson and Tabellini, 2003; Rogowski and Kayser, 2002. 

8
 Lizzeri and Persico, 2001. 

9
 Milesi-Ferretti, Perotti, and Rostagno, 2002. 

10
 McGillivray, 2004. 
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system in place and the strength of political parties, i.e. their level of control over the 

selection of candidates and the policy initiative.
11

 Different electoral systems and institutional 

conditions hence provide different incentives to politicians, which may respond by targeting 

different quantities/types of goods.
12

 In spite of greater theoretical advancements, however, 

the literature still provides unclear expectations on whether highly competitive electoral 

environments may be characterized by different patterns of discretionary strategic allocations 

of public goods compared to institutional settings where the incumbents hold a strong 

electoral majority, and the chances for any opposition party to significantly challenge them 

are low.  

On the one hand, drawing on the literature on electoral competition and public goods 

provisions
13

 we may be led to expect that increases in one party’s hegemonic power may 

result in a higher use of public goods for strategic targeting. Empirical evidence in line with 

this argument is provided, for example, by Burgess et al.
14

 who, for the case of Kenya, have 

suggested how transitions into/out of democracy have constrained/exacerbated transport 

investment pork-barrelling. On the other hand, however, there are arguments indicating that 

strong ‘would-be’ hegemonic parties may not necessarily need to engage in more intense 

                                                      
11

 Moving along the parties’ strength dimension, and assuming strongly formalised partisan settings, her 

overall expectation is that politicians will have more incentives to target goods to marginal districts under 

majoritarian systems and to party strongholds under proportional representation ones. Even within each electoral 

system, however, she theorises different distributive scenarios according to the strength of political parties. 

Under PR systems – most of the world’s democratic countries (Chang and Golden, 2006) – individual 

legislators will more likely seek re-election by nurturing votes in their bailiwicks, e.g. their home towns, as 

opposed to parties which will pay specific care towards core support districts, at the expenses of opponents’ 

ones. Which of the two forces will prevail is thus a consequence of the strength of parties over individual 

legislators.  

12
 Inter alia: Cammett and Issar, 2010. 

13
 Inter alia: Besley et al., 2010; Deacon, 2009; Lake and Baum, 2001. 

14
 Burgess et al., 2014. 
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strategic territorial targeting. We define a party as hegemon,
15

 or dominant,
16

 if it fulfils five 

criteria: (1) it wins elections with a large advantage over opponents; (2) it enjoys a 

substantially stronger position within the party system; (3) it governs over a considerable 

period of time – e.g. at least four elections;
17

 (4) it has an unchecked control over most state 

institutions and resources; (5) it has clear authoritarian tendencies. 

First, as Golden and Min
18

 suggest, distributive politics and strategic targeting may be 

quantitatively more important in settings where politicians have stronger incentives to react to 

voters’ demands in order to retain power. Their argument focuses on the distinction between 

democracies and autocracies – and not on reductions in the extent to which the incumbents 

can be seriously challenged in the electoral arena. Nevertheless, the key assumption 

underlying their argument can have a broader implication. Focusing on the drawbacks of 

party proliferation, Lizzeri and Persico (2005) provide a similar intuition. In their words, 

“when there are many competing parties, the electoral base of each party tends to be smaller. 

To cater to their narrow support base, politicians will find it expedient to promise pork-barrel 

policies with narrow appeal rather than policies that benefits the electorate at large. […] This 

distortion worsens as the number of competing parties increases”
19

. In other words, as the 

support base of each political party becomes a bigger fraction of the total electorate, the 

potential gain from targeting only a subset of the electorate decreases. The incentives for 

politicians to engage in pork-barrelling then decrease. Furthermore, a ‘proto dominant 

party’
20

 may increasingly aim at diffusing its presence across all state dimensions,
21

 since “a 

                                                      
15

 Cinar, 2016. 

16
 Greene, 2007. 

17
 Greene, 2007, 2010. 

18
 Golden and Min, 2013. 

19
 Lizzeri and Persico, 2005, p. 1319/1320. 

20
 Greene, 2010. 
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would-be hegemonic social force views itself as charged with guiding the destiny of the 

nation as a whole, and not just as another interest group pursuing its own immediate 

economic interests”.
22

 In other words, as a party becomes hegemonic, it may become 

increasingly focused on establishing its image and legitimacy as a state party. As elections 

become less competitive, the would-be hegemon also becomes less threatened by losing at 

the ballot box. The incumbent party may hence have the chance to concentrate on weakening 

the opposition parties by showing that its hegemonic status is ‘deserved’ and that opposition 

(although not hardline) voters can benefit by switching over their loyalties.   

Second, while traditional models of distributive politics have only focused on government 

discretion – that is, the flexibility to tactically decide who benefits from allocations, recent 

research on portfolio diversification has provided more fine-grained allocative predictions. 

Diaz-Cayeros et al.
23

 suggest that two other dimensions are critical to understand distributive 

politics patterns, namely excludability and reversibility. The former relates to whether a line 

of public spending provides completely excludable transfers to individuals, such as cash 

transfers and jobs, or public works that impact collective well-being. While public 

infrastructures exhibit elements of excludability on a territorial basis, they nevertheless will 

impact everyone in a constituency independently of their partisanship. Public infrastructure 

also represents a non-reversible good since, once realised, they cannot be easily withdrawn 

as, for example, enrolment to education programmes.
24

 We may hence expect that political 

machines diversify their portfolios of targeting strategies, following, in particular, two key 

factors: the size of the core supporters, and their propensity to defeat. As Diaz-Cayeros et 

                                                                                                                                                                     
21

 Cinar, 2016. 

22
 Garner and Garner, 1981, p. 258. 

23
 Diaz-Cayeros et al., 2016. 

24
 In a similar fashion, Besley, Pande, Rahman, and Rao (2004) distinguish between ‘high spill-over’ and 

‘low spill-over’ public goods. 
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al.
25

 argue, in an equilibrium setting, party machines will aim to solve the dilemma of 

catering to their core voters while simultaneously attracting new voters by using private 

excludable benefits to retain core partisan loyalties, and investing in (local) public goods to 

attract the support of voters outside of their core. Furthermore, along with the increase in the 

size and the stability of core voters, machines may broaden the targeting of non-excludable 

public goods. While the distribution of private, excludable goods is beyond the scope of this 

research, such conceptual framework provides us with intuitions as to why a would-be 

hegemonic party with a strong core support may intentionally decide to redress the 

discretionary targeting of public infrastructure in favour of their opponents.  

Drawing on such intuitions, our main research hypothesis states that an incumbent party 

aiming to become hegemon may decide to shift the strategic allocation of transport 

investment from a strategy aimed at winning a core coalition to one focused on broadening 

the party appeal, that is, where the ‘punishment’ regime against opposition parties is less 

intense. The remainder of the paper explores the extent to which this hypothesis explains 

changes in investment allocations in Turkey.  

 

3. Turkey’s AK Party hegemonic rise 

After almost a decade of infighting under coalition governments and an economic crisis in 

2001, 2002 elections marked a turning point in Turkish politics.
26

 The AK Party, which was 

                                                      
25

 Diaz-Cayeros et al., 2016. 

26
 Turkey is currently a parliamentary democracy featuring a closed-list, proportional-representation 

electoral system. The D’Hondt formula and a national threshold of 10 percent are used to translate votes into 

parliamentary seats. With the exception of the 1990s, during which fragmentation and volatility weakened the 

role and coherence of the party system (Sayari and Esmer, 2002), Turkish political parties have traditionally 
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then only 15-months old, won the elections with more than 34% of the votes. Assessed quite 

positively in terms of its social and political achievements the party has, since then, 

constantly increased its power in Turkey’s electoral, societal, and political spheres. The AKP 

has enjoyed an electoral majority ever since, winning all subsequent national and local polls. 

In the next two national elections, it increased its share of the vote first to 46.7% in 2007 and, 

then, to almost 49.8% in 2011 and, again, 49.5% in 2015.
27

  

By the end of the 2000s, the early optimistic assessments about the incumbent government 

and its leader R. T. Erdoğan started giving way to growing scepticism. While debate is 

ongoing on when exactly the country has become a fully-fledged competitive authoritarian 

regime,
28

 by the late 2000s Turkey had undeniably turned into an illiberal democracy,
29

 with 

the AK Party aiming to achieve a hegemonic position over Turkey’s politics and society.  

While the country still enjoys free elections, the extent to which these are an even playing 

field is increasingly questioned. Life has become significantly more difficult for opposition 

parties. As an example, the latest elections, held on 1 November 2015, were regarded as 

mostly free, but deeply unfair, with the south-eastern part of the country under an atmosphere 

of near civil war and the media severely controlled by the AKP government.
30

 Furthermore, 

since the late 2000s a series of landmark rigged political trials have frontally targeted the 

former Kemalist elite, Kurdish politicians, and social activists.  

                                                                                                                                                                     
displayed a high degree of saliency in Turkey’s political arena. Parties act as important ‘gatekeepers’ for access 

to the resources of the State and thus play a key role in the country’s distributive politics (Kalayıcıoğlu, 2001).  

27
 The Party only experienced a reduction in the June 2015 polls, when its score dropped to 40.9%, to just re-

obtain the 49.5% of votes in the November 2015 snap elections. 

28
 Arbatlι, 2014; Diamond, 2015; Meyersson and Rodrik, 2014; Somer, 2016; Walt, 2015. 

29
 Diamond, 2002. 

30
 Walt, 2015. 
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In parallel, there has been a dramatic backlash in the freedom of expression. Figure 1 depicts 

the evolution of Reporters Without Borders’ Turkish international ranking, as well as the 

Freedom House’s Freedom of the Press Index, since the AKP’s ascent to power. As the graph 

shows, 2008 and 2009 represent the main watershed years. According to the former ranking, 

the country has fallen from 99
th

 in 2002 to 149
th

 in 2015 in the world while, in 2013, Turkey 

had more journalists imprisoned than any other country.
31

 The government crackdown of the 

Gezi Park protest in June of the same year exemplifies a notorious example of diminished 

tolerance towards activism and dissent. 

[Figure 1 about here] 

Similarly, in spite of a relatively stable number of terrorist attacks between 2002 and 2011, 

the number of people imprisoned under terrorist charges increased dramatically throughout 

the period.
32

 Judicial independence has also been under systematic attack. Figure 2 presents 

Turkey’s index of judicial independence prepared by the World Economic Forum, as well as 

the country’s world ranking, for the available period 2007-2015. Judicial independence is a 

key component of constraints on government powers. Again, the graph points to 2008 as the 

year after which the Turkish institutional environment started deteriorating. In the wake of 

the corruption scandal which emerged in 2013, the government eventually drafted a series of 

laws aiming to bring structural changes to the appointment of judges and prosecutors, and 

giving far-reaching powers to the National Intelligence Agency (Milli İstihbarat Teşkilatı, 

MIT).
33

 

[Figure 2 about here] 

                                                      
31

 Reporters Without Borders, 2013. 

32
 Meyersson, 2014. 

33
 Kιzιltan and Yιldιrιm, 2014. 
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Last but not least, significant setbacks occurred not only in the field of civil liberties and in 

measures of horizontal accountability, but also in the autonomy of the state bureaucracy.
34

 

The alterations to the Public Procurement Law to favour business groups close to the 

executive, the use of tax authorities to control critical media, and the increasing direct attacks 

on autonomous regulatory state agencies
35

 are stark examples of Turkey’s gradual move 

towards a competitive authoritarian regime. The indiscriminate public sector purges, media 

crackdown, and incarceration of leaders from the pro-Kurdish opposition party which 

followed the July 2016 military coup attempt represent the final point of this trajectory.     

 

4. Research design 

Many contributions have shown how Turkey’s incumbent governments have frequently 

targeted public monies to individuals and constituencies with the ‘right’ political affiliation, 

and punished those who do not share the same political orientation.
36

 While the presence of 

strategic targeting in Turkey is well-documented in all these studies, none of them explores 

the extent to which such a phenomenon has evolved as a consequence of the government’s 

growing hegemonic powers. The following sections will empirically explore such research 

puzzle. 

 

4.1. Econometric analysis: model, variables, and data 

To test our research question, we propose the following empirical model: 

                                                      
34

 Luca, 2016. 

35
 Bugra and Savaskan, 2014; Gurarak, 2016; Gurarak and Meyersson, 2016. 

36
 Acemoğlu and Robinson, 2013; Aytac, 2014; Heper and Keyman, 1998; Heper, 1985, 1992; Kemahlioğlu, 

2008; Luca and Rodríguez-Pose, 2015. 
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Gi,t = β1Pj,i,t-1 + β2Dt-1 + β3D*Pj,i,,t-1 + β4Xi,t-1 + αi + nt + ɛi,t ,                                                                            (1) 

where (j, i and t respectively denote parties, provinces, and years): Gi,t is the total amount of 

per capita fixed-capital investment in transportation infrastructure projects allocated to each 

province by the state;
37

 Pj,i,t-1 represents a vector of electoral variables; Dt-1 is a dummy taking 

the value of one in or after the year 2009 (that is, the period after which the incumbent party 

of the former Prime Minister and current President of the Republic Erdoğan turned 

increasingly hegemonic) and zero otherwise; D*Pj,i,t-1 is an interaction between such dummy 

and the electoral variables; Xi,t-1 is a vector of socioeconomic controls which, under any 

circumstances, should determine the allocation of public investment; αi and nt are respectively 

province and year fixed-effects, and ɛi,t is the error term. A one-year lag between left- and 

right-hand side variables is included to account for the time necessary for tactical concerns to 

potentially influence redistributive outcomes, given the investment project cycle. The 

empirical set-up is akin to a Difference-in-Difference-in-Difference (DDD) equation, with the 

interaction term D*P being the DDD estimand, the years until 2008 the ‘pre-treatment’ 

period, and the years from 2009 onward the ‘post-treatment period’. Ceteris paribus, a 

negative/positive β3 coefficient for an opposition party would suggest that the ‘punishment’ 

against its strongholds by the government has augmented/decreased. The dependent and the 

explanatory variables, summarised in Appendix 1, are described in the following paragraphs.  

Transport investment. The variable consists in the amount of per-capita public investment in 

transportation infrastructure projects. Values are expressed in 1000 Turkish Lira (TL) at 2012 

                                                      
37

 While local administrations have some degree of expenditure autonomy, almost 90% of all public 

investment is still controlled by the national administration in Ankara.  
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prices and in logarithmic terms, in order to control for non-linear relations.
38

 Amid the 

different types of public goods provided by the Turkish central state, we concentrate our 

attention on transport infrastructure since the provision of such goods has played a prominent 

role in AKP’s distributive politics. This contrasts, for example, with the 1990s, during which 

bringing electricity to rural areas was frequently a common strategy to target electoral 

constituencies. Earlier research has analysed the strategic territorial distribution of Turkey’s 

public investment focusing on overall allocations.
39

 Yet, results not presented in the analysis 

but available on request show how, when replicating such previous analysis and 

disaggregating overall strategic allocations into transportation projects and all other sectors, 

only the former are statistically significantly correlated to votes. The current analysis hence 

adopts a selection of  the extreme case,
40

 by focusing on the type of public goods on which 

strategic targeting is most visible.  

Party vote shares. Following the theoretical predictions for a close-list, proportional, multi-

member electoral system,
41

 we focus on a core-voter model, according to which strategic 

targeting is carried out to cement the support of core voters and punish opponents. We 

account for the share of votes of the four main parties – the AK Party, the Republican 

People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi, CHP), the National Action Party (Milli Hareket 

                                                      
38

 A significant proportion of investments is registered as part of multi-provincial projects, so it cannot be 

matched to any specific province. Typical multi-provincial projects involve the construction of roads linking 

more than one province, or the national wholesale purchase of equipment and machineries. Our analysis only 

concentrates on the investments which can be attributed to a single province. As data limitation is – alas – one of 

the biggest problems in empirical research, we follow the same approach as earlier researchers who have 

worked on public investments in Turkey (Deliktaṣ et al. 2008; Karadağ et al., 2004; Celebioğlu and Dall’erba, 

2010).    

39
 Luca and Rodríguez-Pose, 2015. 

40
 Gerring, 2007; Seawright and Gerring, 2008. 

41
 McGillivray, 2004. 
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Partisi, MHP), and the Kurdish Party –, which accounted for almost 80% of total votes in 

every election during the period of analysis.
42

  

Electoral competition. We also include a variable to control for the alternative expectation 

that utility-maximising politicians will target districts with the highest electoral productivity 

gains, i.e., those where the vote difference between the incumbent government’s party and its 

challenger is lower. The variable is constructed as the negative of the absolute value of the 

vote difference between the incumbent party and its main challenger in each province. The 

challenger is the second party where the AKP has garnered the greatest number of votes, or 

the leading party when this is not the case. As we take the negative of the absolute value, we 

will expect the variable to show a positive sign, meaning that provinces where the vote 

difference is lower receive comparatively more funds.  

Car stock. Transport investment might be responsive to the stock of motor vehicles available 

in a province. We proxy the variable by the number of cars per 10 000 inhabitants. 

Income. Per-capita income is included to control for different levels of economic 

development. The variable is measured as Gross Value Added per-capita, and is expressed in 

Turkish Lira at 2012 prices and in logarithmic terms. 

Manufacturing employment. We concentrate on the percentage of employment in 

manufacturing on total employment because of the central role that industrialisation has 

                                                      
42 

Under the allegation of supporting the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK), successive Kurdish parties have 

been repeatedly banned from elections (Aktürk, 2011; Belge, 2016). We therefore consider, at each election, the 

party in place at that moment. Running as independent candidates and then agglomerating into a single group 

after elections has also been a strategy to circumvent the seat allocation minimum national thresholds. We 

therefore jointly consider Kurdish and independent votes.  
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played in the structural transformation of Turkey’s economy in recent years. It may be 

expected that the provision of transport infrastructure may respond to the sector growth.  

Rurality. In a country such as Turkey, characterised by late development and a rapid, recent 

urbanisation, inequalities in the provision of public fixed capital are likely to be correlated 

with the urban/rural divide, which we proxy by the percent of population living in rural areas. 

Population. Last but not least, total provincial population is included in the equation as a 

measure of agglomeration, as it is customarily considered an important driver of investment 

allocations. In contrast to all other variables, population is not normalized.  

The analysis employs a panel data set covering 81 Turkish provinces over the period 2004-

2012. Because of the one-year lag between left- and right-hand side variables, the length of 

the panel decreases from 9 to 8 years. Basic data on national public investments per province 

was extracted from the Ministry of Development (former State Planning Organisation). 

Electoral data for the 2002, 2007, and 2011 elections was gathered from the European 

Election Database, as well as from Turkey’s Electoral High Committee. Political variables 

were annualised by extending electoral results over each legislature. Electoral wards within 

metropolitan provinces are not taken into account and therefore national elections’ data are 

collected for provinces, which constitute the power bases of political parties and one of the 

most important units of political representation.
43

 Population information was obtained by 

merging 2004-2009 OECD figures with Turkstat regional database’s 2007-2011 figures. 

Other socioeconomic data stem from Turkstat’s regional database. A review of data sources, 

summary statistics for each variable and pairwise correlation coefficients are provided in 

Appendices 1, 2, and 3.  

                                                      
43

 Güvenç and Kırmanoğlu, 2009. 
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4.2.  Qualitative analysis: selection of interviewees 

The final part of the analysis draws on qualitative research methods. We follow Lieberman's 

guidelines for the use of in-depth analysis to answer those questions left open by the 

quantitative analysis either because there were insufficient data to assess underlying 

mechanisms, or because the nature of causal order could not be confidently inferred.
44

 

Concretely, the analysis is based on elite, semi-structured interviews carried out between 

October and December 2014 in Turkey’s central economic bureaucracy in charge of 

investment management.
45

 The interviewees were selected integrating purposive and chain 

sampling techniques. First, officials occupying positions of relevance for the project cycle 

were contacted. Each of them was then asked to provide further contacts. A snowball 

selection of potential interviewees was nested into the initial purposive sampling. The final 

sample includes 32 interviewees, including 18 civil servants from the Ministry of 

Development and 14 individuals from other organisations.
46

  

In the selection of interviewees, the Ministry of Development was targeted preferentially 

because the organisation holds the principal responsibilities for the allocation and 

coordination of public investment and is the place where public investment policies are 

                                                      

44
 Lieberman, 2005. 

45
 Four of the interviews were conducted during a pilot research phase between October 2012 and September 

2013.   

46
 Six civil servants from the Ministry of Finance; three key public policy scholars from Bilgi University, 

Boğazici University, and Koç University; two experts from the Delegation of the EU to Turkey; one retired 

manager from the Undersecretary of Treasury; one public finance expert from Turkey’s Economic Policy 

Research Foundation (Türkiye Ekonomi Politikaları Araştırma Vakfı, TEPAV) with previous experience at the 

Undersecretary of Treasury and the World Bank; and one expert from the Ministry of Transport’s General 

Directorate for Highways (Karayolları Genel Müdürlüğü, KGM). 
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mainly developed. Interviews with individuals external to the ministry were conducted in 

order to cross-validate the information extracted from the other interviewees. Appendix 4 

provides a detailed list of those interviewed.  

In order to increase the respondents’ eagerness to discuss institutional issues more freely, 

interviewees were accessed only after having secured the support of trusted individuals who 

could ‘warrant’ the interviewer’s trustworthiness. Interviews lasted on average between 60 

and 90 minutes, and were carried out in both Turkish and English. Following the corruption 

scandals of 2013, involving four ministers, the government had started purging the civil 

service from personnel considered politically close to the investigators. Considering the 

relative climate of anxiety among bureaucrats, as well as the sensitivity of the questions being 

asked, interviews were not recorded. Such choice was taken after two of the first interviewees 

denied permission. Interviewees were also guaranteed anonymity. Finally, interviewees were 

asked to provide information on their most-followed media outlets. Such information was 

then used to ‘control’ for respondents’ heterogeneous political views – which may influence 

perceptions about the use of public monies by the government.
47

 

 

5. Empirical analysis 

5.1.  Baseline results 

The baseline econometric analysis is conducted by means of fixed-effect (FE) 

heteroscedasticity- and autocorrelation-robust estimators with province and year fixed effects. 

Such method of estimation has the advantage of controlling for all the possible omitted 

                                                      
47

 Similarly to many other countries around the world, different Turkish media outlets are associated with 

different political views.  
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variables that are idiosyncratic to provinces as well as for cross-sectional common shocks. 

Considering that plans for time t are prepared in advance and approved by the end of time t-1, 

we include a one-year lag between dependent and explanatory variables, which will also 

contribute to minimize the potential endogeneity between right- and left-side variables. To 

control for potential serial and spatial correlation, we estimate robust standard errors adjusted 

for clustering at the provincial level (81 clusters).  

Table 1 presents the results. Column (1) shows the baseline estimates without controlling for 

post-2008 trends. Columns (2) to (6) report the results obtained adding the dummy for the 

post-2008 period, as well as its interaction with each individual electoral variable. Column 

(7) presents the interactions together. Finally, column (8) adds the socioeconomic controls to 

the regression.  

[Table 1 about here] 

As expected, column (1) shows how the central allocation of transport investment to the 

provinces of Turkey across the period 2004-2012 is correlated to votes. In line with 

theoretical predictions for a close-list, proportional, multi-member electoral system,
48

 

coefficients in particular support the core-voter hypothesis, according to which strategic 

allocations are conducted in order to cement support among core partisan voters and to 

punish opponents. Holding other variables constant, column (1) shows that a one percent 

increase in the votes for the AK Party is correlated to an average increase of nearly five 

percent in the amount of per-capita investment. Conversely, a one percent increase in the 

votes for the main opposition party, the CHP, is correlated to an average reduction of 

investment of more than three percent.  

                                                      
48

 McGillivray, 2004. 
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Moving from the first column to the rest of the table, the results show significant differences 

in the distributive politics patterns for the pre- and post-2008 sub-periods. Columns (7) and 

(8) are our preferred specifications, as they allow controlling for each political variable’s 

interaction with the post-2008 dummy. While the linear political terms maintain similar signs 

as in the initial model, their significance and magnitude change significantly. The coefficient 

for votes for the AKP remains positive, and reduces in magnitude. The coefficient for the 

interacted term is similarly positive, potentially rejecting the main hypothesis. Yet, both are 

insignificant. Moving to the main opposition party, the CHP, the results interestingly show a 

positive and statistically significant post-2008 coefficient. While the overall effect (obtained 

summing the linear coefficient plus its interacted term) is still negative, results show that the 

lower allocation of investment to opposition strongholds was markedly higher during the AK 

Party’s first years in office than during the period 2009-2012. Results show a similar picture 

for the case of provinces with strong support for the pro-Kurdish party. While the coefficient 

for the latter’s linear term is insignificant in all models, its interaction with the post-2008 

dummy is positive and strongly significant. This finding is particularly interesting 

considering how, during the 1980s and 1990s, mostly Kurdish-inhabited areas were 

persistently disadvantaged in the allocation of public investment.
49

 In contrast, results for the 

MHP, a party at the opposition sharing some ideological similarities to the AKP, show an 

opposite trend. Given the very limited amount of provinces where MHP votes are high 

(between two and three), we however believe that the coefficients for the MHP need to be 

interpreted with caution. Last but not least, the electoral competition variable shows the 

expected positive sign, yet is not significant across any of the specifications. The inclusion of 

socioeconomic controls in column (8) does not alter the results. To conclude, the empirical 

evidence provides preliminary support to the main hypothesis. In particular, the quantitative 
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empirical findings suggest how an electorally stronger and more hegemonic AK Party has felt 

less of a need to punish its opponents’ constituencies. 

 

5.2.  Robustness tests 

The following section aims to discuss five potential identification concerns. First, the analysis 

may suffer from reverse causality, since higher/lower investments by the central government 

at election t may decrease/increase the votes given to the opposition parties at subsequent 

polls. Unable to identify relevant and exogenous regressors to instrument the DDD treatment 

variable, the analysis will exploit the in-depth qualitative analysis to provide evidence in 

support of the results. Acknowledging that this is a second-best solution and does not fully 

solve potential endogeneity, we are somehow comforted in two ways. First, earlier research 

conducted on similar data and for the same period
50

 suggests that reverse causality is not a 

serious concern. Second, if present, reverse causality would in any case constitute a 

downward bias playing against our results. If provinces receiving fewer investments at time t-

1 were to increase their support for opposition parties at time t as a way to signal their 

discontent with the government, we would expect their post-2008 coefficients to be biased 

towards a larger negative coefficient. Our results, yet, show that the DDD coefficients for the 

CHP and Kurdish strongholds turn, after 2008, significantly positive. 

Second, the econometric outputs may be confounded by potential ‘Keynesian attempts’ to 

boost macroeconomic demand following the global economic recession, which hit Turkey in 

2009. Throughout the implementation of the Ninth Multiannual Development Plan, the 

government indeed decided to give more weight to investment in transport infrastructures 
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than initially foreseen. This was acknowledged in the Ministry of Development's (2014) 

Tenth National Development Plan as well as by the former Transport Minister in charge at 

the time.51 Yet, past research has shown how the allocation of extraordinary ‘Keynesian’ 

programmes, such as the US New Deal, has often been used for strategic targeting.
52

 In other 

words, while it may be true that transport projects allocations may have been a reaction to the 

downturn, we argue that the crisis alone is not enough to explain the changes in distributive 

politics patterns which emerge from the analysis. To fully address this concern, we re-

estimate Equation (1) adding province-specific time trends, that is, coefficients obtained by 

multiplying the province fixed-effects by year-specific intercepts. Their inclusion allows 

‘treatment’ and ‘control’ provinces to follow different trends over time. It hence helps 

minimize the potential risk of omitted variable bias. Table 2 presents the robustness tests 

results. Column (1) reports the main results from Table 1’s full specification. As can be seen 

in column (2), the inclusion of province-specific time trends does not significantly influence 

the electoral coefficients. 

[Table 2 about here]  

Third, another potential source of omitted-variable bias relates to provincial public capital 

stocks. It might be possible that spending in the post-treatment period might had been 

influenced by the amount of public capital already channelled before 2008. Although the 

inclusion of province-specific time trends should help controlling against such concern, as a 

                                                      
51

 The following is a quote from former Transport Minister B. Yildirim: “When the global finance crisis first 

erupted, we took a number of steps to keep our domestic economy lively. Many school, hospital, road, high 

speed train, airport and bridge projects enabled us to keep our economy in a good position. We then kept a total 

of 3,790 construction sites open, and investments continued.” In: ‘Adopting presidential system to be top 

structural reform: PM Yildirim.’ Hurriyet Daily News, 17 October 2016. 

52
 E.g.: Wright, 1974. 
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further robustness test we develop a measure of provincial capital stock. The measure is 

calculated following the perpetual inventory method: 

Ki,t = (1 - δi,t) Ki,t-1 + (1 - δi,t/2) Gi,t                                                                                                                                       (2) 

Where for each province i, Ki,t-1 is the stock of public capital in transport infrastructures at the 

end of period t-1, δi,t  is the annual depreciation rate, and Gi,t is the gross fixed capital 

formation of period t, assuming that new investment is operational in the middle of the year. 

We assume a depreciation rate of 2.50 percent per annum. The measure is expressed in 2012 

prices
53

 and lagged by one year. As can be seen in column (3), while capital stock is (as 

expected) negatively correlated with new investment, the main political results are hardly 

influenced by the introduction of the new control.  

Fourth, public investment allocations can be influenced by past spending, since infrastructure 

projects may stretch over more than one year. Similarly, investment in a province can be 

correlated to spending in its neighbours. If, as an example, an opposition’s stronghold was 

circled by pro-AKP constituencies, the former may indirectly benefit from road and 

motorway spending simply because of its geographical location, and the fact that transport 

infrastructure has a network structure. The inclusion of fixed-effects and province-specific 

time trends into the main estimation should help control for such concern. As a further test, 

we re-estimate Equation 1 adding both time-lagged
54

 and spatially-lagged
55

 investment 

                                                      
53

 Our investment data are available from 1984 onward, meaning that we cannot measure capital flows 

before that year. While this is a limitation – and it explains why we do not include the variable in the main 

analysis, we believe that its inclusion will equally provide a satisfactory proxy for between- and within-

provinces variations in fixed capital stocks.     

54
 It is known that the inclusion of the lagged dependent variable among the regressors may bias FE 

estimators of dynamic models in the order of 1/T. This is the reason why we did not include lagged investment 

in the main results.   
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among the regressors. The results are presented in columns (4) and (5) respectively. Only 

previous years’ allocations appear as a significant predictor of current investment. While their 

inclusion reduces the magnitude of the post-2008 coefficient for Kurdish votes, the electoral 

results are overall very similar.   

Last but not least, we check the robustness of the estimates against the exclusion of Istanbul, 

Ankara, and Izmir. These are Turkey’s main cities and economic hubs, as well as show 

different voting patterns – with Izmir traditionally being a CHP stronghold, and Istanbul and 

Ankara more frequently showing a higher support for the AKP. The results, shown in 

Column 6, are virtually identical to the ones of column (1).  

To conclude, the quantitative evidence suggests that the AKP government has not been 

immune to the temptation of punishing its main political foes’ constituencies with less 

investment and, yet, the intensity of such punishment has decreased as the AKP’s electoral 

success has become stronger and its rule more hegemonic. 

 

5.3.  An exploration of potential underlying mechanisms 

The above analysis does not allow us to identify the specific mechanisms that explain how 

the increase in government power is associated to a reduction in the use of public monies to 

punish electoral foes. To flash out potential mechanisms underlying the robust correlations 

uncovered in the large-N analysis, as well as gain leverage over the issue of reverse causality, 

we revert to the more fine-grained, qualitative data.  

                                                                                                                                                                     
55

 The inclusion of the spatially lagged dependent variable among the regressors clearly poses endogeneity 

concerns (cf. Gibbons and Overman, 2012). Here, however, we are not interested in whether its coefficient is 

unbiased, since the variable is only included among the controls.   
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The interview findings point towards two main underlying dynamics. The first one relates to 

the government’s move towards populist spending and their desire to spread out resources in 

a way to broaden their appeal to opponents. Such dynamic has both involved CHP and 

Kurdish constituencies. As the following quote by a manager from the Ministry of 

Development suggests:    

“I don’t think the ruling party is punishing the opposition parties [the CHP, A./N.] on the West coast. I 

cannot say for sure that some cities may be disadvantaged. [… Furthermore,] most attention has been on 

the East, to solve the Kurdish issue. Go around there, they are investing massively.” (Interview number 

12). 

The increase in the allocations to Kurdish-inhabited provinces after 2009 raised by numerous 

interviewees is, in particular, a stark example of how the AKP government tried to channel 

investments to convince voters about their commitment to solving the South-eastern region’s 

underdevelopment problems – one of the issues behind the longstanding Kurdish political 

grievances. The same manager further explains:  

 “In the 1990s governments had a very short life. So people [politicians, A./N.] would try to do as much as 

possible to get things done for themselves and their supporters and constituencies. They would try to do 

pork-barrelling. Now we have a single political pressure. For example, roads are very costly for Turkey. So 

the biggest priority would be to enlarge the train network. But the government prefers the High Speed 

Train, and other big projects […] We moved from pork-barrelling to big projects.” (Interview number 12).  

As the quote suggests, the government has given increasing importance to populist projects 

whose logics run above partisan politics. Grandiose investment projects have to a large extent 

become intertwined with Erdoğan’s and his party’s desire to showcase their grand ‘New 

Turkey’ – a term rhetorically used to describe the allegedly ‘new era’ the country is 

experiencing under the AKP ruling. The following excerpt is by a planning expert: 
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“If you read page 236 of the 2014 programme, you understand that we should not invest at all in 

motorways but invest in other means of transport. But in the last years there have been 70 trillion TL 

investments in motorways. […] We send reports saying that projects are good/bad, giving technical 

opinions. […] Yet, so far, I cannot remember even one case when they rejected a project after our 

evaluation. At the end, unless you get politicians away from populist approaches, all the ideas about 

effective planning rest on paper.” (Interview number 25).  

As shown by recent research,
56

 instrumental to such policy move, was the achievement of a 

strong control by the government over the parliament and the civil service. The following 

excerpt, by a retired manager from the Undersecretary of Treasury provides an additional 

glimpse into such point:   

“Before Erdoğan, with coalition governments, each party would try to influence the ministry they 

controlled […]. Now Erdoğan has much more power in investment decisions.”
  (Interview number 1). 

And, yet, although the government is now certainly more able to direct policy as well as 

allocate investments freely without worrying too much about electoral vagaries, such change 

is not without drawbacks. For instance, the economic bureaucracy has experienced a 

reduction in its autonomy and, hence, in its technical ability to manage the investment project 

cycle. The following excerpts by two managers from the Ministry of Development provide 

examples: 

“Fiscal control [i.e. rules limiting unchecked spending, A./N.] gave us opportunities during the 

management of this government. […] Of course [in the past the investment project cycle] was not working 

because of political interferences. Actually I think [the system] worked in the 1960s, in the 1970s, and in a 

way still the 1980s because of the preferences of Ozal’s government. But in the 1980s it started to decline 
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and of course went down in the 1990s. There was a chance in 2000. Actually it was going pretty well until 

2008…” (Interview number 2).  

“Now institutions are all closer so coordination is faster, even though this may determine that agreements 

occur at high, political level instead of the technical level. Ten years ago it wasn’t like that. Now 

coordination is faster, but this may determine that decisions are taken by undersecretaries, even against our 

[technicians’, A./N.] will” (Interview number 18).  

Interestingly, after 2008 the Government transformed the institutional structure of the 

Transportation Ministry by separating the Highways Directorate and giving the latter its own 

independent financial budget, in a way to increase expenditure discretion. The growing power 

of the government over policy-making and the reduced autonomy of the economic 

bureaucracy have had a significant impact on the use of public spending for grandiose 

projects. In other words, the shift in the strategic targeting of public investment was 

determined only to a limited extent by a true desire to improve the delivery of public policy, 

as political influence over investment decisions has partly shifted from partisan strategic 

targeting to the selection of grandiose projects.  

In parallel, a second complementary explanation of why the government may have 

intentionally changed their targeting strategies draws on recent work on the links between 

politically-connected firms and public procurement. Recent research by Özcan and Gündüz
57

 

has put forward empirical evidence showing how firms politically connected to the 

government – many of which are active in the construction sector – have experienced 

abnormal performances and growth in recent years. Buğra and Savaşkan
58

 have examined 

how frequent changes to the laws regulating public tenders have been used to favour business 
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groups close to the ruling party. Quantitative evidence is further provided by Gurarak and 

Meyersson,
59

 who empirically show how firms connected to the AK Party – particularly the 

ones linked to its most powerful ranks – have been significantly advantaged in public 

procurement in the construction sector. Although all these works focus on the broad 

construction sector and not specifically on transport infrastructures, their findings were 

echoed in the qualitative analysis. Explaining why the institutional structure of the project 

cycle management was transformed in 2008, a senior manager for example explains: 

“Today […] billions of Turkish Liras are spent just for the highway sector. This is pumping money into 

Turkey. Construction firms were getting irritated. The Ministry of Transport wants to show people that 

things are done. And the best way is to build highways. So they changed the institutional structure. This 

reduced the power of the State Planning Organisation [Ministry of Development, A. /N.], and increased the 

power of firms. We were asking for performance indicators. So the reason [why operational powers were 

transformed] was mainly political. […] Contracting is the key point. Let’s say you want to build a 

highway. KGM [the Highway Directorate, A./N.] will do a lot of tenders. For a 50 kilometre segment, 

there will be at least five/ten sub-contractors. This is not good for the project management. They just want 

small firms to get bigger, and to share the cake.” (Interview number 17).  

To conclude, we interpret the qualitative evidence to suggest that the increasingly hegemonic 

government may have used spending on public infrastructure as a way to achieve two goals 

simultaneously, by: (1) trying to broaden the incumbent party’s populist appeal by displaying 

its grand vision of ‘New Turkey’, also beyond its core constituencies; (2) and, yet, co-opting 

a politically supportive new elite of entrepreneurs and cronies,
60

 who are benefitting from the 

preferential award of public procurement independently of the projects’ location. In other 

words, the reduction in the use of strategic targeting to punish opponents may respond to 
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other, even more pernicious, policy developments. As has been noted Rodríguez-Pose and 

Garcilazo,
61

 weak institutional conditions may end up tilting public investment in 

infrastructure towards projects of dubious socioeconomic returns to the detriment of less 

ostentatious but more necessary projects. Our interviews suggest that, with the slow shift 

towards competitive authoritarianism, this may indeed be the case in Turkey. 

 

6. Conclusion 

The empirical research conducted in this paper provides evidence of how the AK Party’s 

increase in electoral success since 2008 is associated to a shift in the allocation of transport 

investment from a strategy aimed at winning a core coalition to one focused on hegemony 

building. The analysis uncovers, in particular, a reduction in the use of public investment in 

transport infrastructure as a tool to strategically punish constituencies voting for the 

opposition. We identify two potential reasons behind such shift: 1) a move by the government 

towards populist investment aiming to broaden the AKP’s appeal to opponents and to 

establish its image of a state party by displaying the ‘New Turkey’ emerging from its rule and 

2) a greater collusion between politics and economic special interest groups close to the 

executive.  

The implications of the analysis for theory and policy are twofold. First, the results contribute 

to the literature on distributive politics by addressing a previously unexplored gap. The 

empirical evidence seems to overall support our conceptual framework, according to which 

significant increases in the incumbents’ electoral success can lead to changes in targeting 
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strategies. We explain our findings drawing on Diaz-Cayeros et al.'s theoretical framework,
62

 

according to which political machines use private, excludable goods and public goods for 

different strategic reasons. In particular, along with the increase in the size and the stability of 

the core voters, we can expect party machines to broaden the targeting of non-excludable 

public goods in a way to attract the support of voters outside of their core. Under such light, 

our findings are not inconsistent with recent research on widespread individual vote-buying 

practices carried out by the AKP.
63

    

Second, the results contribute to the current debate on the reasons and societal implications of 

the AKP’s growing electoral hegemony over Turkey’s politics. While earlier research has 

frequently linked such political success to the country’s macroeconomic performance 

experienced in the 2000s, and to Turkey’s deep-rooted ideological cleavages,
64

 the current 

analysis underscores the ability of the government to, somehow, ‘deliver’ tangible and visible 

public goods as a further reason.
65

 Further research is needed in this area. Such point 

resonates to the ‘paradox of competitive authoritarian regimes’ raised for the case of Russia,
66

 

that is, the fact that even if opponents consider such systems a ‘flop’, the latter continue to 

enjoy strong popular support. Hegemons, and quasi-autocrats have to face the dilemma of 

how to efficiently balance public resources between elites and cronies on the one hand, and 

masses on the other.
67

 The case of contemporary Turkey provides a concrete example. We 

suggest that the shift in targeting strategies signals the government’s achievement of ‘two 
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needs with one deed’: first, broadening the incumbents’ political appeal to opponents by 

providing tangible public goods and showing their grand ‘New Turkey’; second, and at the 

same time, building and co-opting a new economic elite, significantly close to the ruling 

party, which is benefitting from the preferential award of public construction procurement 

independently of the projects’ location. Hence, the reduction in pork-barrelling may herald 

the emergence of other types of more dangerous problems linked to populist spending, 

corruption, and cronyism. As caustically suggested for the US, there may be a trade-off 

between the spread of pork-barrelling and the concentration of powers into the executive 

hands,
68

 and the former might actually be the lesser evil. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1. Description of variables and sources of data.  

Variable Variable description  Source 

Public investment Per-capita fixed capital investment in 

transport and communication 

infrastructures, Ln Turkish Liras (expressed 

in 2012 prices) 

Ministry of Development (former 

State Planning Organisation) 

AKP votes % of votes for the AKP Turkey’s electoral High 

Committee, European Election 

Database 

CHP votes % of votes for the CHP Turkey’s electoral High 

Committee, European Election 

Database 

MHP votes % of votes for the MHP Turkey’s electoral High 

Committee, European Election 

Database 

Kurdish party votes % of votes for the Kurdish party and for 

independent candidates 

Turkey’s electoral High 

Committee, European Election 

Database 

Electoral 

competition 

Negative absolute value of the vote 

difference between the incumbent party and 

its main challenger in each province 

Own calculation on data from the 

Turkey’s electoral High 

Committee, European Election 

Database  

Car stock Number of cars per 10 000 inhabitants Turkstat Regional Database 

Income Per-capita Gross Value Added, Ln Turkish 

Liras (expressed in 2012 prices) 

Turkstat Regional Database 

Manufacturing 

employment 

% employment in manufacturing Turkstat Regional Database 

Rurality % of population living in rural areas Turkstat Regional Database 

Population Total number of inhabitants per province Turkstat Regional Database, 

OECD 
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Appendix 2. Summary statistics. 

Variable Mean St. Dev. Minimum Maximum 

Public investments 3.03 1.42 0 9.21 

AKP votes 42.87 15.22 6.5 84.82 

CHP votes 17.33 9.02 2.01 52.5 

MHP votes 12.19 6.9 0 44.9 

Kurdish votes 9.52 16.16 0 79.8 

Electoral competition -25.4 15.16 -70.4 -0.1 

Car stock 680.14 372.45 71.54 2017.4 

Income 9.32 0.4 8.47 10.11 

Manufacturing employment 20.65 9.55 3.8 46.3 

Rurality 38.26 13.6 1.01 70.86 

Population 891 442 1 497 702 65 126 13 624 240 

Source: own elaboration. 

Appendix 3.  Pairwise correlations among variables. 

 Invest. AKP  CHP MHP Kurdish El. comp. Car stock Income Manuf.  Rurality Pop. 

Investments 1           

AKP votes 0.179* 1          

CHP votes 0.064 -0.285* 1         

MHP votes -0.084* 0.102* 0.233* 1        

Kurdish v. -0.085* -0.414* -0.384* -0.492* 1       

El. Comp. -0.099* -0.608* 0.428* 0.129* 0.003 1      

Car stock 0.073* 0.122* 0.557* 0.447* -0.624* 0.165* 1     

Income 0.04 0.053 0.517* 0.342* -0.654* 0.134* 0.79* 1    

Manuf. empl. -0.053 0.026 0.299* 0.077 -0.319* 0.056 0.445* 0.66* 1   

Rurality -0.159* -0.125* -0.177* -0.112* 0.158* 0.028 -0.48* -0.437* -0.555* 1  

Population 0.171* -0.005 0.219* -0.063 -0.07 0.12* 0.389* 0.294* 0.324* -0.527* 1 

Source: own elaboration. * p<0.05. 
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Appendix 4. List of interviewees. 

(1) Retired manager, Undersecretary of Treasury, Ankara, 24/10/2014.  

(2) Senior manager, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 2/10/2014. 

(3) Senior planning expert, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 3/10/2014. 

(4) Director, Turkey’s Economic Policy Research Foundation (Türkiye Ekonomi Politikaları Araştırma 

Vakfı, TEPAV), Ankara, 27/10/2014.  

(5) Senior planning expert, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 27/10/2014. 

(6) Manager, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 28/10/2014. 

(7) Senior planning expert, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 30/10/2014. 

(8) Finance expert, Ministry of Finance, Ankara, 19/11/2014. 

(9) Finance expert, Ministry of Finance, Ankara, 19/11/2014. 

(10) Manager, Ministry of Finance, Ankara, 21/11/2014. 

(11) Finance expert, Ministry of Finance, Ankara, 2/12/2014. 

(12) Manager, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 1/12/2014. 

(13) Manager, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 2/12/2014. 

(14) Finance expert, Ministry of Finance, Ankara, 3/12/2014. 

(15) Finance expert, Ministry of Finance, Ankara, 3/12/2014. 

(16) Manager, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 3/12/2014. 

(17) Senior manager, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 4/12/2014. 

(18) Manager, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 5/12/2014. 

(19) Planning expert, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 5/12/2014. 

(20) Manager, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 8/12/2014. 

(21) Manager, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 10/12/2014. 

(22) Planning expert, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 11/12/2014. 

(23) Manager, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 11/12/2014. 

(24) Planning expert, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 15/12/2014.  

(25) Planning expert, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 15/12/2014. 

(26) Manager, Ministry of Development, Ankara, 16/12/2014. 

(27) Manager, Ministry of Transport’s General Directorate for Highways (Karayolları Genel Müdürlüğü, 

KGM, Ankara, 22/12/2014. 

(28) Senior scholar, Bilgi University, Istanbul, 2/10/2012.  

(29) Senior scholar, Koç University, Istanbul, 19/04/2013. 

(30) Senior scholar, Boğazici University, Istanbul, 13/10/2014. 

(31) Manager, Delegation of the EU to Turkey, Ankara, 23/09/2013. 

(32) Senior manager, Delegation of the EU to Turkey, Ankara, 23/09/2013. 
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Tables 

Table 1. Multivariate regressions of the provincial per-capita public investment in transport 

infrastructures: robust Fixed Effects estimates (2004-2012).  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

         

AKP votes 0.0495** 0.0482** 0.0491** 0.0485** 0.0297 0.0496** 0.0248 0.0191 

 (0.0194) (0.0198) (0.0193) (0.0194) (0.0203) (0.0198) (0.0209) (0.0207) 

CHP votes -0.0362** -0.0401** -0.0290 -0.0441*** -0.0399** -0.0360** -0.0759*** -0.0784*** 

 (0.0158) (0.0169) (0.0247) (0.0157) (0.0153) (0.0172) (0.0278) (0.0265) 

MHP votes 0.0276 0.0255 0.0290 0.0925** 0.0520* 0.0278 0.0862** 0.0931** 

 (0.0315) (0.0322) (0.0316) (0.0421) (0.0307) (0.0327) (0.0407) (0.0413) 

Kurdish votes 0.0120 0.00958 0.0127 0.00901 -0.0116 0.0120 -0.0213 -0.0205 

 (0.0199) (0.0208) (0.0200) (0.0205) (0.0218) (0.0199) (0.0246) (0.0252) 

El. Comp. 0.00814 0.00619 0.00817 0.00587 -0.00199 0.00838 -0.00270 -0.00414 

 (0.00853) (0.00837) (0.00853) (0.00884) (0.00821) (0.0110) (0.0112) (0.0115) 

         

Post-2008  0.324 0.0291 0.502 -0.202 -0.113 -2.190* -0.956 

  (0.831) (0.447) (0.442) (0.420) (0.584) (1.282) (1.673) 

Post#AKP  -0.00730     0.0251 0.0213 

  (0.0103)     (0.0181) (0.0177) 

Post#CHP   -0.00768    0.0465** 0.0425* 

   (0.0139)    (0.0232) (0.0233) 

Post#MHP    -0.0603***   -0.0218 -0.0252 

    (0.0197)   (0.0240) (0.0241) 

Post#Kurd     0.0284***  0.0435*** 0.0342* 

     (0.00950)  (0.0156) (0.0179) 

Post#El. Comp.      -0.000411 0.00197 0.000971 

      (0.00869) (0.0135) (0.0132) 

         

Observations 648 648 648 648 648 648 648 648 

R-squared 0.083 0.085 0.084 0.110 0.117 0.083 0.133 0.147 

Number of id 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 

Prov FE yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

Year FE yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

Controls        yes 

Robust standard errors in parentheses: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Controls include: income, car 

stock, manufacturing employment, rurality, and population. Constant, controls and year dummies are not 

reported 
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Table 2. Multivariate regressions of the provincial per-capita public investment in transport 

and communication infrastructures: robustness tests.  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  (6) 

        

AKP votes 0.0191 0.0190 0.0167 0.0184 0.0191  0.0192 

 (0.0207) (0.0208) (0.0206) (0.0186) (0.0212)  (0.0212) 

CHP votes -0.0784*** -0.0758*** -0.0813*** -0.0750*** -0.0783***  -0.0781*** 

 (0.0265) (0.0266) (0.0262) (0.0225) (0.0274)  (0.0277) 

MHP votes 0.0931** 0.0917** 0.0890** 0.0948** 0.0931**  0.0929** 

 (0.0413) (0.0409) (0.0403) (0.0375) (0.0414)  (0.0416) 

Kurdish votes -0.0205 -0.0199 -0.0219 -0.0131 -0.0205  -0.0206 

 (0.0252) (0.0250) (0.0245) (0.0230) (0.0256)  (0.0255) 

El. Comp. -0.00414 -0.00387 -0.00298 -0.00360 -0.00414  -0.00388 

 (0.0115) (0.0114) (0.0113) (0.0104) (0.0115)  (0.0116) 

        

Post-2008 -0.956 -0.609 -1.276 -1.251 -0.956  -1.194 

 (1.673) (1.622) (1.591) (1.460) (1.691)  (1.741) 

Post#AKP 0.0213 0.0194 0.0260 0.0248 0.0213  0.0238 

 (0.0177) (0.0172) (0.0172) (0.0167) (0.0182)  (0.0186) 

Post#CHP 0.0425* 0.0390* 0.0442* 0.0432** 0.0425*  0.0442* 

 (0.0233) (0.0222) (0.0227) (0.0213) (0.0241)  (0.0250) 

Post#MHP -0.0252 -0.0250 -0.0193 -0.0390* -0.0252  -0.0232 

 (0.0241) (0.0238) (0.0231) (0.0225) (0.0242)  (0.0250) 

Post#Kurd 0.0342* 0.0330* 0.0366** 0.0287* 0.0342*  0.0357* 

 (0.0179) (0.0173) (0.0174) (0.0168) (0.0179)  (0.0189) 

Post#El. Comp. 0.000971 0.000465 -0.00131 0.00406 0.000970  0.000327 

 (0.0132) (0.0131) (0.0128) (0.0127) (0.0134)  (0.0132) 

        

Fixed-capital stock   -0.000419***     

   (0.000127)     

Lagged inv. (1 year)    0.202***    

    (0.0456)    

Lagged inv. (2 years)    0.0672**    

    (0.0286)    

Spatially-lagged inv.     0.000361   

     (0.168)   

Constant  -4.514 -6.534 2.210 -3.899  -4.005 

  (10.01) (9.846) (10.05) (9.804)  (9.906) 

        

Observations 648 648 648 648 648  624 

R-squared 0.147 0.148 0.168 0.193 0.147  0.150 

Number of id 81 81 81 81 81  78 

Prov FE yes yes yes yes yes  yes 

Year FE yes yes yes yes yes  yes 

Controls yes yes yes yes yes  yes 

Prov*year FE  yes      

Robust standard errors in parentheses: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. All socioeconomic controls of 

Table 1 are included. Constant, controls and year dummies are not reported. 
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Figures 

Figure 1. Press freedom in Turkey, 2002-2015 (Reporters Without Borders’s Turkish ranking 

in the world, Freedom House’s Freedom of the Press Index). 

 

Source: own elaboration on data from Reporters Without Borders, Freedom House. 

Figure 2. Judicial independence in Turkey, 2007-2015 (Judicial Independence Index, 

Turkey’s ranking in the world). 

 

Source: own elaboration on data from World Economic Forum.  


