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Abstract

Political parties and candidates intensively use political promotion activities to reach voters during
election campaigns. They develop relationships with the voters via campaigns to influence their voting
behavior. It is important to measure influence of campaign activities on voters’ behavior in order to
organize election campaigns for the next elections. This study aims therefore at determining influence
levels of campaign activities involving political promotion mix elements and discussing whether such
levels differ in terms of demographic characteristics, political participation levels and commitment
levels of voters in Adana. Pursing this aim, a field research was organized and conducted in Adana
analyzing June 7, 2015 parliamentary elections. Six hypotheses, which were developed in relation to
level of being influenced by political promotion mix elements in line with the purpose of research, were
tested. Significant differences were observed between demographic characteristics of voters (age, mari-
tal status and education level) and their levels of being influenced by political promotion. Moreover,
there is significant difference between political participation level of voters and their levels of being
influenced by political promotion. Significant difference is also found between commitment level of
voters and the levels of being influenced by political promotion. However, no significant difference was
observed between gender of voters and their levels of being influenced by political promotion. In con-
clusion, study results present that voters are influenced from all activities involving political promo-
tion mix elements at different levels.

Keywords: Political Marketing, Political Promotion Mix, Electoral Campaigns

OPUS © Uluslararasi Toplum Arastirmalari Dergisi-International Journal of Society Researches
ISSN:2528-9527 E-ISSN : 2528-9535
http://opusjournal.net


mailto:dpenpece@adanabtu.edu.tr
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4493-625X
mailto:caksu@adanabtu.edu.tr
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6328-1290
mailto:burcuugar@hotmail.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8569-0228

ISSN:2528-9527

E-ISSN : 2528-9535
Yil Year:9
Cilt Volume:10

Sayl Issue:17

Uluslararasi Toplum Arastirmalari Dergisi Mart March 2019
International Journal of Society Researches Makalenin Gelis Tarihi Received Date: 04/12/2018
Makalenin Kabul Tarihi Accepted Date: 08/01/2019

Secmenlerin Demografik Ozellikleri, Siyasal Katilim
ve Baglilik Diizeylerinin Politik Tutundurma Karmasi
Uzerindeki Etkisi: Adana Ili Ornegi

Oz

Giiniimiizde siyasi partiler ve adaylar secim kampanyalar siiresince secmenlere ulagmak icin politik
tutundurma faaliyetlerini yogun olarak kullanmaktadirlar. Bu sayede se¢cmenle iliskilerini gelistirerek
onlart etkilemektedirler. Se¢menlerin bu faaliyetlerden etkilenme diizeylerinin él¢iilmesi, bir sonraki
secim donemi kampanya faaliyetlerinin diizenlenmesi agisindan onemlidir. Dolayisiyla calismanin
amact, Adana’daki se¢menlerin politik tutundurma karmasi unsurlarma yonelik faaliyetlerden
etkilenme diizeylerini belirlemek ve bu diizeylerin se¢menlerin demografik ozellikleri, siyasal katilim
diizeyleri ve baghlik diizeyleri acisindan farklilik gosterip gistermedigini ortaya koymaktir. Bu amaca
yonelik olarak Adana’da 7 Haziran 2015 Genel Secimleri'ni inceleyen saha arastirmasi
gergeklestirilmistir. Aragtirmanin amacina uygun olarak, politik tutundurma karmasindan etkilenme
diizeyine gire gelistirilen alti hipotez test edilmistir. Se¢menlerin demografik dzellikleri (yas, medeni
durum ve egitim durumu) ile adaylarin kullandigr politik tutundurma karmast elemanlarindan
etkilenme diizeyleri arasmnda anlamli farkhibk goriilmiistiir. Ayrica segmenlerin siyasal katilim
diizeyleri ve partilere yonelik siyasal baghlik diizeyleri ile politik tutundurma karmas: elemanlarmdan
etkilenme diizeyleri arasinda da anlaml farkliik vardir. Ancak se¢menlerin cinsiyetleri ile politik
tutundurma karmas: elemanlarindan etkilenme diizeyleri arasinda anlamly farklilik goriilmemistir.
Sonugta, arastirma sonuglar: secmenlerin politik tutundurma karmasina yonelik faaliyetlerin tama-
mindan farkl diizeylerde etkilendiklerini ortaya koymaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:  Politik Pazarlama, Politik Tutundurma Karmasi, Segim Kampanyalari.
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Introduction

Market knowledge is vital for political marketing. Without comprehend-
ing the sector, its means by which it carries on and it needs politicians
cannot settle on accurate choices about how to react to it (Lees-
Marshment, 2009, p.76). Each country shows different characteristics in
terms of political, economic, social, cultural, religious and ideological
structure. Structure of each political market is thus shaped differently.
Relations between voters (qualities, demands, needs and expectations)
and political parties (number and qualities) are idiosyncratic. Political
parties and/or candidates should primarily make a detailed analysis of
the political market (Polat, 2015, pp.103-105). In the field of politics, there
is no real market; instead we would refer to “a voters buyer audience”.
There is no objective and concrete demand; there are citizens who are at
the voting age (voters). Depending on ideas defended by the candidate,
political marketing allows for “qualification” and “quantization” of cus-
tomers (Bongrand, 1992, p.18). Political market can be expressed as a
group of people who are willing to accept and buy, and who are in a
position to buy individuals, organizations, ideas, programs and services
that are marketed by political parties (Tan, 2002, p.15). Political market is
comprised of sellers and customers who exchange something of value.
Political parties and candidates offer representation to customers who in
turn offer their support (Scammel, 1999, p.722).

Political parties may use political marketing elements when convey-
ing their ideas to voters. According to Tan (2002, p.20) political market-
ing mix aims generally at political behavior and specifically at voting
behavior of its electorate. Perceptions, attitudes and voting behaviors of
the electorate would be influenced via political marketing mix elements
in order to ensure that the voter acts in line with the party preferences
(Divanoglu, 2007, p.106). Creating a correct political marketing mix in
order to succeed the election is important for political parties and candi-
dates. Put in other way, the main component of success in elections is the
correct use of political mix elements (Demirtas and Orgun, 2015, p.41).
According to Islamoglu (2002, p.115), elections can be won by using
marketing mix elements in a way to ensure voters developing percep-
tion, attitudes and new behaviors in favor of the party and/ or candidate.
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The extent of the success would be pre-defined by means of measure-
ment and assessment criteria.

2. Literature review

In this section, the relevant literature is briefly reviewed on the concepts
of political marketing and political promotion.

2.1. Political Marketing

Lees-Marshment (2009, pp.28-29) claims that political marketing is not
just about communication, advertising or campaigning. Parties are acting
like enterprises, utilizing market insight to advise configuration of the
political item they offer, getting to be market — (or voter-) driven. He
explains political marketing with a market-oriented / customer-focused
approach. According to this approach, profit occurs when the consumer
is satisfied (Mucuk, 2012, p.9). The concept of political marketing indi-
cates all marketing tools, notions and philosophies that are used by polit-
ical parties and organizations to develop campaigns and organize inter-
nal affairs. This conceptualization reflects emergence of political con-
sumerism and fall of party loyalty in the Western democratic societies as
well as emergent democracies (Lilleker, 2013, p.207).

Political marketing starts with the identification of political needs of
candidates and parties, presents them to voters through various tactics
and strategies in order to gain voter support in exchange. It continues
with the necessary communication, information and persuasion process-
es to satisfy voters in exchange for their electoral support (Giirbiiz and
Inal, 2004, p. 8). Marketing science would thus be applied in politics and
marketing would be used when election campaigns are announced.
There exist various definitions of political marketing. In this study, the
definition of American Marketing Association (www.ama.org) is adopt-
ed: “Political marketing is that marketing designed to influence target
audiences to vote for a particular person, party, or proposition”. There
are different approaches on emergence of political marketing. Some ar-
gue that the first political marketing activities started as of the end of
1960s, as they do not consider election campaigns and public relations
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activities conducted for a certain period of time as political marketing.
Others recognize such practices as the core of political marketing and
argue that political marketing practices date back to 1930s (Parilt1 and
Bas, 2002, p.13). In Turkey, even if the 1950 legislatives would be consid-
ered as the first elections when political marketing practices were con-
ducted (Ozkan, 2014, p.36), political marketing practices are actually
started to be used in the elections held in 1984 and afterwards. Political
parties and candidates have adopted political marketing practices to
their campaigns by substantially using mass media in parallel with tech-
nological developments (Demirtas and Ozgiil, 2011, p.16).

Comparison of the vote rate and election campaign expenses across
previous and current elections would be taken as sources of an assess-
ment. If there a failure is found after measurement of the results, political
parties, leaders and candidates may check and develop controllable fac-
tors and prepare for the next elections (Islamoglu, 2002, p.116). Market-
ing mix elements would also be used for political marketing. Since mar-
keting of political activities is mainly marketing of an idea and future, 7P
approach would be suggested as more suitable for politics (Polat, 2015,
p-420). Components of a such approach in political marketing mix are;
product, price, place, promotion, people, process and physical evidence.

2.2. Political Promotion

Promotion activities are crucial elements of political marketing mix Ac-
cording to Harris (2001, p.36), promotion plays a crucial role in political
marketing mix. Candidates of a political party present and themselves
to voters via promotion activities; those activities would be considered as
marketing since they contribute to survival and development of the par-
ty (Tan, 2002, p.58). According to Islamoglu (2002, pp.138-140), political
promotion is a communication process consisting of many elements that
conveys information about a political party, candidates, a leader or their
policies and services targeting voters or individuals in a particular man-
ner. Promotion campaigns run by candidates, party organizations and
political groups mainly try to influence electoral behavior and to ensure
voters behave in favor of their suggested political product package and
designate election results accordingly (Polat, 2015, p. 447).
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The power of communication to be created between target audience
and institutions is the most important factor on the way to success in
promotion of concrete goods or services offered by political parties, and
promotion of products subject to political marketing (Kaleli, 2015, pp.21-
22). Marketing communication is utilized for different reasons, not simp-
ly to win the election. We may enumerate some of those reasons as fol-
lowing: to strengthen the candidate's or political leader's image, to give
information about the party and or the leader, induce voters to a per-
spective, make something clearer, counter negative assaults from the
opposition, instruct and educate voters, pick up or build support for a
specific bit of enactment, place an issue on the plan, and expand support
for referendum proposition (Lees-Marshment, 2009, p.162). As a result,
political promotion mix elements used by political parties would be
identified as: advertising, propaganda, public relations, and promotional
incentives (Tan, 2002; Lees-Marshment, 2009; Oktay, 2002; Bongrand,
1992; Bowler and Farrel, 2011; Polat, 2015; Divanoglu, 2007). Today, par-
ties/candidates intensively use political promotion activities to reach
voters during election campaigns. They thus develop relationship with
their electorate and influence it. As a result of such interaction, par-
ties/candidates may maintain support of their existing electorate and/or
gain support of floating voters. Due to such importance, the purpose of
the study is to determine levels influence of political promotion mix ac-
tivities and to present whether such levels differ in terms of demograph-
ic characteristics, political participation levels and commitment levels of
voters via empirical study conducted in Adana for June 2015 elections.

3. Methodology

The research method is explained under three sub-sections: Population
and sampling of the study, research model applied and hypotheses for-
mulated in the study, and lastly data collection and questionnaire de-
sign.
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3.1. Population and Sampling

The constituency in Adana in the General Election of June 7, 2015 was
consisted of 1.477.328 voters. The sampling frame is determined as voters
in Adana who vote for political parties that are represented as a group in
the Great National Assembly of Turkey (TBMM); namely Justice and
Development Party (AK Parti), Republican People’s Party (CHP), Na-
tional Movement Party (MHP) and Peoples’” Democratic Party (HDP).
Since the sample size is known, sample size is determined as 384 (Nakip,
2006, p.236). However, in order to strengthen reliability of the study,
sample size is designated as 500. Stratified sampling, one of the methods
of probability sampling, is used in the study. In stratified sampling, the
sample is determined basing on stratas which are created based on cer-
tain characteristics of the sample, such as district and parties. Relevant
numbers of units are then included in the sample from each strata . In
this context, proportional distribution of the sample is made based on
the number of voters in fifteen districts of Adana (www.ysk.gov.tr) and
on vote rates received by abovementioned four parties in the districts of
Adana in the General Election of June 7, 2015 (www.ysk.gov.tr). Accord-
ingly, sampling distribution is shown in Annex1.

3.2. Research model and hypotheses

The research model includes demographic characteristics, levels of being
influenced by political promotion, political participation levels, and
commitment levels of voters. The research model is shown in Shape 1.
Basing on research model, six hypotheses are developed:
H1: There is significant difference between age of voters and their
levels of being influenced by political promotion.
H2: There is significant difference between gender of voters and their
levels of being influenced by political promotion.
H3: There is significant difference between marital status of voters
and their levels of being influenced by political promotion.
H4: There is significant difference between education level of voters
and their levels of being influenced by political promotion.
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HS5: There is significant difference between political participation lev-
els of voters and their levels of being influenced by political promo-
tion.

Hé: There is significant difference between commitment levels of vot-
ers and their levels of being influenced by political promotion.

Age
Gender .
Elements of Political
Promotion Mix
Marital Status

Hs
\ -Advertising
Education Level Ha4 -Propaganda

-Public relations

Hs -Promotional incentives
Political Participations
Levels of Voters
H
Commitment Levels
of Voters

Shape 1. The conceptual model of the research

3.3. Data collection and questionnaire design

A questionnaire is used to measure the research hypotheses using multi-
ple-item scales. Measurement scales and questions of the questionnaire
are determined basing on relevant literature and purposes of the present
study. Annex 2 presents references used for developing the question-
naire. The questionnaire is conducted following the elections, between
June 8 and 21, 2015.

The questionnaire is comprised of eight questions to measure the lev-
el of being influenced by political promotion used in the election cam-
paigns, supporting means of propaganda, political participation level,
commitment level and demographic characteristics of voters. The first
three questions comprise statements to which participants respond ac-
cording to 5-point Likert scale. These questions seek to comprehend par-
ticipants’ level of being influenced by political promotion, political par-
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ticipation level, and commitment level. The rest of the questions are de-
signed to capture some demographic characteristics of the sample, name-
ly age, gender, marital status, education level and occupation.

4. Analyses and Results

Demographic characteristics of participants are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Demographic Characteristics N Percentage (%)
Gender
Female 234 46,8
Male 266 53,2
Marital Status
Married 298 59,6
Single 202 40,4
Age
Between 18-35 204 40,8
Between 36-45 132 26,4
Between 46-55 81 16,2
Between 56-65 52 10,4
66 and older 31 6,2
Education Level
Primary school graduate 119 23,8
Secondary school graduate 89 17,8
High school graduate 164 32,8
Bachelor's degree 120 24,0
Master's degree or PhD degree 8 1,6
Occupation
Qualified self-employed 62 124
Merchant/Industrialist/Shopkeeper 68 13,6
Civil servant 44 8,8
Worker 73 14,6
Retired 48 9,6
Housewife 118 23,6
Unemployed 38 7,6
Student 49 9,8

As seen in Table 1, gender, marital status, age, education level and oc-
cupation of the participants are evaluated under demographic character-
istics. Approximately 47% of participants are women, while remaining
53% as men. 60% of the participants are married, while 40% are single,
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41% of participants are aged between 18-35, while approximately 33%
are high school graduates. Lastly, approximately 24% of participants are
housewives, 15% are workers, and 14% are merchants/indust-
rialists/shopkeepers.

A reliability analysis is equally carried out on advertising, propagan-
da, public relations and promotional incentives as elements of political
promotion mix. The results of reliability analysis are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Reliability Analysis Results

Political Promotion Mix Elements Cronbach’s Alpha
Advertising 926
Propaganda .801
Public Relations .890
Promotional Incentives .800

Accordingly, total Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of political promotion
is .863. Alpha coefficients of advertising, propaganda, public relations
and promotional incentives are respectively as follows: .926; .801; .890
and .800. Having an Alpha coefficient between .80<a<1.00 indicates that
the scale is highly reliable (Akgiil and Celik, 2003, p.435). In this respect,
it would be suggested that the data set is highly reliable. Data on partici-
pants’ levels of being influenced by political promotion mix elements are
shown in Table 3.

Table 3 shows that participants are influenced at different levels from
all activities related to political promotion mix elements. Participants
said they are influenced from the following activities above average:
56.8% from public meetings, 53.6% TV news, debates and interviews,
49.8% from candidates’ participation in social events, 49.2% from organi-
zation of press release and press conference by candidates, and 48.6%
from television advertisements. Two activities related to political promo-
tion mix influenced the participants with a value above 50%. On the oth-
er hand, participants said that they are not influenced or influenced at a
very low level from the following activities: 61.4% from mobile messag-
es, 55.8% from magazine advertisements, 53.8% from websites of candi-
dates, 53% from cinema advertisements, 52.2% from
flags/balloons/banners/pennants, 51.8% from radio advertisements,
50.2% from gifts such as badge, key holder, coffee etc.
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Table 3. Levels of being Influenced by Political Promotion Mix Elements

Political Promotion Mix Ele-  Not at all Slightly Moderate- Very Ex-
ments ly tremely
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)

Newspaper Advertisements | 117 (23,4) 112 (22,4) 95 (19,0) 123 (24,6) 53 (10,6)
Magazine Advertisements | 145 (29,0) 134 (26,8) 106 (21,2) 86 (17,2) 29 (5,8)

Radio Advertisements | 133 (26,6) 126 (25,2) 102 (20,4) 100 (20,0) 39 (7,8)
TV Advertisements | 60 (12,0) 92 (18,4) 105 (21,0) 149 (29,8) 94 (18,8)
Cinema Advertisements | 155 (31,0) 110 (22,0) 103 (20,6) 100 (20,0) 32(6,4)
Online Advertisements | 136 (27,2) 95 (19,0) 105 (21,0) 121 (24,2) 43 (8,6)

Wall Advertisements | 134 (26,8) 102 (20,4) 119 (23,8) 108 (21,6) 37 (7,4)
Bill-board ads and Posters | 123 (24,6) 101 (20,2) 121 (24,2) 114 (22,8) 41 (8,2)
Vehicle Advertisements | 132 (26,4) 96 (19,2) 117 (23,4) 117 (23,4) 38 (7,6)
Delivery of Introductory Docu- | 126 (25,2) 100 (20,0) 99 (19,8) 118 (23,6) 57 (11,4)
ment by Mail

Flyers, Brochures | 113 (22,6) 108 (21,6) 123 (24,6) 116 (23,2) 40 (8,0)

Catalogue / Introductory Book | 121 (24,2) 124 (24,8) 111 (22,2) 111 (22,2) 33 (6,6)
Introductory Film | 121 (24,2) 117 (23,4) 97 (19,4) 117 (23,4) 48 (9,6)
Flags/Balloons/Banners/Pennant | 110 (22,0) 106 (21,2) 132 (26,4) 112 (22,4) 40 (8,0)
s

Mobile Messages | 158 (31,6) 103 (20,6) 108 (21,6) 92 (18,4) 39 (7,8)

E-mail Messages | 184 (36,8) 123 (24,6) 92 (18,4) 68 (13,6) 33 (6,6)

Door-to-door Voter Visits | 81(162)  76(152) 102 (20,4) 162 (32,4) 79(15,8)

Canvassing with election office | 78 (15,6) 86 (17,2) 95 (19,0) 153 (30,6) 88(17,6)
visitors

Phone calls and presentations | 131 (26,2) 99 (19,8) 102 (20,4) 126 (25,2) 42(8,4)

Organization of meetings, such | 77 (15,4) 99 (19,8) 107 (21,4) 151 (30,2) 66(13,2)
as Commemoration, celebration,
wishing merry holiday, etc.
Organization of special meet- | 80 (16,0) 93 (18,6) 101 (20,2) 157 (31,4) 69(13,8)
ings such as conferences and
seminars

Attending Social Events | 69 (13,8) 73 (14,6) 109 (21,8) 171 (34,2) 78(15,6)

Public meetings | 65 (13,0) 53 (10,6) 98 (19,6) 179 (35,8) 105(21,0)

Organizing press releases and | 75 (15,0) 77 (15,4) 102 (20,4) 153 (30,6) 93(18,6)
press conferences

TV News, Debates and Inter- 48 (9,6) 61 (12,2) 123 (24,6) 174 (34,8) 94(18,8)
views

Radio News, Conversations and | 102 (20,4) 125 (25,0) 108 (21,6) 121 (24,2) 44(8,8)
Interviews

Newspaper articles, Conversa- | 86(17,2) 110 (22,0) 112 (22,4) 140 (28,0) 52(10,4)
tions and Interviews

Candidate Website | 150 (30,0) 119 (23,8) 122 (24,4) 80 (16,0) 29(5,8)

Use of Social Media | 104 (20,8) 88 (17,6) 102 (20,4) 139 (27,8) 67(13,4)

Gifts such as Badge, Pen, Key | 144 (28,8) 107 (21,4) 112 (22,4) 85 (17,0) 52(10,4)
holder, Coffee etc.

Organizing events such as free | 121 (24,2) 89 (17,8) 103 (20,6) 110 (22,0) 77(15,4)
concerts, exhibitions
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Data on political participation levels of survey participants are shown
in Table 4.

Table 4. Participation Levels of Voters in Political Activities

Percentage (%) =

9]

) 2 =

B £ 5 2 .g

Political @ 3 ﬂé =) g g a

Participation z & 3 & < = 2
I attend public meetings of the party 376 12,0 14,0 10,4 26,0 2,75 1,65

I'support in elections.
I visit election offices of the party I 630 104

support.

I work as a volunteer for the party I 67,8 10,0 7,0 6,6 8,6 1,78 1,32
support in elections.

I attend meetings of the party I sup- 640 11,2 76 9,0 8,2 1,86 1,34

port.
I attend house and workplace visits 722 8,4 5,6 7,0 6,8 1,68 1,25

of the candidates of the party I sup-
port.
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As seen in Table 4, participation levels of survey participants in politi-
cal activities are very low. About 38% of the participants stated that they
never attended public meetings of the party they support. However,
compared with other participation activities, the level of participation in
public meetings as an environment where political excitement and party
commitment is consolidated among the electorate is relatively higher.
Percentage of those who said they have never worked as a volunteer for
the political party they support is about 68%, while 64% of participants
never attended party meetings. About 72% of the participants said that
they never attended house and workplace visits of the candidates of the
party they support, which constitutes the lowest level in our study, com-
pared to other participation activities. Therefore, if we are to consider
survey participants’ responses, the average of five statements in question
is [(2,75+1,91+1,78+1,86+1,68)/5=2] calculated as two. Therefore, it is con-
cluded that participants, and in general voters, rarely attend political
activities.

Data on commitment levels of voters are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5. Commitment Levels of Voters

Percentage(%)
=
9]
> =
— o) > 8
i E 2 3
Commitment s = = > ) = A
2) 50 ls) 5 2 5] 3
Level z & = > & = &
I'd prefer voting for the same 10,6 11,8 10,8 15,0 51,8 3,86 1,43
party.
I trust in the political party that 6,6 58 10,8 20,8 56,0 4,14 1,22
1 voted for.
I'have enough knowledge about 8,2 7,0 19,4 21,8 43,6 3,86 1,28

the political party and candi-
dates that I support.

As seen in Table 5, a considerable part of voters, about 52%, prefer
voting for the same party. The 56% of voters reported that they extreme-
ly trust their political party. Also, about 44% of voters have extreme
knowledge about the political party and candidates they support. There-
fore, when the answers of voters to all statements are considered, the
average of three statements in question is about [(3,86+4,14+3,86)/3=3,95]
four. As a result, it was concluded that commitment levels of voters are
high.

The six hypotheses, which were developed in relation to levels of be-
ing influenced by political promotion in line with the purpose and scope
of the research, are tested. In the study, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS)
test was made to see whether the data matches with normal distribution.
Table 6 shows the results of normality test.

Table 6. Results of Normality Test
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z

Political Promotion Significance Level (P)

Mix Elements

Advertising 0,046 0,014*
Propaganda 0,081 0,000*
Public Relations 0,049 0,006*
Promotional Incentives 0,081 0,000*

*p-value < 0,05

According to K-S test results conducted on the elements of political
promotion mix, it is concluded that elements of political promotion mix
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do not show a normal distribution [Significance Level (P) < Table value
(0=0,05)]. Moreover, the assumption of normal distribution (P=0,027; K-
5=0,043) does not exist for political promotion as well. Non-parametric
tests should therefore be used. In cases where variables do not have a
normal distribution, the independent two-sample t-test (Mann Whitney
U), which is non-parametric test, is used to compare two groups; and the
K Independent Samples Test (Kruskal Wallis H) is used to compare more
than two groups. Accordingly the k independent sample test is per-
formed in order to test the H1 of the study. Results are shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Difference between Age and Levels of being Influenced by Political Promotion
Age

Between Between Between Between 65 and older Chi-Square sig. ()
18-35 36-45 46-55 S6-64 x2)
~N MMRI ~ MR ~N MR N MR ~ MR
. 204 277.3 132 2674 81 210,3 sz 2197 31 159.0 20 89 0.000%
2 277 2z 2 sz 2 57 -
. 204 277.1 13 69.% 81 13,6 10,3 31 157.0 3157 0.000%
=
2 263.5 2 2 2 sz 2457 22
: 204 263.5 132 2643 21 209.8 52 245 31 0.6 1078 0.029%
2 2715 2 262 2 sz oz 70,7
R 204 271, 13 62,9 81 18,0 34,6 31 170, 1949 0.001+
i
204 2759 132 2605 81 2340 52 2103 31 151.2 2601 0.000%

[ng. et

Pro

*p-value < 0,05, **Advertising; ***Propaganda; ***Public Relations; *****Promotional Incentives, MR!:
Mean Rank

As seen in Table 7, there is statistically significant difference in terms
of mean ranks. There is thus difference between participants’ ages and
their levels of being influenced by the political promotion. H1 is there-
fore accepted. Accordingly, participants aged between 18-35 said that
they are more influenced from political promotion elements compared to
other age groups. Those who have the lowest mean rank are the partici-
pants over the age of 65. Statistically significant difference between the
age of participants and their levels of being influenced by advertising,
propaganda, public relations and promotional incentives is also ob-
served. In terms of mean ranks, those who stated that they are influenced
from advertising, public relations and promotional incentives at the
highest level are aged between 18-35. On the other hand, participants
aged over 65 are influenced from advertising, public relations and pro-
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motional incentives at the lowest level. Levels of being influenced by
advertising and promotional incentives decrease as their age increases.
Therefore, campaigns with a targeting young and middle age should
focus more on advertising and promotional incentives. The participant
group whose levels of being influenced by propaganda activities are at
the highest level amongst 36-45 age group. On the other hand, 46-55 age
group is the one influenced at the lowest level by propaganda activities.
In order to test H2, the difference between gender and levels of being
influenced by political promotion, the Independent Two Sample T Test
(Mann Whitney U Test) is performed. Test results are shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Difference between Gender and the Levels of being Influenced by Political Promotion

Gender
Female Male Chi- Sig.
N Mean N Mean Square (P)
Rank Rank (x2)

Political Promo- 234 237,4 266 262,0 28048,5 0,057
tion

Adpvertising 234 240,4 266 259,4 28762,5 0,143
Propaganda 234 238,0 266 261,5 28204,5 0,069
Public Relations 234 2344 266 264,7 27355,0 0,019*
Promotional 234 251,1 266 250,0 30991,5 0,935
Incentives

* p-value < 0,05

As seen in Table 8, there is no statistically significant difference in
terms of mean ranks. In other words, there is no difference between par-
ticipants” genders and their levels of being influenced by political pro-
motion. H2 is thus rejected. However, there is statistically significant
difference between participants’ genders and their levels of being influ-
enced by public relations activities. Accordingly, in terms of mean ranks,
men are influenced more from public relations activities than women.

In order to test the difference between the marital status of voters and
their levels of being influenced by political promotion (H3), the Inde-
pendent Two Sample T Test (Mann Whitney U Test) is performed. Test
results are shown in Table 9.
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Table 9. Difference between Marital Status and the Levels of being Influenced by Political
Promotion

Marital Status

Married Single Chi- Sig.
N Mean N Mean Square P)
Rank Rank (x2)

Political Promotion 298 2332 202 276,0 24941,0 0,001*
Advertising 298 234,8 202 273,7 25415,5 0,003*
Propaganda 298 238,5 202 2682 26524,5 0,024*
Public Relations 298 236,6 202 271,1 25944,5 0,009*
Promotional Incentives 298 233,6 202 275,4 25069,5 0,001*

* p-value < 0,05

As seen in Table 9, there is statistically significant difference in terms
of mean ranks. There is thus difference between marital status of partici-
pants and their levels of being influenced by political promotion. H3 is
therefore accepted. Accordingly, single participants affirmed that they
are more influenced from political promotion than married ones. There
is also statistically significant difference between marital status of partic-
ipants and their levels of being influenced by advertising, propaganda,
public relations and promotional incentives. Accordingly, in terms of
mean ranks, advertising, propaganda, public relations and promotional
incentives are more influential on single participants than married ones.

In order to test the difference between education levels of participants
and their levels of being influenced by political promotion (H4), the K
Independent Samples Test (Kruskal Wallis H) is performed. Test results
are presented in Table 10.

As seen in Table 10, there is statistically significant difference in terms
of mean ranks. There is thus difference between education levels of par-
ticipants and their levels of being influenced by political promotion. H4
is therefore accepted. Accordingly, college graduates said that they are
more influenced from political promotion compared to those with other
education levels. Those who have the lowest rate of mean rank are pri-
mary school graduates. Significant difference between education levels
of participants and their levels of being influenced by promotional incen-
tives is equally found. Accordingly, participants with master’s or PhD
degree stated that they are more influenced from promotional incentives
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compared to others. Those who affirmed that they are influenced at the
lowest level from these incentives are also primary school graduates.

Table 10. Difference between Educational Background and the Levels of being Influenced by
Political Promotion

Level of Education

Primary Secondary High School Umiv. Master/ ChiSquare  Sig. (P)
Scheol Schoel PhD Cx 2y

~ MR ~ MR ~ MR ~ MR ~ MR

119 2253 89 2s58.4 164 2412 120 281.7 s 261.4 1020 0.037*
. 119 2292 20 257.3 164 2426 120 274.5 3 2935 7.30 0,121
=
S 119 228.1 20 2699 164 2451 120 266.2 3 227.7 6,12 0,190
¥ 119 227.4 20 2522 164 247,5 120 2783 3 218,2 7.5 0,093

119 2140 89 266.8 164 2354 120 291.6 -3 3042 21,52 0.000*

g e

Pro

*p-value < 0,05; **Advertising; ***Propaganda; ****Public Relations; *****Promotional Incentives, MR':
Mean Rank

In order to test the difference between political participation levels of
participants and their levels of being influenced by political promotion
(H5), the K Independent Samples Test (Kruskal Wallis H) is performed.
Test results are presented in Table 11.

As seen in Table 11, there is statistically significant difference between
political participation levels of participants and their levels of being in-
fluenced by political promotion used by the candidates. H5 is thus ac-
cepted. Voters who always participate in activities are more influenced
from political promotion than others.

Table 11. Difference between Political Participation Levels and the Levels of being Influenced
by Political Promotion

Political Participation Level

Tone Rarelhy Sometimes Frequenthy ATnars ChiSquare  Siz. (F)
x2)
~ MRS ~ MR ~N MR ~N MR ~N MR

~ 235 2333 136 254 .4 61 2513 38 2979 30 305.7 11.89 0.018*

235 236.1 136 2622 61 245.4 g 277.6 30 2860 6.44 0.168
=

. 235 243.6 136 237.7 61 255.1 g 2082 30 2022 2.37 0.079
S

. 235 2363 136 2as5 .2 61 2542 38 300.8 30 3144 1298 0.011*
S

235 226.0 136 2573 61 254.5 g 3145 30 3152 2025 0.000*

Ing et

Fro

*p-value < 0,05 **Advertising; **Propaganda; ***Public Relations; *****Promotional Incentives, MR!:
Mean Rank
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There is also statistically significant difference between political par-
ticipation levels of participants and their levels of being influenced by
promotional incentives and public relations activities. Participants are
more influenced from public relations as their level of participation in
activities increases. Promotional incentives have more influence on par-
ticipants who regularly participate to political activities compared to
other groups. In terms of public relations and promotional incentives,
participants who have no level of participation are influenced at the low-
est level from promotional incentives. Level of being influenced by pub-
lic relations and promotional incentives may thus increases as the level
of political participation increases. Similarly, level of being influenced by
political promotion increases as voters’ level of participation increase.

In order to test the difference between the commitment levels of par-
ticipants and their levels of being influenced by political promotion (H6),
the K Independent Samples Test (Kruskal Wallis H) is performed. Test
results are shown in Table 12.

As seen in Table 12, there is statistically significant difference between
political commitment levels of participants and their levels of being in-
fluenced by political promotion used by the candidates. H6 is thus ac-
cepted. Compared with others, voters who have extreme level of com-
mitment expressed that their level of being influenced by political pro-
motion is higher. Also, there is statistically significant difference between
commitment levels of voters and their levels of being influenced by ac-
tivities related to advertising, propaganda, public relations and promo-
tional incentives. When the mean ranks are considered, it was concluded
that voters who have extreme level of commitment are more influenced
from advertising, propaganda, public relations and promotional incen-
tives. The group that is influenced from advertising, propaganda, public
relations and promotional incentives at the lowest level are those whose
level of commitment is very low.
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Table 12. Difference between Commitment Levels and the Levels of being Influenced by Politi-
cal Promotion

Commi Level
™ot at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely Chi-Square Sig. (P)
x2)
~ MR! ~ MR ~ MR N MR ~ MR
= 22 2284 33 160,80 95 2216 143 2506 207 2803 25,24 0,000*
=
% 22 2274 33 177,295 2190 143 2382 207 2876 28,31 0,000%
i
E 22 237.5 33 167.0 95 2316 143 2602 207 2672 16.38 0.003*
=
4
£ 22 2245 33 1436 95 2248 143 2656 207 2716 27,82 0.000*
2391 143 2576 207 2632 12,21 0.016%

[ttt

3]
¥
3]
i
2
ba
W
W

]
3]
2]
0
L

Pro,

* p-value < 0,05; *Advertising; ***Propaganda; ****Public Relations; ****Promotional
Incentives, MR!: Mean Rank

5. Conclusion and Discussion

Political marketing uses marketing mix elements (7P) designed based on
demands and needs of political parties and candidates as well as voters.
Main purpose of political marketing is to make sure political parties and
candidates achieve their targets using right elements and at the least
cost. Effective use of political marketing by political parties and candi-
dates during election campaigns ensures that voters are well informed
and influenced. Political parties and candidates heavily use political
promotion activities in order to reach voters especially during election
campaigns. Parties and candidates benefiting from these activities main-
tain votes of their electorate and/or gain support of floating voters. In
this respect, parties and candidates are required to benefit from political
promotion activities in an effective and efficient manner. In this process,
determination of voters’ level of influence from political promotion ac-
tivities is important for designing next election campaign. Due to such
importance, the purpose of the study is to determine levels of being in-
fluenced by activities towards political promotion mix elements and
present whether such levels differ in terms of demographic characteris-
tics, political participation levels and commitment levels of voters in
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Adana. In order to achieve this purpose face-to-face questionnaires were
conducted with 500 people in Adana.

The study results suggest that voters are influenced from all activities
related to political promotion at different levels. Survey participants stat-
ed that they are influenced above average from two of the activities re-
lated to political promotion mix with a value above 50%. These activities
are public meetings and television news, debates and interviews. Politi-
cal participation levels of participants are found very low. However,
compared to other participation activities, the level of participation in
public meetings as an environment where excitement and commitment
of voters are consolidated is relatively higher. Participation level of par-
ticipants in candidates” house and workplace visits is at the lowest level
compared to other participation activities. Similarly in the study con-
ducted by Demirtas (2010, p.185), it was observed that the participation
levels of voters in political activities is very low and voters rarely partic-
ipate in those activities. In the study conducted by Inal, Polat Giirbiiz
and Akin (2003, p.57) on the effectiveness of political advertising tools,
activities that voters mostly participate are public meetings, election of-
fice visits, and house, workplace and coffee shop meetings. It is therefore
observed that public meetings are the most frequented political activity
of the voters. It was concluded that commitment levels of the study par-
ticipants are high. Most of the participants significantly prefer voting for
the same party. Additionally, more than the half of the participants sig-
nificantly trust in the political party they vote for. However, 15% of the
participants do not have enough information about the political party
and candidates they support. In order to reach those voters and attract
them, candidates should use the right elements of political promotion
mix.

Six hypotheses, which were developed in relation to level of being in-
fluenced by political promotion in line with the purpose of research, are
tested. Since the elements of political promotion mix do not show normal
distribution, non-parametric tests are also used. As a result H1, H3, H4,
H5 and H6 are accepted, while H2 is rejected. Difference between demo-
graphic characteristics of participants and their levels of being influenced
by political promotion is examined. Differences are observed in terms of
age, marital status and level of education. Regarding the difference be-
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tween age of participants and their levels of being influenced by political
promotion, participants aged between 18-35 stated that they are influ-
enced more from political promotion compared to other age groups.
Participants aged over 65 are influenced lesser than other age groups.
The level of being influenced by advertising and promotional incentives
decreases as age increases. Therefore, campaigns targeting young and
middle aged people should focus more on advertising and promotional
incentives. In the study conducted by Yilmaz (2014, pp.172-174) on
trends related to political marketing practices, it was also found that
there are significant differences between age and the levels of being in-
fluenced by political promotion. There is no statistically significant dif-
ference between gender of participants and their levels of being influ-
enced by political promotion. In the study conducted by Iscan (2013,
p-116) on the influence of promotion activities on voter behavior, no dif-
ference was found between the gender and the influence of elements of
political promotion mix on the voter's preference. Similarly, in the study
conducted by Catli (2011, p.90) on the perception of political promotion
activities, no significant correlation was found between gender of voters
and their level of being influenced by political promotion. However,
there is a statistical difference between gender of participants and their
level of being influenced by public relations activities. Accordingly, in
terms of mean ranks, men are influenced more from public relations ac-
tivities than women. There is statistically significant difference between
marital status of participants and their levels of being influenced by po-
litical promotion. Accordingly, single participants said that they are
more influenced from political promotion than the married ones. Also,
there is statistically significant difference between marital status of par-
ticipants and their levels of being influenced by advertising, propaganda,
public relations and promotional incentives. Accordingly, in terms of
mean ranks, single participants are more influenced from advertising,
propaganda, public relations and promotional incentives than married
participants. Candidates targeting young population target audience
should thus take this difference into consideration. There is statistically
significant difference between education levels of participants and their
levels of being influenced by political promotion. Accordingly, universi-
ty graduates constitute the group the most influenced from elements of
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political promotion, while primary school graduates are influenced at
the lowest level. There is equally statistically significant difference be-
tween education levels of participants and their levels of being influ-
enced by the promotional incentives. Accordingly, participants holding a
Master’s or PhD degree stated that they are more influenced from pro-
motional incentives compared to others. Those who stated that they are
influenced at the lowest level from those incentives are primary school
graduates.

There is statistically significant difference between political participa-
tion levels and the levels of being influenced by political promotion.
Survey participants who regularly participate in activities are more in-
fluenced from political promotion, while those who never participate are
influenced the least. There is also statistically significant difference be-
tween political participation levels of participants and their levels of be-
ing influenced by promotional incentives and public relations activities.
Those who are more influenced from public relations and promotional
incentives are the participants who regularly and frequently participate
in political activities. Candidates, by increasing level of participation of
voters in political activities, may therefore also increase the influence of
political promotion. There is also statistically significant difference be-
tween political commitment levels of participants and their levels of be-
ing influenced by political promotion used by the candidates. Partici-
pants with extreme level of commitment expressed that their level of
being influenced by political promotion is higher compared to others.
Statistically significant difference between commitment levels of partici-
pants and their levels of being influenced by activities related to adver-
tising, propaganda, public relations and promotional incentives is also
observed. Participants with extreme level of political commitment are
more influenced from advertising, propaganda, public relations and
promotional incentives. On the other hand, the group that is influenced
from advertising, propaganda, public relations and promotional incen-
tives at the lowest level are those whose level of commitment is very
low. It is therefore important to create and develop commitment among
voters.

In conclusion, this paper aimed to determine influence levels of elec-
toral campaigns and to discuss whether such levels differ in terms of
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demographic characteristics, political participation levels and commit-
ment levels of voters. The research however has some limits. First, the
field research is conducted in Adana; it has therefore regional limits.
Second, six variables are tested against political promotion mix elements.
Voting behavior is in fact a much more complex issue involving socio-
logical, psychological, economical aspects that it cannot be easily ex-
plained according to limited number of variable. However the study
would be considered as an attempt to offer insight to researches on elec-
toral campaigns and marketing. Further field researches would be de-
signed involving qualitative and quantitative methods in order to com-
prehend the relationship between electoral campaigns and voting behav-
ior. Comparative researches would significantly contribute to the field
especially on voting behavior of different socio-economic, cultural and
ethnical groups.
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Annex.1. Sampling Distribution

District Number of Sampling Number of JDP RPP NMP  PDP
Voters Percentage Samples
Aladag 12.399 0,84 4 2 1 1 0
Ceyhan 108.965 7,38 37 10 10 10 7
Cukurova 256.138 17,34 87 21 36 23 7
Feke 12.874 0,87 4 2 1 1 0
imamoglu 20.149 1,36 7 3 2 2 0
Karaisali 15.942 1,08 5 3 0 2 0
Karatag 15.562 1,05 5 1 2 2 0
Kozan 89.987 6,09 31 14 7 10 0
Pozant: 14.517 0,98 5 2 1 2 0
Saimbeyli 11.410 0,77 4 2 1 1 0
Saricam 92.082 6,23 31 12 5 12 2
Seyhan 529.658 35,85 179 48 58 33 40
Tufanbeyli 13.067 0,89 4 1 1 2 0
Yumurtalik 13.408 0,91 5 2 1 2 0
Yiiregir 271.170 18,36 92 32 23 18 19
TOTAL 1.477.328 100 500 155 149 121 75
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Annex.2. Questionnaire Design

Number of References
Variables

é Advertising 13 Kocabas and Elden, 2002, p.33; Divanoglu, 2007,
I p-113; i§can, 2013, p.48; Lees-Marshment, 2009,
% @ p.168; Demirtas, 2010, p.150.

g é Propaganda 4 Tan, 2002:61; Divanoglu, 2007, p.114; Bowler and
£y Farrel, 2011, p.671; Lees-Marshment, 2009, p.127.
T‘g g Public Relations 11 Adapted from Tan, 2002, pp.62-79; Divanoglu,
& ;o; 2007, pp.115-118; Lees-Marshment, 2009, pp.183-
£ E 184.
‘2 'g Promotional Incen- 3 Adapted from Budak and Budak, 2014, p.291; Tan,
g (el tives 2002, p.62.

g
2

sa}

o Political Participa- 5 Adapted from Demirtas, 2010, p.292.

g tion Levels of Voters

s

o2

i

M

= Commitment Levels 3 Adapted from Demirtas, 2010, p.293.

%’ of Voters

g

&

)

o

& 2 o Age, Gender, Marital 5 (Question)

£S5 Status, Educati

g & 8 atus, Education

A %O Level, Occupation
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