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ABSTRACT

THE IMPACT OF SYRIAN REFUGEES ON POLITICAL PREFERENCES IN

TURKEY

HÜSAME DOĞANAY

Master of Science, Economics and Finance

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Semih Tümen

August 2020

The purpose of this study is to find out the impact of Syrian refugees on political preferences

in Turkey. A quasi-experimental empirical strategy is implemented—based on an instrumental

variable design—by exploiting town-level variation (out of 970 towns/subprovinces) in refugee

intensity and vote shares of political parties in the three consecutive parliamentary elections

from November 2011 to November 2015 in this research, while the existing papers use only

province-level data. As a result, 2.7 million (3.6 now) Syrian refugees in 2015 did not change

the support for the ruling party, Justice and Development Party (JDP) and no evidence for labor

market theory is observed. However, vote shifts between the two main opposition parties are

observed, from the Republican People’s Party (RPP) to the Nationalist Movement Party (NMP).

NMP increased its vote share while the vote share of RPP declined as a response to refugee

influx into Turkey. This finding is consistent with the observation that nationalistic views could

benefit from native voters’ worries/compositional concerns about the refugee influx, which

supports cultural channel in the world literature through which immigration shows its impact

on political preferences of natives. Moreover, cultural channel theory is also supported with

the observation that Syrian refugee influx increased the support for People’s Democratic Party

(PDP).

Keywords: Immigration, Syrian Refugees; Political Preferences; Far Right Votes; Refugee

Skills; Labor Market.
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ÖZET

SURİYELİ MÜLTECİLERİN TÜRKİYE’DE SİYASİ TERCİHLERE ETKİSİ

HÜSAME DOĞANAY

Yüksek Lisans, Ekonomi ve Finans Bölümü

Danışman: Prof. Dr. Semih Tümen

Ağustos 2020

Bu çalışma Suriyeli mültecilerin Türkiye’de siyasi tercihlere etkisini ortaya çıkarmayı amaçla-

maktadır. Türkiye için mevcut literatür Suriyeli mültecilerin etkisini il düzeyinde çalışırken, bu

çalışma mültecilerin etkisini ortaya çıkarmak için ilçe düzeyinde veri setini kullanmakta ve 970

ilçedeki mülteci yoğunluğu ve Kasım 2011’den Kasım 2015’e kadar olan dönem içerisindeki

ardışık üç parlamenter seçimdeki siyasi partilerin oy oranlarına/yüzdelerine ve araç değişken

araştırma dizaynına dayanan quasi-experimental ampirik bir stratejiden yararlanmıştır. Araştır-

manın sonucu olarak, 2015 yılındaki yaklaşık 2.7 milyon (günümüzde 3.6) Suriyeli mültecinin

iktidar partisi Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi’nin (AKP) desteğini değiştirmediği gözlemlenmiş

ve labor market teorisini destekleyecek bir kanıt bulunamamıştır. Ancak, iki büyük muhale-

fet partisi olan Cumhuriyetçi Halk Partisi’nden (CHP) Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi’ne (MHP) oy

geçişi gözlemlenmiştir. Mülteci akınının sonucu olarakMHP’nin oy desteğinin arttığı, CHP’nin

desteğinin ise azaldığı gözlemlenmiştir. Bu bulgu milliyetçi görüşlerin yerli seçmenlerin mül-

teci akını konusundaki endişelerinden/toplumsal yapı hakkındaki kaygılarından yararlanması

ve yerli seçmenlerin bu endişeleri/kaygıları göz önünde bulundurarak siyasi tercihlerini be-

lirlemesi gözlemi ile tutarlıdır. Bu bulgu aynı zamanda göçün dünya literatüründeki kültürel

kanal aracılığı ile yerli seçmenlerin siyasi tercihlerini belirleyebileceği teorisini desteklemekte-

dir. Ayrıca kültürel kanal teorisini destekleyecek diğer bir bulgu ise Suriyeli mülteci akınının

Halkların Demokratik Partisi (HDP) için oy desteğini artırması ile gözlemlenmiştir.

Anahtar Sözcükler: Göç, Suriyeli Mülteciler, Siyasi Tercihler, Mülteci Kabiliyetleri, İş

Gücü Piyasası
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1.1 Introduction

Immigration has been the phenomenon around the world, as immigrant receiving and

sending countries, because of the large economic and welfare gaps between nations

or forcing factors such as political reasons or natural disasters. This has brought new

discussions and agendas for both sides to benefit the fruits and solve the problems that

immigrants have brought together with themselves. The literature over immigration

has enlarged and still been in strive to find the economic, social and political costs

imposed by immigrants thanks to the research conducted based on quasi-experimental

empirical designs and survey studies made based on preferences of natives towards

pro-immigrant and anti-immigrant policies in their home countries .

Immigration has also attracted attention from the researchers because of the fact that

far-right wing political parties has determined or produced their policies to collect

votes from natives facing the consequences that immigrants have brought together. In

the USA, Europe and individual countries, researchers have been in strive to find out

the impact of immigration on the rise of far-right political parties or anti-immigrant

attitudes of natives. Dustmann & Preston (2007); Hainmueller & Hiscox (2010); Otto

& Steinhardt (2014); Steinmayr (2016); Mayda et al. (2018); Edo et al. (2019) are some

of the many studies conducted over immigration to find out the reaction of natives

towards immigration. In the literature, researchers have found conflicting results. The

studies generally focus on labor market, welfare and cultural/racial channels while they

explain how immigration operates to affect the attitudes and political preferences of

natives.

I focus on Turkey which hosts around 3.6 million of Syrian refugees (2.7 in 2015)

arriving in large-scale influxes in a short time after the conflict that has started in

2011. In the beginning of the influxes and afterwards, Turkey has experienced three

parliamentary elections, results in Figure 1.1, which offers the opportunity to analyze

the effect of immigrants on the political preferences of Turkish voters. Two aspects of

the thesis are novel among the other studies. First, I use town-level data on election
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outcomes between June 2011 and November 2015 and no paper did so in Turkey to date.

Second, I use instrumental variable design based on distance to isolate the exogenous

variation in proportion of immigrants in a town. I am inspired by the working paper of

Mayda et al. (2018) while I construct my study to exploit one of the rare chances that the

history has offered. I design a quasi-experimental empirical study which analyses the

town-level data one three elections outcomes, in June 2011, June 2015 and November

2015 by also differentiating the skill/education level of natives and Syrian immigrants

(immigrants who did completed 8th grade/highly skilled and who not/low skilled).

In my research design, I use instrumental variable to cope with the endogeneity that

derives from the location of choices by using the distances between each town and

Syrian governorates to find the expected immigrant number in a town in Turkey. In

my study, I find evidence that low skilled immigrants who did not complete has no

effect on the vote share of the ruling party, Justice and Development Party (JDP) while

I find no evidence that the labor market channel is dominant in Turkey. However, I

find strong evidence that low skilled immigrants caused vote shifts between the two

major opponent parties in Turkish assembly, from Republican People’s Party (RPP) to

National Movement Party (NMP), so increase in the support for NMP and decrease in

the support for RPP, which implies the cultural/compositional concerns among natives.

Furthermore, I find strong evidence that People’s Democratic Party (PDP) increases its

vote share by 0.258 percentage points to one percent increase in the share of low skilled

immigrants, which supports cultural channel by which immigration operates.

The rest of the thesis is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the existing literature.

In Section 3, I lay out the empirical framework, the effect of immigrants and how

I estimate the equation. In Section 4, I describe the data and how I construct the

key variables. In Section 5, I discuss the identification strategy and how I construct

instrumental variable, followed by results in Section 6. In Section 7, I discuss the results

in comparison with the literature and predict the reasons for it. Section 8 concludes.

2
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Figure 1.1: Parliamentary Election Results in Turkey in June 2011, in June and November 2015
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1.2 Literature Review

The international migration will account for the 82 % of the population growth in the

high-income countries in the future.(DESA, 2015) The UN report addresses that the

number of international immigrants has reached to 244 million people in 2015.(DESA,

2016) In addition, the UNCHR report revealed that the world has hosted 65.3 million

people who somehow have been displaced from the place of origin because of the

pushing factors such as disasters, wars, conflicts or violation of human rights except

voluntary immigrants.(UNHCR, 2016) Because of its volume and its direct and indirect

effects, the issue of immigration has been the agenda in the host and sending countries

regarding its policy implications and spillovers. Moreover, migration is also found to

be the main focus to explain the trend of radical right-wing political parties to emerge

and to collect votes by exploiting the anti-immigrant attitudes of electorates.(Gerdes

& Wadensjö, 2008; Otto & Steinhardt, 2014; Halla et al., 2017; Battisti et al., 2018;

Harmon, 2018). To find out attitudes of citizens towards immigrants in host countries,

researchers have used election results data to signal for their feelings about them or

benefited survey data sets directly. In the rest of this section, I will shed light on a

broad literature by reviewing papers based on both approach with regard to mainly

three channels, labor market, welfare and racial/cultural channels.

One of the host countries withmillions of immigrants and experiencing the immigration

for decades is USA. Mayda et al. (2018), in the working paper, study the impact of

low skilled and high skilled immigrants separately on the vote share of Republican

Party by exploiting the county level data over election outcomes between 1990 and

2010 with shift-share IV methodology based on variation of the share change in more

and less educated immigrants in a given county. The authors use the 1980 distribution

of immigrants by country of origin across U.S. counties to construct the instrumental

variable. They find that a rise in low-skilled immigrants has impact on votes of

U.S. counties in different ways but by and large it tends to drive the voters towards the

Republican Party. This is strongly the case in low skilled counties with high local public

spending in non-urban as a response to low-skilled immigrants while the vote share of

4



Democratic Party increased in high skilled counties with low local public spending in

urban as a response to high skilled immigration. They argue that natives opt for highly

skilled immigrants, and the response of natives to less educated immigrants is negative

and becomes stronger when less and less educated the immigrants are. Another study

focusing on the skill composition of immigrants in USA and is based on survey data

is Hainmueller & Hiscox (2010). The authors study the attitude formation of natives

towards highly skilled and low skilled immigrants. They exploit survey experiment

designed to investigate the relationship between attitudes of natives and highly and

low skilled immigrants. The survey experiment was embedded in Cognitive Styles

Survey (CSS) and carried out between December 2007 and January 2008 among 2285

panelists who were randomly drawn in the research firm Knowledge Networks panel.

They ask the survey participants their attitude to highly and low skilled immigrants

scaled between 1 and 5 and also collect the education degree of the survey participants

to find out how natives from different level skills form their attitudes, and also make

an analysis of fiscal burden imposed by states where they live and income level if

the respondents’ attitude varies according to the heaviness of the fiscal exposure by

the state and their income level. They have three main conclusions at the end of the

study. First, the authors suggest that both highly skilled and low skilled natives prefer

highly skilled immigrants contrary to the labor market model predictions, and this is

not decreasing in survey participants’ education levels but increasing as the education

level of respondents increases. Second, opposed to the standard fiscal model, they

find evidence that rich and poor natives are equally opposed to low-skilled immigrants,

and also rich natives in states with high fiscal exposure are less opposed to low-

skilled immigrants in comparison with the state with low fiscal exposure. Third, the

researchers demonstrate that poor natives in high exposure states are more opposed to

low-skilled immigrants than ones in low-exposure states, implying that more relevant

concerns among poor natives are not about labor market competition but access to

welfare benefits. In another of their working papers, Mayda et al. (2016) examines the

effect of immigration on voting behavior in USA differentiating the effect between non-

naturalized immigrants and naturalized immigrants who are able to vote in the elections

and affect directly the electoral outcomes and from non-citizen immigrants who cannot
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vote but have impact on electoral results indirectly through different channels. They

exploit the all type of election results in USA between 1994 and 2012 merging Current

Population Survey with the data of yearly immigrant numbers adopting a prediction

model to detect the number of illegal immigrants in a given state and from country

of origin. They instrument immigrant share in native population using shift-share IV

strategy based on the share of past settlements of immigrants from a given country

of origin in 1980, which is proportional directly to the native number and reversely

to the distance between the given state and the capital of source country. First, they

find strong evidence that non-citizen immigrants have positive impact on the vote share

of Republican Party, consistent with that non-citizen immigrants are comparatively

low-skilled than natives. Second, their results showed that immigrants with citizenship

are less inclined to vote for the Republican Party in the states with intense immigrant

allocation.

Even, because of the emergence and rise of radical far-right political parties across

Europe, scholars have conducted studies about to what extent immigration has impact

on voting behavior to be appropriated by far-right parties with the aim of increasing

their vote share in European politics. Immigration has been crucial for Europe by

showing itself during the processes of “Brexit” vote in the United Kingdom in 2018,

the election campaigns in Germany in 2017 and in Italy in 2018 and also in other

European countries. Immigration has hit the lines and occupied European citizens’

minds for years and anti-immigrant parties or policies have emerged as a response to

native’s political preferences to be exploited in the period of political elections at all

levels. Hainmueller & Hiscox (2007) examine 2003 European Social Survey (ESS)

conducted on 22 countries across Europe to find out the source of anti-immigrant

sentiments among European citizens. They find strong evidence that individuals with

higher education level aremore prone to support for pro-immigration policies regardless

of the skills and origin of immigrants and regardless of that they are in or out of labor

market whether or not occupational measures of skill-levels are proxied for educational

qualifications for the survey respondents. The argument that education promotes the

tolerance of natives towards immigrants is backed by a large literature.(Betts et al.,

6



1988; Case et al., 1989; Chandler & Tsai, 2001) Hainmueller & Hiscox (2007) forward

that anti-immigrant sentiments are more associated with values and beliefs which

promote the antagonism towards outsiders and other cultures, which is more common

among less-educated natives. They argue that more education level implies less racist

and greater value on multi-culturalism and a view that immigration is good for the

national economy at macro level contrary to conventional arguments which are based

on concerns abo•ut personal and economic conditions. Besides Hainmueller & Hiscox

(2007), Card et al. (2012) examines 2002 ESS conducted on 21 countries across

Europe to measure the different weights of labor market and compositional/cultural

concerns comparatively in the formation of anti-immigrant sentiment among natives.

In other words, the authors aim to find out the relative importance of economics and

compositional concerns in shaping attitudes towards immigration policy via questions

on labor market, social impacts of immigration and willingness to reduce or increase

immigrant inflows in the questionnaire. They use a latent-factor model to find out the

relativity between channels. They conclude that people care about both compositional

and economics impacts while they shape their attitudes toward immigrants despite

the fact that compositional concerns are 2 to 5 times more important than economics

concerns among host-country people, which is confirmed by the estimates of their

study.

In different countries in Europe, studies conclude conflicting results which are open

to question, ending up disagreement about the channels through which immigration

operates and about its impact among scholars. For example, the direct encounters

allow natives to renew and reshape their views about immigrants. Direct random

meetings and spending time close is likely to channel positive sentiments and mitigate

repercussions of the macro exposure. (Allport, 1954). Steinmayr (2016) studies the

impact of exposure to refugees (presence of refugees in a given community) in Austria

by identifying the change in the vote share of the far-right Freedom Party of Austria

(FPOE) in the state and local elections between 2009 and 2015 and also data from an

exit poll as the outcome variable to robust the results. He uses community level data

from Upper Austria and official numbers of refugees reported by the Austrian states

7



by also controlling for community demographics, financial situation and economic

status of the population. He designs an IV method strategy to avoid the endogeneity in

the distribution of refugees with using pre-existence of group accommodations as the

instrumental variable. Paying attention to the methodology that he studies the presence

of refugees in the neighborhood affects voting for the FPOE (far-right anti-immigration

party) in local and state elections, he finds evidence that presence and likely contact with

refugees inhibits the macro trend in the country. Contrary to the existing empirical

literature, presence of refugees in a neighborhood lessens the support for FPOE by

about 4.4 percentage points in state elections, which is confirmed by the exit poll

data and accord with Allport’s contact hypothesis. Contrary to findings of Steinmayr

(2016), Halla et al. (2017) find a positive effect of refugees on FPOE vote shares in

Austria, which operates through labor market channel and incoming externalities with

immigrants. They aim to find out the effect of the increasing presence of immigrants

on the vote share of FPOE. They use the election results of 1979, 1983, 1990, 1994,

1999, 2002, 2013, which took place at most three years from the time of the nearest

census (1981, 1991, 2001, 2011) and also include the background characteristics of the

refugees into the model. They construct a panel data based on the territorial boundaries

of 2001 because of the change in community structure along years, which leaves them

2106 communities by dividing Vienna into 23 municipal districts of Vienna. They

conduct an IV analysis through constructing the percent change in the predicted share

of immigrants in the total population. They find evidence that low and medium skilled

immigration push Austrian voters towards FPOE while highly skilled immigration

has an insignificant or negative effect on FPOE votes. The authors propose that the

results might be related to both labor market competition and a concern among natives

about negative externalities regarding composition of neighborhoods, workplaces and

schools because the effects of immigration gets stronger in the neighborhoods where

unemployment among natives is high and where competition between natives and

immigrants is high, and in the neighborhoods where natives are more educated.

According to skill level of natives, natives respond to each skill level of immigrants

differs from each other. Even, the weight of the three channels through which im-

8



migration operates to determine political preferences of natives towards immigration

varies. Dustmann & Preston (2007) conduct a study to distinguish the effects of the

three channels by a model created to detect the association between the operating chan-

nels based on the British Social Attitudes Survey. First, they find strong evidence that

welfare concerns are associated positively with immigration where natives perceive

immigrants as contributing to the society to better off. Second, the study shows that

racial or cultural concerns are important for natives to determine their attitudes towards

immigration regardless of skill or education group of natives, and the magnitude be-

comes stronger for ethnically distant immigrants. Third, and surprisingly, the estimates

demonstrate no strong evidence that labor market concerns are the dominant one among

low-educated natives, however, they are important among highly educated natives. The

authors suggest that the specific skill-composition of United Kingdom might account

for it where the immigrant population is better than native-white resident population in

terms of education.

Edo et al. (2019) estimate the impact of immigration on the vote share of candidates of

far left and far right-wing parties in Francewhich underwent the experience of historical

influx of immigrants from different source countries and from various education levels.

They exploit panel data based on presidential election results at mainly department and

regional level between 1998 and 2017 designing an IV approach that instruments the

historical immigrant accommodation concentration in 1968 to isolate the exogeneity

deriving from choice of immigrants as a response to socio-economic factors, combined

with the data of French population from INSEE. The estimates suggest evidence that

the support for far right-wing candidates stems from low-educated immigrants from

non-Western countries. They find a weak negative impact of immigration on support

for candidates of far-left while they find a strong effect of immigration on the support for

candidates of far-right that deriving from low-educated immigrants, but an increasing

share of highly-educated immigrants reduces support for far-right generally, and they

conclude that immigration increase the support for far right candidates through labor

market concerns and compositional amenities and reduces support for redistribution
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due to the weak negative effect of it on the support for far left candidates.

Rydgren&Ruth (2011) studies the effect of immigration in Sweden and find that natives

form negative attitudes towards immigrants who are perceived as substitutes for natives

in the labor market as in many other studies. (Barone et al., 2016; Mayda et al., 2016;

Halla et al., 2017; Mayda et al., 2018) Because of that, negatively affected natives by

inflows of immigrants are more inclined to form negative attitudes towards immigrants

and vote for radical right-wing political parties to undo what they have lost or have

been deprived of as repercussions of immigration. (Poutvaara & Steinhardt, 2018)

Rydgren & Ruth (2011) examine 290 municipalities to find the effect of immigrant

concentration on the vote share of Sweden Democrats (the radical-right wing party

in Sweden) emerging the data from 2006 and 2010 local election results with the

aggregated level of education, gross regional product per capita and the proportion

of immigrants from Statistics Sweden, unemployment rate from Swedish Employment

Service, and crime rate from Swedish National Council for Crime Prevention. They

use municipality election results with the defense that municipalities are responsible

for all matters that relate to their inhabitants regarding provision of all social services,

child and elder care, primary and secondary education. Municipalities have also the

ability to levy taxes, and on more or less voluntarily, are also responsible for basis

provision of housing, industrial, commercial services and leisure activities. They test

two theories, which are social marginality and ethnic competition, categorizing the

origins of immigrants into three categories, Nordic countries, EU/EFTA countries and

Non-European immigrants by OLS strategy. They find evidence that there is an positive

impact of immigrants from EU/EFTA countries in 2006 and 2010 elections while the

effect becomes negative for immigrants from non-European countries while the total

immigration effect is still positive on the vote share of Sweden Democrats in 2010

election— negative in only 2010 but negative correlation disappears when controlling

for socioeconomics factors. They conclude their study with a strong support for social

marginality theory which operates with relative deprivation theory and modernization

theory and weak support for ethnic competition theory which operates through that

natives want to reduce competition from immigrants over scare resources such as in
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the labor market or social welfare benefits. In particular, they find a strong support for

Sweden Democrats when looking at the change in vote share between 2006 and 2010

elections for the immigrants from non-European immigrants, implying the reason for

the anti-immigrant policies of Sweden Democrats towards them. In Sweden, Dahlberg

et al. (2012) study the impact of ethnic diversity on inhabitant’s preferences scaling from

1 to 5 for redistribution using a survey data obtained from Swedish National Election

Studies Program including individual characteristics of the respondents in 1982, 1985,

1988, 1991, 1994. They define the dependent variable as change in preferences in

the two consecutive survey waves (1985-1988, 1988-1991, 1994-1994) while defining

the independent variable change in immigrant share in a municipality. To isolate the

exogenous variation in the immigrants shares in the society, they design an IV strategy

with exploiting the Nationwide program placing refugees in the municipalities all over

Sweden during 1985 and 1994, predicted immigrant share within municipality. In

the first step of the estimation strategy, they produce a strong link between de facto

immigrant share and predicted immigrant share in the society because refugees tend to

remigrate and change their location in Sweden due to different reasons, which explains

almost half of the variation in the change of immigrant shares in themunicipalities. They

demonstrate using IV strategy that a percentage increase in the refugee share decreases

0.347 five-point scale preference for redistribution (1 to 5) point in the support for

redistribution despite the insignificant results produced with OLS and it is significant.

They state that the causality between immigrant share and natives’ preferences for

redistribution is negative and the negative effect is much more among the natives with

upper tail of income and wealth distributions.

In Italy, it has been recently rapidly growing phenomenon to attract votes since the

immigrants’ share over natives has reached from 1.7% in 1998 to 8% in 2012.(Barone

et al., 2016) Barone et al. (2016) conduct a quasi-experiment to find out the impact

of migration over voting behavior of natives in Italy using the national election data

of 2001, 2006 and 2008 at municipality level. Other than OLS estimates, to cope

with endogeneity, they adopt an instrumental variable strategy by historical location

data of immigrants to predict the expected immigrants share in a municipality. First,

11



they find evidence that natives in the municipalities which experienced more inflows

of immigrants vote for anti-immigrant political parties while they observe no impact in

big metropolitan cities. Second, they state that immigration caused a shift in the votes

from center and center-left parties to right parties in Italy while immigration caused

turnout to decrease and protest votes to increase.

Another study emphasizing the compositional concerns via immigration shows its

impact on society is the one by Brunner & Kuhn (2018) in Switzerland. Merging

community level results from popular initiatives and referenda between 1970 and 2010

with community characteristics retrieved from Swiss census, they conduct a research

using instrumental variable and emphasize the direct democracy in Switzerland for the

interpretation of the results. They instrument the immigrant share in a municipality

with the immigrant share in a broader geographical area, immigrant share in the local

labor market. They propose that the total immigrant share is not that much effective on

political preferences of natives, but the immigrants from a different background with

whom natives live together in the community have a statistically significant positive

impact on anti-immigrant votes— one percentage increase in local immigrant share

leads to 1.25 percentage point increase in anti-immigrant vote share with elasticity

of 0.07 for immigrants from different culture and 0.02 for all immigration— while

immigrants with similar background (culture) have no effect at all. They state that the

results indicate that the high impact of immigrants from different background emanates

overwhelmingly from the cultural concerns among natives but not from labor market

concerns, implying local residents see culturally different immigrants as a threat to the

communal composition.

Another study measured by far-right votes supporting that welfare-concerns dominates

labor market concerns is done in Germany. Otto & Steinhardt (2014) analyze the effect

of immigration using the district level data of federal and national election outcomes in

Hamburg, 103 districts of the city between 1987 and 2000 due to the law liberalizing

the access to the citizenship. In addition to the empirical model with district fixed effect

and the empirical model that includes changes in the sample, they follow Peri & Sparber
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(2011) to test potential bias from relocation choices of natives and conduct instrumental

variable strategy to remove endogeneity problem deriving from locational choices of

immigrants by exploiting the previous settlement concentration of immigrants, which

verifies the benchmark model. The results show that increasing of foreigners in the

society has a substantial impact on the increase in the vote share of extreme right-wing

parties while the results indicate a negative relation between immigrant concentration

and vote share of pro-immigrant party (Green Party) in Hamburg. They conclude

their study with that the results are driven by the concerns of natives about negative

implications for welfare and local amenities rather than labor market.

Harmon (2018) studies the impact of immigration in Denmark with another instrumen-

tal variable strategy, which is historical housing stock data to address the endogeneity

of location of immigrants with the expectation that the more housing market stock the

more immigrant aggregation in a municipality. The data in his study comprises of the

municipality level election outcomes at national and local level between 1981 and 2001

as dependent and immigrant concentration as independent variable. Using high-rise in

housing stock prior to 1970, he creates an IV model strategy to find out how immigra-

tion has affected the electorates’ preferences for traditional left-wing and right-wing

parties, respectively pro-immigrant parties and anti-immigrant in Danish politics. He

proposes that increasing ethnic diversity has a negative effect on traditional left-wing

parties at national and local elections while the otherwise is valid for the right-wing par-

ties in Denmark, implying that the immigration driven channels are not politics-based

but ideological or preference associated for natives because the issues set at both two

of government levels differ from each other distinctively. Moreover, Dustmann et al.

(2019) study the impact of immigration on electoral outcomes in Denmark exploiting

the data of 13 parliamentary and municipality election results at municipality level

between 1986 and 1998 merging with a rich data set of municipality characteristics

ranging from church taxes to mean log earning per capita in 1986 from Statistics Den-

mark in the specification including time-fixed effects. The IV approach that they design

instrument the variation in the immigrant share calculating the predicted cumulative

share of refugees based on the year preceding the election year obtained through dis-
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tributing the immigrant population proportion to the native population in 1986. They

find out that the impact of refugee share in urban does not reconcile with the one in

rural municipalities, in urban places the impact of refugee allocation is absent, which

is consistent with the findings of Steinmayr (2016). In rural and smaller municipalities,

the pre-policy characteristics of the municipality worsen the impact of the refugee con-

centration of the same refugee allocation, indicating different responses from natives

dependent on the conditions in the municipality prior to the arrival of immigrants.

In Greek, consistent with the findings in the study of Vasilakis (2018), Dinas et al.

(2019) find that exposure to refugees increase the votes share of the anti-immigrant

party Golden Dawn approximately 2 percentage points adopting DiD model and in-

strumenting the distance between islands and the closest Turkish cost in Greek Islands.

They manipulate the four electoral results between 2012 and 2015 merging the data

of monthly refugee arrivals provided by UNCHR. This study takes the advantage of

that refugees utilizes Greek Islands as a temporary or intermediary place to go to their

destination countries so that the quasi-experimental study can measure the impact of

presence of refugees on voting behavior in Greek politics.

Following the Syrian conflict in 2011, about 2.7 million Syrian immigrants fled into

Turkey to avoid the bloody conflict or violence with large immigrant fluxes in terms

of number per night until 2015. In the period when this thesis is written, in 2020, the

approximate total number of Syrians in Turkey is 3.6 million1 First, Syrians are called

as guests to stay temporarily and in Turkey until the end of the conflict expected to

end in a short time. However, times has shown otherwise, and Syrians have occupied

the agenda of Turkey until the date this article is written, and nowadays and starting in

2016, Turkish public has been discussing about how much of Syrians be permanent in

Turkey.(Yinanç, 2016) To my knowledge, there are three studies (to date) conducted to

find the impact of Syrian immigrants on preferences of Turkish electorate. Altındağ

& Kaushal (2020) exploit the last three (from 2011 to 2015) parliamentary election

1Please see https://en.goc.gov.tr/temporary-protection27
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outcomes and cross-sectional surveys of Turkish citizens’ political preferences from

2012 to 2016 and data utilizing IV method by 1965 census that allows them to find the

geographic concentration of Arabic speaking Turkish native citizens in the province

and by inflows of cumulative number of immigrants based on variation across province

and time. They find a strong polarization between the supporters of JDP (Justice and

Development Party), who are less negative about the Syrian refugees on the economy

and national security issues and are sympathetic towards the delivery of the state

services to the refugees, and who are its opponents. They propose that empirical

evidence is too weak to demonstrate a cross-party transition of voters between opposing

political parties but conclude a modest and temporary decrease in support of ruling

JDP based on survey data, which are not confirmed or overlapped by election data

results. Karacuka (2019) analyses the effect of Syrian refugees and internet usage’s

(social media) impact on voting behavior in Turkey. He uses two consecutive election

data at regional level in 2015 for political parties’ votes and also the vote shares of

political parties in 2011 which is included in his specification as independent variable

by controlling for regional fixed effects. The study also aims to find how refugee

share and internet usage respond to each other by the interaction term of refugee share

and internet usage, proxied by penetration rate of internet services in the region, with

the aim of finding out if internet has influence on the polarization between voters via

echo-chambers in the refugee crisis in Turkey. To this end, he designs a punishing or

rewarding specification by defining the outcome variable as the vote shares (2 sequential

elections in 2015) in 2015 and one of the independent variables as the vote share of

the political party in 2011 along with regional-specific effects. This study suggests

that the previous elections in 2011 is highly significant for all parties. This indicates

that Turkish politics demonstrates a powerful inertia and party alignment experiences

its pinnacle in Turkey. He proposes that all the determinants seen as important in the

June election had become unimportant in the November election in the eyes of Turkish

voters due to the fact that security concerns were the dominant factor for the electorates

before going to the polls in November. The analysis suggests that refugee influx had a

positive impact on the votes of NMP (Nationalist Movement Party, far-right nationalist

party) in June election as a protest to the open-door policy of the incumbent government
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(JDP) while no effect in November election. In addition, the author proposes that JDP

and NMP attracts votes from the regions which are more conservative and rural regions

having alike backgrounds while Republican People’s Party (RPP) gets its votes from

urban areas, and he states an ambiguous switch in the more-educated left-leaning voters

from RPP to People’s Democratic Party (PDP, pro-Kurdish).1 He finds no evidence

that internet usage has impact on electoral behavior and the interaction term between

internet usage and refugee crisis is significant for NMP, which might be responsible

for the polarization among Turkish electorates. Fisunoğlu & Sert (2019) studies the

impact of immigrant flows on voting behavior in Turkey based on provincial-level data

set of refugee intensity and also other social and economic factors with the methods

of OLS, GLS (General Least Squares) and DiD (Difference in Differences between

the provinces with the lowest and highest refugee density). They use general election

results from July 2007 to November 2015 by putting 4 year-ago election vote share of

the party into the regression model as an explanatory variable in the province level.

The study suggests a slightly negative effect on JDP’s vote share on baseline OLS

results although its significance is neglectable. However, they find that one percentage

increase in the refugee concentration causes 8.5 per cent decline in the vote share of

JDP when they include control variables into baseline in the OLS regression, which

is not able to be verified by GLS model including control variables but baseline GLS

model. Also, they find no evidence that refugee concentration has a negative impact

on JDP’s vote share in DiD model. They conclude that the impact of refugee flows on

Turkish electorate is not significant and JDP has been successful in providing public

and social services.

1.3 Data and Methodology

1.3.1 Empirical Model

In this section, I present a simple framework that allow us to understand and interpret

the effect of immigration on vote share of a certain political party, JDP, RPP, NMP,

1Please see the Party Program of PDP available at https://www.hdp.org.tr/tr/parti/parti
-programi/8

16



PDP and others. My main goal in this study to differentiate the impact of immigration

on different education/skill groups in Turkey and detect the operating channels of

immigration dependent on education level. Immigration have impact on electoral

outcomes in two ways one of which comes directly from naturalized immigrants with

the right to participate in elections hold and indirectly thorough change in political

preferences of natives who can vote in the elections and express their decision on

national or domestic politics in a country.

In Turkey, “Temporary Protection Regulation” has been passed to solve the refugee

crisis on April 4th in 2013 due to the reason that the status of Syrians was open to

question and Syrian immigrants are entitled with the status of “Temporary Protection

Regime”.1 Afterwards, the issue of naturalization of Syrian immigrants occupied the

agenda in Turkey and the incumbent Turkish government has granted some 50.000

Syrians citizenship on the basis of the article 12 of Naturalization Law adopted in

2009. Naturalized Syrians participated in elections in Turkey in 2018 for the first time

(Aslan & Kar, 2017; Dailysabah, 2017; Al-Jablawi, 2018) Therefore, the vote shares

of all political parties in Turkey in the three consecutive parliamentary election results,

hold between June 2011 and November 2015, which constitute my outcome variable

and do not include any vote casted by Syrian immigrants. In other words, in my study,

the direct effect of immigration through naturalized immigrants (with citizenship) is

not the case, so I focus on indirect impact of immigration from Syria on political

preferences among Turkish people. Thus, the probability of voting for party p, Viep

considered, for an average voter in town i and in election e in Turkey could be obtained

by the following function:

V iep = f i(
Low re f ie
Pop natie

,X ie) (1.1)

1For its English version, please see “Law on Foreigners and International Protection, Law No: 6458,
4/4/2013" available at https://www.unhcr.org/tr/wp-content/uploads/sites/14/2017/04/
LoFIP_ENG_DGMM_revised-2017.pdf

17



where Low refie/ Pop natie represents the share of low skilled Syrian refugees of the

population in town i in election e and Xie is the vector of other socio-economics factors

having influence on the voting behavior of natives and where I allow the impact of

immigration to be town-specific. Thanks to the expression (1.1), I am able to investigate

the link between influx of Syrian immigrants in and the voting behavior of natives in

a town. The data that I have displays that only 11.98% of the Syrian refugees has

completed at least 8th grade in 2015. My assumption is that the impact of immigration

on political preferences takes place operating through low skilled immigrants in Turkey

of which the share is roughly 89%. Therefore, I define a low-skilled person among

Syrian refugees as the one who has not completed 8th grade. In the next section, I

will discuss about and also provide how it changes when I include highly skilled share

of immigrants (refugee share overall), who has a degree of at least 8th grade (primary

school) or more, into the function.

Next, I consider that the change in vote share of party p is given by the differential of

expression (1.1) given the change in the share of low skilled immigrants in the native

population in a subprovince/town assuming that native population and other factors

regarding the characteristics of the town does not change in town i. Thus, I produce the

following estimating equation:

∆V iep = f i
Low re f ∗

∆Low re f ie
Pop natie

(1.2)

The "∆" is the change of a variable between two consecutive elections as e and e+1.

f i
Low ref in the expression (1.2) is the partial derivative of the function ƒ in regard to

share of low-skilled Syrian refugees in the town population and captures the impact of

low skilled immigrants on the vote share of party p.

In the light of expression (1.2), I can estimate the average effect of immigration on
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election outcomes. I assume that the characteristics in a town can be captured by a

set of linear-fixed effects ti (town i) to control for a set of economic and demographic

variables at subprovince level and that election national trends during an election can

be captured by election-fixed effects ee (election e). In addition, I add the interaction

term of pi* ee (province i * election e) into my expression by taking into consideration

that the changes taking place across towns and over elections can be captured by the

interaction term. In other words, I assume that town and election varying changes take

place at province level rather subprovince level. Hence, my expression is the following:

V iep = α + ti + ee + β1
Low re f ie
Pop natie

+ pi ∗ ee + εiep (1.3)

where α represents the constant term and εiep the error term for party p in town i and

election e. I will use the expression (1.3) in all my regressions for all parties in Turkey,

and all tables that I present in this study are obtained through the expression (1.3). To

avoid collinearity within towns and elections, I cluster the expression (1.3) by town and

election.

1.4 Data Description and Correlations

The main data set used in this study is the parliamentary election results in June

2011, June and November 2015 provided by Turkish Statistical Institute (TurkStat).

TurkStat publishes election results at town level and also providing township results

separately. In the data set, I define town level election results as the sum of all villages

and townships in the town and the center of the town concerned so that we have

970 towns in total. In 2012, metropolis amendment passed in The Grand National

Assembly of Turkey to rearrange the town structure in many provinces. Because of

the law regulating provinces passed in 2012, 26 new towns have emerged out of 16

preceding towns, and among them only 2 towns’ names have changed between 2011
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and 2015.1 I assume that the preceding towns proxy for the new towns in 2015 that

the main town in 2011 gave birth to regardless of how many parts it was split into.

e.g. “Zonguldak_center” was split into three parts and gave birth to “Kilimli” and

“Kozlu”, and it also remained as the “Zonguldak_center” as the center of “Zonguldak

province”. “Zonguldak_center” election results in 2011 proxy for the counterfactual

election results of “Kilimli”, “Kozlu”, and “Zonguldak_center”. In this setting, we

assume that there is no change in the boundaries of towns from 2011 to 2015 not to

manipulate results and use the town structure in 2015.

The other part of data set composes of the number of immigrants in a town. The disper-

sion of immigrants along towns is provided by Interior Ministry of Turkey. However, it

is noteworthy that locations of a significant part of immigrants are “unknown” in terms

of town level. However, the data that demonstrates in which city unknown-marked

immigrants resides. To end up with ultimate distribution of immigrants in towns, I

distribute unknown marked immigrant number into towns proportional to town’s pop-

ulation in the city’s population. For example, the number of unknown immigrants in

province “Zonguldak” is shared directly proportional to the populations of “Zongul-

dak_center”, “Kilimli”, “Kozlu” and other towns in Zonguldak in 2015. Note that the

mobility of immigrants in Turkey is high and it only includes registered refugees.

Moreover, I resort to the 2011 and 2016 Census Data collected by TurkStat based

on the address system for the distribution of population at town level in Turkey. For

counterfactual populations of the town that did not exist in 2011, we shared the mother

town’s population in 2011 proportionately among the spring towns of 2015. Hence, we

have a panel data set consisting of three parliamentary election outcomes at the end.

For my IV approach, so to construct the instrumental variable, I define the distance

between a given town (970) center in Turkey and a given capital of a governorate (13)

in Syria in terms of kilometers. To calculate the bilateral distance, I used Great Circle

1Please see the regulation available at https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2012/12/
20121206-1.htm

20



Distance Formula.1

For each town i and election e I define two population groups as the native population

and the population of Syrian refugees in a given town. The Syrian civil war started

in 2011 and the influx of Syrian immigrants into Turkey started in 2012 and its rate

accelerated afterwards.2 Therefore, I assume that there were no Syrian immigrants in

Turkey in 2011, the refugee number and its share in a town in 2011 are 0. The low

skilled refugee share, the independent variable, is constructed as

Low ref ie
Pop natie

where Low ref ie represents the number of Syrian refugees and Pop nat ie represents the

size of Turkish population in town i, in election e.

The election data comes from parliamentary elections in Turkey hold from 2011 to

2015, one in 2011 and two (the election in June and the election in November) in

2015. Our main outcome variable is the share of votes going to the political party

in a town in each election. In our data set, I have the election results for Justice and

Development Party (JDP/AKP-abbreviation in Turkish), Republican People’s Party,

(RPP/CHP), Nationalist Movement Party (NMP/MHP), People’s Democratic Party

(PDP/HDP), others including all other political parties and independent candidates and

protest votes. As in the literature, I also define protest votes as the sum of the number

invalid votes and voters who did not go to the polls. For a political party’s share, the

main outcome variable is

1Data set on longitudes and latitudes is retrieved from Global Administrative Areas (GADM) database,
see Hijmans (2010), and is taken from the Google Maps.
2Please see https://en.goc.gov.tr/temporary-protection27
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V iep =
Party voteiep

Votesie

where Party voteiep represents the number of votes for party p in town i in election

e. Votesie represents sum of all registered voters in election, which is also sum of

valid votes, invalid votes and abstentions who did not go to the polls or protest votes.

Note to worth that PDP used to nominate independent candidates to find seat in the

parliamentary because of the threshold requirement (10%) in Turkey until June 2015.

Therefore, I will utilize votes of independents as they are for PDP in the election of

June 2011 because the share of independents is about 1.06 in June 2015 and 0.11

in November 2015 while the share of independents is 6.57 in June 2011 in Turkey.

Additionally, I will utilize in this study and focus my interpretations on the towns

where at least one candidate by PDP (independent in June 2011) has been nominated

to run in an election when it is about PDP while I also report the results for PDP when

I run the regression considering all towns. (where no PDP candidate appears, then it is

counted as 0)

In addition, I define the vote share of others as the sum of the shares of other political

parties and independents excluding the independents’ vote share in the electorate regions

in June 2011 where PDP had any candidate to run in the election.

The other variables involve of data of 10 education groups (including ones with “the

status of unknown”) in terms of number in a town. The 10 education groups consist

of as who are illiterate, literate with no degree, who has completed 5th grade, who has

completed 8th grade (also vocational school), who has completed high school (12th

grade, also vocational), who has graduated from any university with bachelor’s degree,

and who has completed any postgraduate degree including PhD programs. The skill

groups I utilize in this study is based on educational level regardless of the type of the

school from which a native has graduated. The data of education/skill groups take into
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account only people who are older than 15 years old and is based on address system

where the individual accommodates. In the calculation of the numbers of education

groups in a town I did not include into the computations the persons with the status of

“unknown” in a given town who are 15 years old or older. 15+ Education Status data

set comes from TurkStat National Education Statistics. All variables are pooled and

shaped with respect to the way that I follow for the distribution of refugees with “the

status of unknown of residence” to construct their counterfactuals in 2011 and obtain a

panel data set at the end, panel data set based on 2015 town structure in Turkey.1

1.4.1 Descriptive Statistics and Simple Correlations

After matching the election data with the Census data at the town-election-year type

level, the final sample consists of 2910 town-election observations in the three parlia-

mentary elections in 2011 and 2015, each has 970 observations. Table 1.1, Summary

Statistics, shows the vote share of political parties in Turkey and other key explanatory

variables, including also other variables that will be used for empirical analysis. The

simple average across over three elections reported in Summary Statistics in Table 1.1

shows that Justice and Development Party (JDP) obtained 42% of the votes from three

parliamentary elections from June 2011 to November 2015, Republican People’s Party

(RPP) 18.2%, Nationalist Movement Party (NMP) 12.2%, PDP 9.7 where one or more

candidate nominated, others 3.7% and protest votes 15.9%. As obvious in Summary

Statistics at subprovince level, JDP experienced a valuable decline in 2015 June while

NMP displayed a noticeable increase in the vote shares. RPP and PDP (where one

or more candidate nominated) kept their positions in terms of vote shares. Moreover,

the share of protest votes is roughly the same across three elections from June 2011 to

November 2015.

The correlation between JDP’s vote share and the share of low skilled refugees in

population is 0.0032 and not statistically significant while RPP -0.05 statistically sig-

1Except Malatya_center shared between the existing towns, Battalgazi and Yesilyurt. Malatya_center was
around 10 times bigger than the existing towns , so the calculation carried out according to the sum of
the 3 towns’variables
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nificant, NMP 0.02 not statistically significant, PDP 0.02 not statistically significant

where PDP nominated at least one candidate to run in the election and protest votes

0.01 not statistically significant. No significant change in the results of correlations

when I check overall immigrant share and vote shares.

The immigration concentration map in 2015, Figure 1.2, shows that Syrian refugees

are intensified in Southeast Region of Turkey. The intensity of refugee share increases

as the color on map ranges from white to dark purple. Note to worth that the towns in

metropolis cities, such as Istanbul and Ankara, house large number of Syrian refugees

which is not visible due to the large populations of town in the metropolis cities. For

example, there are 29,994 refugees in Kucukcekmece/Istanbul with the population of

766,609 in 2015. While the lowest refugee share in a town is roughly 0 in some parts of

North and South Anatolia (Mediterranean), the highest share is 464.9% in Elbeyli/Kilis.

Elbeyli’s native population is 5,722 while the number of refugees is 26,605 after the

distribution of refugees with “unknown status of the residence place” in Kilis in 2015.

What I told above about general immigration concentration is also valid for low skilled

refugees. The distribution of refugees who did not complete 8th grade is similar

to the general immigration concentration distribution in Turkey, Figure 1.3. Still, the

subprovinces in Southeast Region of Turkey houses large refugee shares. Theminimum

share is almost 0 while the largest share with regard to low skilled refugees is 331.6%

in Elbeyli/Kilis. However, subprovinces with no refugees with the degree of 8th grade

exist in Turkey such as Duragan/Sinop or Hanak/Ardahan and the largest share of highly

skilled refugees in a subprovince is 133.3% in Elbeyli/Kilis. It is also important to note

that the correlation between low skilled refugees and highly skilled refugees is 0.92 and

it is statistically significant. The distribution of Syrian refugees who has completed 8th

grade in Turkey is given in Figure 1.4.
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1.5 Identification

The estimation equations above expressed with OLS will produce biased estimates

if there are some unobservable town-level characteristics, captured in εiep, that have

influence on the voting behavior of natives in the town and that are correlated with

residential choices of (low skilled) immigrants. Obviously, some might argue that the

town characteristics that attract immigrants to locate in that town are correlated with

the change in vote share of party p in that town. In other words, immigrants choose a

town to reside in because the natives in that town are more tolerant to immigration, or

the opposite is true if it is the otherwise. This prompts the idea that exists a correlation

between inflow of immigrants and the vote share of the party p. Another correlation

between the vote share of party p and the inflow of immigrants is that the economics

and demographic changes in a town might be attractive for the immigrants to choose

that town to live in, which attract voters and channels the votes towards a certain party

p. Consequently, I will use instrumental variable in order to eliminate the endogeneity

problem emanating from the location choices of immigrants or reduce the bias caused

by omitted variables. The instrumental variable captures the variation in immigrant

share that should have correlation with other town level economics and political factors

in the determination of the vote. The instrumental variable that I construct here is based

on weighted distance proximity. The instrumental variable that I utilize is potentially

to be exogenous determinant of the expected immigrant population in a town in Turkey

from the source governorates in Syria and unlikely to be correlated with any other

(socio-economic) factors in the determination of politics in a town in Turkey.

1.5.1 Instrumental Variable

To address the endogenous location choices of Syrian immigrants, I follow Del Carpio

& Wagner (2015) and Akgündüz et al. (2018) to construct IV strategy in my study.

Low refie is potentially correlated with εiep in expression (1.3), which is likely to

bias the estimates. The reason for that might be that, as mentioned above, Low refie
might be potentially distributed intensively in the towns that offers better labor market

opportunities and where natives are more tolerant to immigration. To isolate the
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exogeneity in the variation in the share of low skilled refugees, I adopt the following

IV strategy:

IV ie = Ne
∑

j

Ω j
1

D ji

where Neis the total number of refugees in Turkey at election e, Ω j is the portion of

Syrian population living in each Syrian governorate j in the pre-conflict period in 2010,

and Dji is the shortest distance between each town and each Syrian governorate in terms

of kms calculated by Great Circle Distance Formula. At the end, IVie represents the

predicted immigrant number in a town to instrument the real share of immigrants in

town i at election e.

1.6 Results

The Table 1.2 presents the results when I regress the expression (1.3) with the overall

immigrant share in town population regardless of skill composition of both natives

and Syrian immigrants. OLS results reveal in Table 1.2 that one percentage point

increase in immigration causes Republic People’s Party’s (RPP) vote share to decline

0.017 percentage points while cause National Movement Party’s (NMP) to increase

0.016 percentage points, and they are statistically significant with P-value less than

0.01. OLS results demonstrate no significant decrease or increase vote shares of other

parties. However, OLS results might be biased because of the endogeneity that derives

from location choices of Syrian immigrants. It is because I will focus on IV estimates

afterwards.

I focus on the results which include all three elections because F-statistics are higher

in all tables than the results that exclude the election in November 2015. Without

skill composition neither among natives nor Syrian immigrants, IV estimates in Table

1.2 shows that the effect of immigration at overall is biased upward and thanks to
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instrumental variable, the interest of coefficient is -0.042, but its P-value is 0.12 and

F-statistic is higher than 10. However, for NMP, the results are biased downward and in

IV analysis, one percentage increase in immigration causes the vote share of NMP to

rise 0.027 percentage points and it is significant while F-statistic is 12.75. Moreover,

as the effect of immigration at overall, one percentage point increase in immigrant

share causes 0.236 percentage point increase in the vote share of People’s democratic

Party (PDP) when I exclude the towns where PDP did not nominate any candidate in

2011 and it is statistically significant with P-value of less than 0.01 while F-statistic

is slightly higher than 10. I also find evidence that one percentage point increase in

overall immigrant share causes 0.027 increase in the vote share of other parties with

P-value of 0.06. IV results reveal no significant impact of overall immigration on the

other political parties’ vote share.

To focus on IV results produced by skill composition groups according to the education

level of natives for Justice and Development Party (JDP). In the Table 1.3, I produce

OLS and IV estimates to measure the impact of Syrian refugees who did not complete

8th grade on political preferences of different education groups in Turkey using the

vote share of the incumbent government party, JDP. In median analysis, only I can

find negative impact of low skilled immigrants on JDP’s vote share in the towns where

more natives with education degree less than 8th grade accommodate according to

OLS results. However, IV results demonstrate no evidence for that. Labor market

theory argues that immigrants who has the same skill level with natives are perceived

as substitutes of the natives to compete for the scarce job opportunities in the labor

market. According to that, I expect that the impact of low skilled immigrants increases

in the towns where the proportion of natives who did not compete 8th grade increases.

However, I cannot find evidence for the labor market theory in IV analysis in Turkey.

Now, I regress the expression (1.3) to observe the relationship between low skilled

immigrants and highly skilled natives who completed 8th grade. Table 1.10 presents

the results, but only OLS results suggest evidence that low skilled immigrants are

perceived as complementary among highly skilled natives, and also F-statistics are so

weak to suggest any evidence and IV results are not statistically different from zero.
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However, in Table 1.3, the sign of the coefficient of interest changes from positive to

negative while the education degree declines among natives in IV analysis.

Now, I focus on the results of Republic People’s Party (RPP), the results in Table 1.4

and Table 1.11. In Table 1.4, all the coefficients of interest are negative but the one

for the natives who did not complete 8th grade and it is not significant. In the Table

1.4, the impact of low skilled immigrants on the vote share of RPP is negative and the

negative impact increases as the education degree declines in IV analysis. OLS results

are biased upward despite the fact that OLS results are statistically different from zero

while I cannot find any statistically significant impact on the vote share of RPP except

only one education group. However, IV analysis offers that one percentage increase in

the low skilled immigrant share decreases the vote share of RPP by 0.051 percentage

points with the caution that P-value is 0.113 and F-statistic is 15.62 at the top panel

which disregard the skill composition of natives. Moreover, IV results suggest that

one percentage increase in the share of low skilled immigrants causes 0.086 percentage

point decrease in the vote share of RPP among the natives who did not complete 12th

grade and it is statistically significant with the P-value of 0.048 and the F-statistics is

9.92. When I look at Table 1.11 which presents the results of highly skilled natives, the

sign of the coefficients of interest are positive, however, the sign turns into negative as

the education degree gets lower. No results by IV analysis suggest significant impact

of low skilled immigrants according to Table 1.11.

The results for National Movement Party (NMP) are presented in Table 1.5 and 1.12.

In Table 1.5, one percentage point increase in the share of low skilled immigrants

causes 0.033 percentage point increase in the vote share of NMP regardless of the skill

composition of natives while the F-statistic is 15.62 and P-value is 0.043. However,

while the education degree of natives decreases, the impact of low skill immigrants on

the vote share of disappears and the sign of the coefficients of interest turn into negative.

The positive effect of low skilled immigrants on the vote share of NMP operates among

the natives who did not finish 12th grade but completed 8th grade and the results are

statistically significant. As the Table 1.5 presents among natives who did not complete
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12th grade, one percentage point increase in the share of low skilled immigrants causes

3.3% percentage point increase in the vote share of NMP, it is statistically significant

with the P-value 0.071 and F statistic is 9.92. However, the positive impact of low

skilled immigrants disappears, and its sign turns into negative while the education

degree of skill groups decreases. In Table 1.12, despite the fact that all F-statistics are

strongly weak, I observe that the positive effect of low skilled immigrants on the vote

share of NMP decreases as the education degree of skill groups goes up.

People’s Democratic Party (PDP) used to nominate independent candidates to find seats

in the parliamentary until the elections in June 2015. Because of that, I did two different

analysis, one of which considers all electorate regions and the other considers only the

electorate regions where PDP nominated one independent candidate or more in 2011 to

run in the elections and all in 2015. Table 1.6 shows the results for the previous one and

Table 1.7 for the latter. I observe only the significant impact of low skilled immigrants

in the median analysis where I run the regression with the condition that illiterate

ratio is equal or higher. According to that, one percentage point increase in the low

skilled immigrant share increases the vote share of PDP by 0.206 percentage points.

It is statistically different from zero with two stars and F-statistic is strong enough.

However, the results in Table 1.7 puts the positive impact of low-skilled immigrants on

the vote share of PDP more clearly where I exclude the electorate regions that PDP has

no candidate to run in the elections. Despite the fact that, Table 1.7 shows no strong

evidence in OLS results, IV analysis demonstrates the positive impact of low skilled

immigrants. The coefficients of interests in IV analysis are all positive and statistically

significant, however, the F-statistics are not strong enough. I focus on the panel at the

top in Table 1.7 where I find evidence that one percent increase in the share of low

skilled immigrants increase PDP’s vote share by 0.258 percentage points regardless of

skill composition of natives, and F-statistic is equal to 11.16. In Table 1.13, I only

presented the results for highly skilled natives that I exclude electorate regions where

PDP had no candidate to run in the elections for convenience. The results in Table

1.13 shows no significant effect of low skilled immigrants except the median analysis

considering natives who did completed 5th grade despite the fact that OLS results

29



suggest positive impact of low skilled immigrants. However, the results show that the

positive impact of low skilled immigrants on the vote share of PDP rises up as the

education degree of skill groups goes down.

As I state in the data description section, I define the vote share of others as the sum

of the shares of other political parties not discussed above and independents excluding

the independents’ vote share in the electorate regions in June 2011 where PDP had

any candidate to run. PDP did nominate the candidates independently in the election

in 2011 to find place in the parliamentary, however, then joined directly into the two

elections, June and November, in 2015 by nominating candidates across all electorate

regions in Turkey, as a party, and accomplished to acquire vote share more than 10%.

6.57% of the electorates voted for independents in 2011 while 1.06% in June 2015 and,

0.11% in November 2015. I exclude the independents’ votes in the electorate regions

where PDP did nominate any candidate in 2011 because the vote share of independents

in the two elections in 2015 is enough low to ignore. Given the way I follow to

compute the vote share of others, I obtain Table 1.8 and Table 1.14. OLS results do not

suggest any significant impact of low skilled immigrants except one panel in Table 1.8.

However, IV results differ significantly and demonstrates its negative impact within

different magnitudes with regard to different skill groups in Turkey, but F-statistics

are not satisfactory in all of the panels. However, the results demonstrate that the

negative impact of low skilled immigrants decreases as the education level of skill

groups declines and disappears, and its sign turns into positive and then negative again

in the IV analysis. When I focus on the estimates at the top panel regardless of skill

composition of natives, one percent increase in low skilled immigrant share increases

the vote share of others by 0.033 percentage points while P-value is 0.06 and F-statistic

is 15.62. Last, Table 1.14 in which I focus on highly skilled natives does not offer any

evidence to focus on.

Protest votes made up roughly 16-17% of the votes in each election in the data set while

the turnout is 83.16% in June 2011, 83.92% in June 2015 and 85.23% in November

2015. Table 1.9 and 15 presents the estimates for the share of protest votes. However,
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neither of the tables offers any suggestion or statistically significant effect of low skilled

immigrants. However, the signs of the coefficients of interest is likely to be negative.

The low skilled immigrants concentrate in the region of Southeast Anatolia. For this

reason, I run the expression (1.3) only in Southeast Anatolia for all parties, results

in Table 1.16. Despite the fact that F-statistics are low, 4.61, one percent increase

in the share of low skilled immigrants decreases the vote share of JDP by 0.032

percentage points (P-value is 0.038), RPP by 0.57 (0.01), protest votes by 0.032 (0.066)

and increases the vote share of NMP by 0.04 percentage points (0.196) regardless

of education level of natives.(N=246) For PDP, in the electorate where PDP had any

candidate to compete in the elections regions in SoutheastAnatolia, one percent increase

in the share of low skilled immigrants increases PDP’s vote share by 0.25 percentage

points (0.032) and F-statistic is 6.98 regardless of skill composition of natives.(N=242)

1.7 Discussion

In the literature, researchers like Hainmueller & Hiscox (2010); Card et al. (2012);

Steinmayr (2016); Mayda et al. (2018) studies the impact of immigration in the devel-

oped countries where immigration takes place voluntarily and immigrants are likely to

move to destination countries with the economical motivations such as job opportu-

nities, or a better welfare opportunities. However, Turkey is one of the rare countries

that hosts Syrian immigrants who migrated involuntarily with huge influxes from their

home country, Syria, due to the war lasting for years. Because of that, the results for the

incumbent government party might differ from the findings in the literature. Rydgren

& Ruth (2011); Halla et al. (2017); Harmon (2018); Mayda et al. (2018); Edo et al.

(2019) find evidence that immigration operates through labor market channels which

argues that low skilled immigrants are perceived as substitutes for low skilled natives

with whom they share the same skills for scarce job opportunities in the labor market .

Contrary to labor market theory, I cannot find evidence that labor market channel is the

dominant one through which natives make up their attitudes towards Syrian immigrants

in Turkey. The reason might derive from that Syrians are not voluntarily has arrived
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in Turkey and the policies of the JDP that Syrians are called as “guests".(Dailysabah,

2016) Moreover, Turkish natives are called as “ensar” (host) while Syrian immigrants

are called as “muhajir” (forced religious migrant). (Akçapar, 2017) The results prove

that labor market channel is not the dominant one for Turkish natives in the formation of

attitudes towards Syrian immigrants because I do not find any evidence that low skilled

immigrants has a negative impact on the vote share of JDP taking into consideration the

skill groups in Turkey by median analysis. Therefore, my findings are in the same line

with Fisunoğlu & Sert (2019); Karacuka (2019); Altındağ & Kaushal (2020) who find

no effect or slightly negative effect. However, it might be early to argue that because

Syrians have started to obtain citizenship and to be seen as to stay permanently in the

eyes of natives in Turkey at the contemporary time that this thesis is written. Therefore,

it requires more time or broader period to observe the effect of immigration via labor

market channel in Turkey. Last, my findings demonstrate that the effect of low skilled

immigrants on the support for JDP declines as the education level of skill groups goes

down.

Another channel that natives concern about might be compositional amenities with

the arrival of low skilled immigrants. In the literature, Dustmann & Preston (2007);

Hainmueller & Hiscox (2010); Card et al. (2012); Otto & Steinhardt (2014); Brunner

& Kuhn (2018) study the cultural/compositional driven concerns by natives and find

compositional concerns dominate labor market channels among natives. In Turkey,

natives concerning about the composition of the society might have voted for NMP

which is the second major party on the right wing after the incumbent government

party. In this regard, I find evidence supporting the studies above. The rise in the

support for NMP might come from the compositional concerns among Turkish natives.

One percent increase in the proportion of low skilled immigrants in the population in

a town increase the vote share of NMP by 0.033 percentage points regardless of skill

composition of natives. However, the case in Turkey differs the studies listed above

in the way I explain as follows. The effect of low skilled immigration goes down and

the sign of the coefficient of interest becomes negative as the education level of skill

groups declines. The main significant effect of low skilled immigrants comes from the

32



natives who has completed 8th grade but 12th grade in the median analysis. However,

in the world literature, it is usually found that tolerance towards immigrants increases

as the education level increases among natives. However, the results for NMP conflicts

with the findings in the literature. So, this brings the question that the magnitude of the

effect of low skilled immigrants coming from compositional amenities depends on the

education level of natives in a society, which has policy implications for policy makers.

In addition to cultural driven concerns among Turkish voters, Kurdish people constitute

of the largest ethnic minority in Turkey, the second majority. PDP, as a pro-Kurdish

political party, attracts votes of Kurdish people to find seats in the parliamentary.

Moreover, the votes for PDP concentrates intensively in Southeast Anatolia where

Syrian immigration concentration also increases enormously and even exceeds the

native population in terms of number in a town/suprovince. Besides, Kurds make up

the second largest minority in Syria, which constitute of around 8.5 to 10 percent of

the Syrian population of 13.8 million in 1996.(Sherry, 1996) Syria’s population in

2011 was around 21 million.1 Therefore, it is likely that some of Syrian immigrants

migrating into Turkey might be Kurdish people living in Syria in 2011. Given the

situation I explain above, Kurdish people might have voted for PDP, which is supported

by my findings. Excluding the electorate regions where PDP had no candidate to

compete from the sample, one percent increase in the share of low skilled immigrants

increases the vote share of PDP by 0.258 percentage points. Moreover, I find evidence

for that regardless of the skill composition of natives. In other words, PDP has enjoyed

the support by Kurdish voters in Turkey for low skilled Syrian immigrants (also overall

immigration) within all skill composition groups.

1.8 Conclusion

Immigration is likely to occupy the agenda of the world and also Turkey for years with

its repercussions that affect the life of host community in terms of every area in the daily

life. Labor market, welfare and cultural channels have been on the focus by researchers

1Please see https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL?locations=SY
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that immigration operates thorough to affect the political preferences of natives in the

receiving countries in the elections by which its citizens express their stance for or

against immigration. To detect the attitudes of citizens towards immigrants in the host

country has been vital for political parties and policy makers during the elections to

reserve their seats in the government because natives and immigrants share the same

habitat in work, public and leisure places to make their livings or live.

In this study, I study the impact of Syrian refugees on the political preferences as regard

as skill differences in natives and refugees in Turkey. I implement a quasi-experimental

empirical strategy based on instrumental variable design (out of 970 towns) in refugee

intensity and vote shares of political parties while the existing papers exploit only

province-level data. I find that labor market channel is not the dominant channel to

drive the concerns among natives, which I support with the finding that low skilled

immigrants have no statistically significant effect on the vote share of JDP except the

education group with the degree less than 12th grade. Only, median analysis offers

0.055 percentage points increase in towns where more natives with education degree

less than 12th grade live as a response to one percent increase in the share of Syrian

immigrants who did not complete 8th grade, but no effect at overall. My findings

estimate vote shifts between RPP and NMP, particularly coming from the natives who

completed 8th grade but 12th grade due to the concerns among cultural/composition

of the society. NMP increases its vote share regardless of skill composition of natives

as a response to increase in the share of low skilled immigrants. Finally, I find strong

evidence that PDP, pro-Kurdish party, has increased its vote share regardless of skill

composition of natives through cultural channel and finds positive answers to its policies

for immigration among Kurdish voters.
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Table 1.1: Summary Statistics

Summary statistics
Obs. mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Election data
JDP vote share 2910 42 15.2 1.1 89.4
RPP vote share 2910 18.2 13.3 0.2 79.5
NMP vote share 2910 12.2 6.9 0.2 46.3
PDP (only candidate nominated) 2433 9.7 18.3 0 93.7
Others vote share 2910 3.7 1.9 0.3 22.8
Protest votes share 2910 15.9 4.6 2 39.3

2011 June
JDP vote share 970 44.3 13.8 3.3 84.6
RPP vote share 970 18.9 13.3 0.3 79.5
NMP vote share 970 11.5 6.5 0.2 44.4
PDP (only candidate nominated) 493 10.6 17.5 0.01 78.9
Others vote share 970 4.5 1.8 0.8 13.8
Protest votes share 970 15.4 4.8 5.6 39.3

2015 June
JDP vote share 970 36.8 14.1 1.1 79.7
RPP vote share 970 17.8 12.9 0.2 66.4
NMP vote share 970 14.5 7.7 0.4 46.3
PDP vote share 970 10.4 19.7 0.1 93.7
Others vote share 970 3.9 1.7 0.4 18.2
Protest votes share 970 16.6 4.3 2 34.6

2015 November
JDP vote share 970 44.8 16.3 1.5 89.4
RPP vote share 970 18 13.5 0.3 68.3
NMP vote share 970 10.5 6 0.2 37.7
PDP vote share 970 8.5 17.3 0 90.7
Others vote share 970 2.7 1.6 0.3 22.8
Protest votes share 970 15.6 4.5 2.8 36.3

Obs. mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Demographic data
share of refugees in 2015 1940 2.4 16.9 0.0009 465
share of refugees who did not complete 8th grade in 2015 1940 2 12.7 0.0005 331.6
share of refugees who completed 8th grade in 2015 1940 0.4 4.4 0 133.3
average pop/town in 2011 970 77,035.3 122,155.3 2,029 831,229
average pop/town in 2015 1940 82,283.3 133,659.1 1509 919,119
average pop/town 2910 80,534 129,940 1,509 919,119
skill ratio with less than bachelor degree among natives in 2011 2910 93 4.7 58.1 98.6
skill ratio with less than 12th grade among natives in 2011 2910 75.7 10.4 27.5 93.3
skill ratio with less than 8th grade among natives in 2011 2910 51 10.9 14.9 75.5
skill ratio with less than 5th grade among natives in 2011 2910 17.6 9.3 2.9 62.7
skill ratio illiterate among natives in 2011 2910 8.8 5.4 0.4 31.6

Note 1: shares in terms of percentages
Note 2: skill ratio among 15+ native population in terms of percentages
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Table 1.2: The Effect of Immigration on the Vote Shares of Political Parties in Turkey

JDP overall 2015 November not included
OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS

Refugees effect 0.003 0.007*** 0.002 -0.00006 0.007*** -0.016
(0.004) (0.002) (0.026) (0.006) (0.003) (0.024)

P value 0.501 0.000 0.929 0.992 0.008 0.516
F statistic 12.75 7.17
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2910 2910 2910 1940 1940 1940
RPP overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Refugees effect -0.017*** 0.007*** -0.042 -0.013** 0.007*** -0.44

(0.006) (0.002) (0.027) (0.006) (0.003) (0.028)
P value 0.004 0.000 0.115 0.035 0.008 0.116
F statistic 12.75 7.17
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2910 2910 2910 1940 1940 1940
NMP overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Refugees effect 0.016*** 0.007*** 0.027** 0.019*** 0.007*** 0.035*

(0.003) (0.002) (0.014) (0.004) (0.003) (0.019)
P value 0.000 0.000 0.044 0.000 0.008 0.065
F statistic 12.75 7.17
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2910 2910 2910 1940 1940 1940
PDP overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Refugees effect 0.055 0.003*** 0.236*** 0.056 0.003** 0.257**

(0.042) (0.001) (0.091) (0.049) (0.002) (0.102)
P value 0.183 0.001 0.009 0.257 0.032 0.011
F statistic 10.99 4.64
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2433 2433 2433 1463 1463 1463
Others overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Refugees effect -0.001 0.007*** 0.027* -0.004 0.007*** 0.026

(0.003) (0.002) (0.014) (0.003) (0.003) (0.018)
P value 0.828 0.000 0.063 0.148 0.008 0.153
F statistic 12.75 7.17
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2910 2910 2910 1940 1940 1940
Protest Votes overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Refugees effect 0.001 0.007*** -0.009 -0.001 0.007*** 0.006

(0.002) (0.002) (0.015) (0.004) (0.003) (0.014)
P value 0.773 0.000 0.576 0.876 0.008 0.679
F statistic 12.75 7.17
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2910 2910 2910 1940 1940 1940

Note: Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.3: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Vote Share of JDP

JDP
overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.002 0.006*** 0.003 -0.004 0.006*** -0.019

(0.007) (0.001) (0.031) (0.01) (0.002) (0.03)
P value 0.756 0.000 0.929 0.721 0.003 0.515
F statistic 15.62 8.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2910 2910 2910 1940 1940 1940
Skill ratio with less than bachelor degree ≥ median(94.36903) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.002 0.009*** 0.025 -0.005 0.009** 0.008

(0.004) (0.003) (0.018) (0.008) (0.004) (0.022)
P value 0.621 0.004 0.175 0.539 0.029 0.723
F statistic 8.5 4.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province fixed effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 12th grade ≥ median(77.76385) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.002 0.01*** 0.055* -0.002 0.01** 0.027

(0.004) (0.003) (0.029) (0.008) (0.004) (0.023)
P value 0.694 0.002 0.057 0.770 0.019 0.231
F statistic 9.92 5.57
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 8th grade ≥ median(52.83866) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.044* 0.006*** 0.077 -0.1*** 0.006** 0.009

(0.023) (0.002) (0.06) (0.037) (0.002) (0.053)
P value 0.062 0.008 0.198 0.009 0.047 0.867
F statistic 7.05 3.96
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 5th grade ≥ median(15.78345) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.029 0.005*** 0.017 -0.04 0.005*** -0.021

(.) (0.001) (0.037) (0.338) (0.002) (0.037)
P value . 0.000 0.651 0.241 0.001 0.583
F statistic 19.81 11.13
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio illiterate ≥ median(7.44398) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.049 0.004*** -0.004 -0.06 0.004** -0.077

(.) (0.001) (0.067) (0.047) (0.001) (0.071)
P value . 0.002 0.958 0.200 0.018 0.274
F statistic 10.02 5.63
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970

Note: Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.4: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Vote Share of RPP

RPP
overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.022*** 0.006*** -0.051 -0.017* 0.006*** -0.054

(0.009) (0.001) (0.032) (0.009) (0.002) (0.034)
P value 0.010 0.000 0.113 0.064 0.003 0.114
F statistic 15.62 8.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2910 2910 2910 1940 1940 1940
Skill ratio with less than bachelor degree ≥ median(94.36903) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.013 0.009*** -0.037 -0.008 0.009** -0.026

(0.01) (0.003) (0.025) (0.011) (0.004) (0.031)
P value 0.191 0.004 0.141 0.481 0.029 0.400
F statistic 8.5 4.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 12th grade ≥ median(77.76385) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.02** 0.01*** -0.086** -0.015 0.01** -0.077*

(0.01) (0.003) (0.044) (0.011) (0.004) (0.046)
P value 0.049 0.002 0.048 0.194 0.019 0.091
F statistic 9.92 5.57
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 8th grade ≥ median(52.83866) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.081** 0.006*** 0.013 0.107 0.006** 0.048

(0.039) (0.002) (0.072) (0.052) (0.002) (0.09)
P value 0.036 0.008 0.853 0.039 0.047 0.596
F statistic 7.05 3.96
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 5th grade ≥ median(15.78345) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.024* 0.005*** -0.022 0.029* 0.005*** -0.026

(0.014) (0.001) (0.029) (0.015) (0.002) (0.036)
P value 0.067 0.000 0.439 0.053 0.001 0.461
F statistic 19.81 11.13
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio illiterate ≥ median(7.44398) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.032*** 0.004*** -0.105 0.031** 0.004** -0.133*

(0.012) (0.001) (0.066) (0.015) (0.001) (0.072)
P value 0.008 0.002 0.109 0.041 0.018 0.066
F statistic 10.02 5.63
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970

Note: Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.5: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Vote Share of NMP

NMP
overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.023*** 0.006*** 0.033** 0.028*** 0.006*** 0.042*

(0.005) (0.001) (0.017) (0.006) (0.002) (0.023)
P value 0.000 0.000 0.043 0.000 0.003 0.063
F statistic 15.62 8.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2910 2910 2910 1940 1940 1940
Skill ratio with less than bachelor degree ≥ median(94.36903) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.022*** 0.009*** 0.009 0.029*** 0.009** 0.02

(0.005) (0.003) (0.012) (0.004) (0.004) (0.016)
P value 0.000 0.004 0.460 0.000 0.029 0.228
F statistic 8.5 4.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 12th grade ≥ median(77.76385) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.024*** 0.01*** 0.033* 0.032*** 0.01** 0.047**

(0.005) (0.003) (0.018) (0.004) (0.004) (0.02)
P value 0.000 0.002 0.071 0.000 0.019 0.019
F statistic 9.92 5.57
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 8th grade ≥ median(52.83866) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.016 0.006*** -0.025 0.049* 0.006** 0.007

(0.016) (0.002) (0.027) (0.026) (0.002) (0.033)
P value 0.300 0.008 0.354 0.064 0.047 0.837
F statistic 7.05 3.96
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 5th grade ≥ median(15.78345) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.003 0.005*** -0.028 0.013 0.005*** -0.01

(0.007) (0.001) (0.018) (0.02) (0.002) (0.025)
P value 0.649 0.000 0.125 0.526 0.001 0.696
F statistic 19.81 11.13
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio illiterate ≥ median(7.44398) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.004 0.004*** -0.003 0.03 0.004** 0.06

(0.015) (0.001) (0.057) (0.028) (0.001) (0.057)
P value 0.780 0.002 0.957 0.281 0.018 0.298
F statistic 10.02 5.63
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970

Note: Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.6: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Vote Share of PDP
in all electorate regions

PDP
overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.002 0.006*** -0.007 -0.001 0.006*** -0.008

(0.007) (0.001) (0.031) (008) (0.002) (0.033)
P value 0.741 0.000 0.822 0.891 0.003 0.810
F statistic 15.62 8.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2910 2910 2910 1940 1940 1940
Skill ratio with less than bachelor degree ≥ median(94.36903) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.003 0.009*** 0.0411 0.004 0.009** 0.044

(0.007) (0.003) (0.033) (0.008) (0.004) (0.035)
P value 0.677 0.004 0.211 0.616 0.029 0.214
F statistic 8.5 4.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 12th grade ≥ median(77.76385) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.0007 0.01*** 0.017 0.001 0.01** 0.018

(0.006) (0.003) (0.028) (0.008) (0.004) (0.03)
P value 0.916 0.002 0.544 0.852 0.019 0.559
F statistic 9.92 5.57
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 8th grade ≥ median(52.83866) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.028 0.006*** 0.059 0.045 0.006** 0.082

(0.066) (0.002) (0.096) (0.0711) (0.002) (0.098)
P value 0.673 0.008 0.541 0.527 0.047 0.406
F statistic 7.05 3.96
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 5th grade ≥ median(15.78345) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.016 0.005*** -0.0008 0.012 0.005*** 0.002

(0.038) (0.001) (0.065) (0.045) (0.002) (0.07)
P value 0.685 0.000 0.989 0.785 0.001 0.976
F statistic 19.81 11.13
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio illiterate ≥ median(7.44398) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.054 0.004*** 0.206** 0.052 0.004** 0.22*

(0.05) (0.001) (0.103) (0.059) (0.001) (0.117)
P value 0.277 0.002 0.045 0.379 0.018 0.057
F statistic 10.02 5.63
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970

Note:Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.7: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Vote Share of PDP
only in the electorate regions in which PDP nominated any candidate

PDP
overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.003*** 0.006*** 0.258*** 0.067 0.003** 0.281**

(0.048) (0.001) (0.098) (0.058) (0.001) (0.11)
P value 0.170 0.001 0.009 0.247 0.030 0.011
F statistic 11.16 4.71
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2433 2433 2433 1463 1463 1463
Skill ratio with less than bachelor degree ≥ median(94.36903) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.068 0.004*** 0.267** 0.067 0.004* 0.269**

(0.051) (0.002) (0.108) (0.06) (0.003) (0.122)
P value 0.179 0.010 0.013 0.264 0.098 0.027
F statistic 6.62 2.77
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1212 1212 1212 727 727 727
Skill ratio with less than 12th grade ≥ median(77.76385) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.054 0.005** 0.203* 0.05 0.005 0.194

(0.051) (0.002) (0.118) (0.061) (0.003) (0.133)
P value 0.288 0.027 0.084 0.405 0.154 0.145
F statistic 4.94 2.05
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1208 1208 1208 723 723 723
Skill ratio with less than 8th grade ≥ median(52.83866) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.142 0.003* 0.459** 0.145 0.003 0.475

(0.09) (0.002) (0.203) (0.108) (0.003) (0.226)
P value 0.113 0.092 0.023 0.179 0.292 0.036
F statistic 2.85 1.12
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1188 1188 1188 703 703 703
Skill ratio with less than 5th grade ≥ median(15.78345) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.047 0.005** 0.261** 0.043 0.005 0.282**

(0.05) (0.002) (0.118) (0.06) (0.003) (0.134)
P value 0.342 0.011 0.027 0.473 0.106 0.035
F statistic 6.43 2.64
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1206 1206 1206 721 721 721
Skill ratio illiterate ≥ median(7.44398) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.055 0.004*** 0.260** 0.052 0.004* 0.283**

(0.05) (0.001) (0.103) (0.06) (0.002) (0.116)
P value 0.274 0.003 0.012 0.375 0.052 0.015
F statistic 9.00 3.80
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1216 1216 1216 731 731 731

Note: Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.8: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Vote Share of Others

Others
overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.001 0.006*** 0.033** -0.006 0.006*** 0.032

(0.004) (0.001) (0.017) (0.004) (0.002) (0.0221)
P value 0.784 0.000 0.060 0.142 0.003 0.151
F statistic 15.62 8.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2910 2910 2910 1940 1940 1940
Skill ratio with less than bachelor degree ≥ median(94.36903) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.005 0.009*** -0.032** -0.012* 0.009** -0.049**

(0.006) (0.003) (0.015) (0.006) (0.004) (0.022)
P value 0.369 0.004 0.041 0.056 0.029 0.027
F statistic 8.5 4.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 12th grade ≥ median(77.76385) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.004 0.01*** -0.022* -0.011* 0.01** -0.036*

(0.005) (0.003) (0.013) (0.006) (0.004) (0.019)
P value 0.425 0.002 0.086 0.063 0.019 0.061
F statistic 9.92 5.57
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 8th grade ≥ median(52.83866) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.051* 0.006*** -0.105** -0.092** 0.006** -0.169***

(0.029) (0.002) (0.043) (0.037) (0.002) (0.05)
P value 0.075 0.008 0.014 0.013 0.047 0.001
F statistic 7.05 3.96
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 5th grade ≥ median(15.78345) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.001 0.005*** 0.031 -0.005 0.005*** 0.028

(0.009) (0.001) (0.028) (0.0133) (0.002) (0.035)
P value 0.899 0.000 0.262 0.732 0.001 0.412
F statistic 19.81 11.13
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio illiterate ≥ median(7.44398) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.012 0.004*** -0.033 -0.022* 0.004** -0.051

(0.009) (0.001) (0.022) (0.013) (0.001) (0.044)
P value 0.167 0.002 0.131 0.088 0.018 0.246
F statistic 10.02 5.63
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970

Note:Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.9: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Share of Protest
Votes

Protest Votes
overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.0001 0.006*** -0.010 -0.001 0.006*** 0.007

(0.004) (0.001) (0.018) (0.006) (0.002) (0.017)
P value 0.961 0.000 0.575 0.873 0.003 0.679
F statistic 15.62 8.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 2910 2910 2910 1940 1940 1940
Skill ratio with less than bachelor degree ≥ median(94.36903) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.004 0.009*** -0.006 -0.007 0.009** 0.005

(0.004) (0.003) (0.015) (0.006) (0.004) (0.018)
P value 0.343 0.004 0.697 0.251 0.029 0.800
F statistic 8.5 4.78
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 12th grade ≥ median(77.76385) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.003 0.01*** 0.004 -0.005 0.01** 0.02

(0.004) (0.003) (0.017) (0.006) (0.004) (0.018)
P value 0.525 0.002 0.816 0.398 0.019 0.256
F statistic 9.92 5.57
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 8th grade ≥ median(52.83866) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.03 0.006*** -0.019 -0.011 0.006** 0.023

(0.034) (0.002) (0.045) (0.053) (0.002) (0.045)
P value 0.388 0.008 0.676 0.839 0.047 0.612
F statistic 7.05 3.96
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with less than 5th grade ≥ median(15.78345) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.009 0.005*** 0.004 -0.009 0.005*** 0.026

(0.02) (0.001) (0.027) (0.033) (0.002) (0.03)
P value 0.637 0.000 0.894 0.777 0.001 0.379
F statistic 19.81 11.13
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio illiterate ≥ median(7.44398) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.029 0.004*** -0.061 -0.031 0.004** -0.018

(0.026) (0.001) (0.052) (0.043) (0.001) (0.058)
P value 0.266 0.002 0.239 0.464 0.018 0.751
F statistic 10.02 5.63
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970

Note: Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.10: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Vote Share of JDP

JDP
Skill ratio with bachelor degree and more≥ median(5.630966 ) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.1 0.001 -0.386 0.011 0.001 -0.356

(0.134) (0.001) (0.551) (0.111) (0.001) (0.512)
P value 0.453 0.126 0.483 0.919 0.251 0.487
F statistic 2.35 1.32
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 12th grade and more ≥ median(22.23615) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.033 0.001 -0.493 -0.036 0.001 -0.428

(0.128) (0.001) (0.543) (0.112) (0.001) (0.497)
P value 0.794 0.106 0.364 0.749 0.226 0.389
F statistic 2.61 1.47
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 8th grade and more≥ median(47.16134) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.017** 0.002* -0.326 0.023** 0.002 -0.323

(0.008) (0.001) (0.272) (0.009) ( 0.002) (0.258)
P value 0.038 0.087 0.231 0.011 0.200 0.212
F statistic 2.93 1.65
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 5th grade and more ≥ median(84.21655) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.02*** 0.0002 -1.889 0.022*** 0.0002 -0.826

(0.004) (0.0007) (6.126) (0.004) (0.001) (4.039)
P value 0.000 0.769 0.758 0.000 0.826 0.838
F statistic 0.09 0.05
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio literate≥ median(92.55602) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.02* 0.005*** 0.011 0.015 0.005** 0.0002

(0.012) (0.002) (0.054) (0.011) (0.002) (0.049)
P value 0.081 0.007 0.825 0.175 0.044 0.995
F statistic 7.28 4.09
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970

Note: Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.11: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Vote Share of RPP

RPP
Skill ratio with bachelor degree and more≥ median(5.630966 ) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.232** 0.001 0.152 -0.193* 0.001 0.114

(0.118) (0.001) (0.506) (0.117) (0.001) (0.498)
P value 0.049 0.126 0.764 0.100 0.251 0.819
F statistic 2.35 1.32
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 12th grade and more ≥ median(22.23615) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.16 0.001 0.207 -0.131 0.001 0.167

(0.109) (0.001) (0.472) (0.11) (0.001) (0.462)
P value 0.141 0.106 0.660 0.234 0.226 0.717
F statistic 2.61 1.47
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 8th grade and more≥ median(47.16134) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.026*** 0.002* 0.057 -0.017** 0.002 0.057

(0.01) (0.001) (0.251) (0.008) (0.002) (0.253)
P value 0.009 0.087 0.821 0.033 0.200 0.822
F statistic 2.93 1.65
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 5th grade and more ≥ median(84.21655) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.035*** 0.0002 -3.271 -0.027*** 0.0002 -4.157

(0.009) (0.001) (6.456) (0.007) (0.001) (8.297)
P value 0.000 0.769 0.612 0.000 0.826 0.616
F statistic 0.09 0.05
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio literate≥ median(92.55602) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.026 0.005*** -0.032 -0.014 0.005** -0.023

(0.016) (0.002) (0.065) (0.016) (0.002) (0.066)
P value 0.114 0.007 0.624 0.382 0.044 0.718
F statistic 7.28 4.09
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970

Note: Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.12: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Vote Share of NMP

NMP
Skill ratio with bachelor degree and more≥ median(5.630966 ) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.125*** 0.001 0.169 0.098*** 0.001 0.11

(0.032) (0.001) (0.137) (0.035) (0.001) (0.169)
P value 0.000 0.126 0.218 0.005 0.251 0.517
F statistic 2.35 1.32
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 12th grade and more ≥ median(22.23615) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.119*** 0.001 0.199 0.09*** 0.001 0.131

(0.033) (0.001) (0.134) (0.035) (0.001) (0.159)
P value 0.000 0.106 0.138 0.010 0.226 0.409
F statistic 2.61 1.47
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 8th grade and more≥ median(47.16134) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.008 0.002* 0.228** -0.005 0.002 0.187*

(0.009) (0.001) (0.094) (0.006) (0.002) (0.104)
P value 0.409 0.087 0.015 0.401 0.200 0.072
F statistic 2.93 1.65
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 5th grade and more ≥ median(84.21655) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.01 0.0002 2.708 -0.0002 0.0002 2.138

(0.006) (0.001) (5.465) (0.004) (0.001) (4.28)
P value 0.111 0.769 0.620 0.951 0.826 0.617
F statistic 0.09 0.05
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio literate≥ median(92.55602) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.014* 0.005*** 0.031 0.005 0.005** 0.005

(0.008) (0.002) (0.034) (0.006) (0.002) (0.036)
P value 0.065 0.007 0.353 0.476 0.044 0.889
F statistic 7.28 4.09
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970

Note: Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.13: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Vote Share of PDP
only in the electorate regions in which PDP nominated at least one candidate

PDP
Skill ratio with bachelor degree and more≥ median(5.630966 ) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.182** 0.001 0.197 0.272*** 0.001 0.305

(0.083) (0.0003) (0.192) (0.062) (0.0004) (0.205)
P value 0.027 0.000 0.305 0.000 0.004 0.136
F statistic 20.23 8.69
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1221 1221 1221 736 736 736
Skill ratio with 12th grade and more ≥ median(22.23615) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.215*** 0.002*** 0.214 0.294*** 0.002** 0.303*

(0.078) (0.0004 (0.169) (0.061) (0.001) (0.178)
P value 0.006 0.000 0.204 0.000 0.019 0.088
F statistic 12.89 5.59
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1225 1225 1225 740 740 740
Skill ratio with 8th grade and more≥ median(47.16134) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.015 0.002** 0.206 0.02 0.002 0.253*

(0.28) (0.001) (0.132) (0.036) (0.001) (0.147)
P value 0.578 0.023 0.119 0.581 0.125 0.085
F statistic 5.23 2.38
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1245 1245 1245 760 760 760
Skill ratio with 5th grade and more ≥ median(84.21655) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.288*** 0.001*** 0.238** 0.35*** 0.001** 0.287**

(0.062) (0.0004) (0.12) (0.055) (0.001) (0.137)
P value 0.000 0.000 0.048 0.000 0.016 0.036
F statistic 13.33 5.91
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1227 1227 1227 742 742 742
Skill ratio literate≥ median(92.55602) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.393*** 0.001* 0.424 0.481*** 0.001 0.496

(0.089) (0.0004) (0.267) (0.079) (0.001) (0.318)
P value 0.000 0.076 0.112 0.000 0.244 0.119
F statistic 3.16 1.37
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1217 1217 1217 732 732 732

Note: Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.14: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Vote Share of
Others

Others
Skill ratio with bachelor degree and more≥ median(5.630966 ) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.027 0.001 0.404** 0.035 0.001 0.444**

(0.025) (0.001) (0.196) (0.026) (0.001) (0.222)
P value 0.291 0.126 0.040 0.183 0.251 0.045
F statistic 2.35 1.32
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 12th grade and more ≥ median(22.23615) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.022 0.001 0.403** 0.029 0.001 0.459**

(0.026) (0.001) (0.19) (0.028) (0.001) (0.218)
P value 0.406 0.106 0.034 0.307 0.226 0.035
F statistic 2.61 1.47
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 8th grade and more≥ median(47.16134) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.002 0.002* 0.242** -0.0002 0.002 0.264**

(0.003) (0.001) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002) (0.119)
P value 0.465 0.087 0.021 0.935 0.200 0.026
F statistic 2.93 1.65
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 5th grade and more ≥ median(84.21655) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect -0.0004 0.0002 2.424 -0.003 0.0002 3.297

(0.003) (0.001) (5.353) (0.003) (0.001) (7.380)
P value 0.867 0.769 0.651 0.257 0.826 0.655
F statistic 0.09 0.05
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio literate≥ median(92.55602) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.001 0.005*** 0.097* -0.005 0.005** 0.106*

(0.005) (0.002) (0.05) (0.008) (0.002) (0.057)
P value 0.868 0.007 0.051 0.549 0.044 0.061
F statistic 7.28 4.09
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970

Note:Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.15: The Effect of Low Skilled Refugees’ Share in Population on the Share of Protest
Votes

Protest Votes
Skill ratio with bachelor degree and more≥ median(5.630966 ) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.039* 0.001 -0.179 0.064*** 0.001 -0.137

(0.02) (0.001) (0.115) (0.023) (0.001) (0.112)
P value 0.053 0.126 0.121 0.005 0.251 0.221
F statistic 2.35 1.32
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 12th grade and more ≥ median(22.23615) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.023 0.001 -0.172 0.041 0.001 -0.167

(0.021) (0.001) (0.106) (0.027) (0.001) (0.119)
P value 0.264 0.106 0.106 0.131 0.226 0.160
F statistic 2.61 1.47
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 8th grade and more≥ median(47.16134) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.009*** 0.002* -0.082 0.008*** 0.002 -0.043

(0.001) (0.001) (0.06) (0.002) (0.002) (0.054)
P value 0.000 0.087 0.171 0.000 0.200 0.428
F statistic 2.93 1.65
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio with 5th grade and more ≥ median(84.21655) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.008*** 0.0002 -1.351 0.008*** 0.0002 -1.263

(0.001) (0.001) (2.921) (0.001) (0.001) (2.74)
P value 0.000 0.769 0.644 0.000 0.826 0.645
F statistic 0.09 0.05
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970
Skill ratio literate≥ median(92.55602) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Low Skill Refugee effect 0.013*** 0.005*** 0.014 0.018*** 0.005** 0.041***

(0.004) (0.002) (0.023) (0.005) (0.002) (0.014)
P value 0.002 0.007 0.538 0.001 0.044 0.003
F statistic 7.28 4.09
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 1455 1455 1455 970 970 970

Note:Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Table 1.16: The Effect of Low Skilled Immigrants on the Vote Share of Political Parties
in Southeast Anatolia in Turkey

JDP overall 2015 November not included
OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS

Refugees effect 0.001 0.015** -0.032** -0.0003 0.015 -0.043
(0.003) (0.007) (0.015) (0.009) ( 0.01) (0.031)

P value 0.715 0.033 0.038 0.970 0.112 0.155
F statistic 4.61 2.58
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 246 246 246 164 164 164
RPP overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Refugees effect -0.023*** 0.015** -0.057** -0.02*** 0.015 -0.069**

(0.006) (0.007) (0.022) (0.006) (0.01) (0.027)
P value 0.000 0.033 0.010 0.001 0.112 0.010
F statistic 4.61 2.58
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 246 246 246 164 164 164
NMP overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Refugees effect 0.02*** 0.015** 0.04 0.027*** 0.015 0.084***

(0.005) (0.007) (0.031) (0.006) (0.01) (0.026)
P value 0.000 0.033 0.196 0.000 0.112 0.001
F statistic 4.61 2.58
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 246 246 246 164 164 164
PDP (only nominated) overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Refugees effect 0.048 0.007*** 0.25** 0.042 0.007* 0.228*

(0.051) (0.003) (0.117) (0.061) (0.003) (0.127)
P value 0.353 0.009 0.032 0.494 0.054 0.072
F statistic 6.98 3.86
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 242 242 242 160 160 160
Others overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Refugees effect -0.001 0.015** -0.014 -0.005* 0.015 -0.03

(0.003) (0.007) (0.013) (0.003) (0.01) (0.022)
P value 0.749 0.033 0.272 0.074 0.112 0.165
F statistic 4.61 2.58
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 246 246 246 164 164 164
Protest Votes overall 2015 November not included

OLS First Stage IV-2SLS OLS First Stage IV-2SLS
Refugees effect -0.003 0.015** -0.032* -0.006 0.015 -0.028

(0.005) (0.007) (0.017) (0.007) (0.01) (0.024)
P value 0.530 0.033 0.066 0.367 0.112 0.250
F statistic 4.61 2.58
Election fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Town fixed effect yes yes yes yes
Election * Province effect yes yes yes yes
# of observations 246 246 246 164 164 164

Note:Standard errors are clustered at "town-election" level. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***, **, * indicate the statistically significant difference from zero at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels
respectively.
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Figure 1.2: Immigration Concentration by the end of 2015 in Turkey
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Figure 1.3: Concentration of Immigrants with the degree less than 8th grade by the end of 2015
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Figure A.1: Distribution of Education Degree with bachelor degree and more among 15+ natives by the end of 2011
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Figure A.2: Distribution of Education Degree with less than bachelor degree among 15+ natives by the end of 2011
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Figure A.3: Distribution of Education Degree with less than 12th grade among 15+ natives by the end of 2011
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Figure A.4: Distribution of Education Degree with less than 8th grade among 15+ natives by the end of 2011
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Figure A.5: Distribution of Education Degree with less than 5th grade among 15+ natives by the end of 2011
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Figure A.6: Distribution of Illiterate Ratio among 15+ natives by the end of 2011
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