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1. INTRODUCTION
By international standards Turkey has one of the lowest labor force participation rates in the world and women’s absence in the labor market is the reason behind it. As of February 2007, the overall labor force participation rate is only 45.9% and the employment rate is 40.6%. The labor force participation and employment rates vary dramatically by sex. The female labor force participation (employment) rate for February 2007 is at a low of 22.8% (20.1%) versus 69.6% (61.5%) for men. Leaving out the ‘unpaid’ female family workers in the agricultural sector, urban women’s participation (employment) rate is even lower at 19.9% (16.8%).
 In other words, out of every 100 adult women living in the urban areas in Turkey, only 16.8 of them are employed versus 61.2 men. 

While with these male participation and employment rates, Turkey ranks within the regional averages for the EU or OECD countries, it is the female participation rates lag behind all kinds of regional averages (see Table 1.1). The EU average female employment rate in 2005, for instance, is 56.3% and the target rate set by the Lisbon criteria to be reached by 2010 is 60%.
 With these female participation and employment rates, Turkey does not only lag behind the EU or OECD countries, but also ranks as one of the worst countries in the world. According to International Labour Organization (2007), women’s average labor force participation rate in 2006 is 29.5% for the Middle East and North Africa, 52.4% for Latin America and the Caribbean, and 36.0% for South Asia. Turkey lies substantially below these averages. 


Table 1.1. Participation rates in some OECD countries in 2005
(% annual average estimates for population of the age 15-64)

	Country
	Male
	Female

	Iceland
	89.8
	83.4

	Denmark
	83.6
	75.1

	Canada
	82.5
	73.1

	Australia
	82.7
	68.4

	France
	74.5
	63.8

	Japan
	84.4
	60.8

	Belgium
	73.1
	59.5

	Hungary
	67.9
	55.1

	Greece
	79.2
	54.6

	Korea
	78.2
	54.5

	Italy
	74.4
	50.4

	Mexico
	83.1
	43.1

	Turkey
	76.2
	26.5


Source: Labor Force Statistics 1985-2005, OECD

The fact that the overall labor force participation rate is so low in Turkey is one of the major items in negotiations with the EU. In order to achieve even half of the EU Lisbon target, i.e. a female employment rate of 30%, Turkey needs to absorb approximately an additional two million women into the labor force which corresponds to one sixth of the 12.8 million women who define themselves as full-time “housewives” using 2007 figures. This task becomes all the more challenging, considering the high rates of national unemployment. The total unemployment rate is 11.6% of which non-agricultural unemployment (14.2%) accounts for the biggest share and is one of the highest rates amongst OECD countries (with an average U rate of 6.7% in 2005) and EU-15 (with an average U rate of 8.3%. in 2005). Hence Turkey stands to accommodate the twin goals of absorption of as many as two million women into the labor force while decreasing the national unemployment rate at the same time. 
A common diagnosis of policy papers and research in the discipline of economics has been that Turkey’s record low female labor force participation rates is a problem of low levels of female education. The high rate of participation for university graduate women is pointed out in support of this diagnosis, and “increasing female education levels” emerges as the main policy suggestion to improve female employment rates.
 If low level of female education is indeed the source of low level of female labor market participation, the question that arises is the following: in what ways does education act as an obstacle against women becoming paid workers? 
From a demand side perspective, this diagnosis would imply that women with low education lack the necessary qualifications for employment. Hence they can be viewed in some category of “discouraged workers”; knowing that they stand hardly a chance of finding employment, they simply remain out of the labor market and retreat to the position of ‘housewives’. If this is the case, improving female education to improve demand for female employment would be the logically derived primary strategy.

From a supply side perspective, however, gender economists would argue two different interpretations of the interaction between education and labor force participation. First, the opportunity cost of non-participation for women with little education can be said to be too low to validate their participation in comparison to the cost of acquiring paid services for child care, elderly care and household care. Given that the traditional gender division of labor (GDOL) lays the responsibility of such care work on the shoulders of women, assigning women to the role of the housewife, the care taker, and men to the role of the breadwinner; the female participation decision entails a comparison of the opportunity cost of participation (the female wage) to the costs of purchasing care services at market rates (unlike the male participation decision which does not entail such a comparison). Second, the preferences of women with lower education, can be argued to be sloped in favor of non-market time while for university graduate women, the preference sets become sloped in favor of market time. This would necessitate the questioning of why women’s individual subjective preferences go through such a transformation with increasing education? The dualism of women’s status in Turkey, the women of low education, low income groups facing a multitude of restrictions on their freedom of mobility in the public sphere versus the minority women of high education, high income groups who have transgressed these gender boundaries could be one answer.

This paper aims to explore the reasons leading to the low rates of female participation in the labor market in Turkey from such a gendered supply perspective. Using the Household Labor Force Survey (HHLFS) data in the 1988-2006 period, we explore the variations on labor force participation patterns by education and focus on variables such as marital status, presence of children in the household and availability of unpaid childcare as proxies for the gender division of labor. The detailed analysis of HHLFS data entails an evaluation of the variation in the determinants of labor force participation by sex, rural versus urban location, level of education; and through time. 

To the extent that data provides support for such a supply side account whereby the GDOL and gender roles as the main bottleneck in female participation, the policy conclusions will also differ. The policy framework under which the problem of economic disparities between men and women are under discussion in the EU framework is one which puts “work-family life reconciliation” at the center. The term “reconciliation of work and family life,” implies the ability of adults to undertake their responsibilities as productive workers in the labor market while at the same time effectively fulfilling their responsibilities in the family such as care of children, the elderly, the sick, the disabled and household tasks. To the extent that the latter set of tasks have traditionally been relegated to women’s unpaid labor in the household, measures for such reconciliation would be expected to improve primarily women’s economic condition. These measures entail a wide-ranging set of policies such as maternity and paternity leave, subsidized childcare, benefits, working time arrangements, flexible forms of employment and so on (EFILWC 2006).

The paper proceeds as follows: Section 2 sets out a theoretical background for analysis of the gender gap in labor force participation patterns and undertakes a review of the empirical studies on determinants of female participation patterns from different countries as well as from Turkey.  Section 3 provides an analytical overview of HLFS data from 1980s to 2000s and starts exploring the question of the nature of interactions between education and women’s labor force participation in Turkey. Section 4 presents the results of a logit regression analysis conducted with 1988 and 2005 HLFS data for male and female samples as well as for different subgroups of the female sample. Section 5 concludes with a summary of our results and some policy insights.

2. THEORETICAL CONTEXT AND EMPIRICAL STUDIES

2.1. Theoretical Accounts of the Gender Gap in Labor Force Participation 

The mainstream model of labor supply frames labor force participation as a utility-maximizing choice based on the individual’s rational evaluation of the value of market versus non-market time given her subjective preferences and the available non-wage income. The fact that women generally have lower labor market participation than men is explained through their lower value of market time (because they earn lower wages allegedly due to their relatively less investment in human capital), higher preferences tilted in favor of non-market time due their roles as mothers and caregivers; and particularly in the case of married women, the availability of husband’s income as a source of non-labor income. This is further elaborated by Becker (1985) as a joint household utility-maximizing choice where the differential investments in productive versus the reproductive spheres lead to specialization and the differential comparative advantage of men and women respectively further strengthening the sexual division of labor. The space for the gender differentials in investment in the public versus the private sphere is allowed for, on the basis of changing gender wage differentials in favor of women, emerging presumably as a result of increasing female education and human capital.
Feminist economists have been critical of the utility-maximizing choice theoretical framework for ignoring the complex social web of factors that influence women’s choices as different from men’s choices. They argue that to the extent that social gender roles are an inherent part of the functioning of society, women and men will continue to make systematically different choices regarding the relative priority of work, career and education versus family life, marriage and childbearing (Blau, Ferber and Winkler 1998). The traditional gender division of labor, whereby women are relegated to the role of the housewife and the care giver, and men are relegated to the role of the breadwinner, will not only generate the traditional gender roles but also institutionalize them in the productive sphere such that one’s gender will also lead to a specific set of choices being accessible to them. As such women and men will make differential decisions with respect to investment in human capital, choice of occupation, part-time versus full-time employment, formal versus informal sector, in an effort to accommodate responsibilities in the reproductive sphere with those in the market sphere of production. 

Furthermore, feminist economics is critical of the treatment of the choice of specialization in the reproductive versus the productive sphere as a power neutral decision in Becker’s model. On the contrary, the argument goes, the gendered nature of this choice is embedded with the disadvantages for women of specialization in the reproductive sphere in an economy ruled by the market. As such the feminist critiques of the neoclassical model, conclude that the labor force participation decision can not be viewed as a purely individual preference-based utility maximizing choice, but rather as one that is heavily influenced and imposed upon by the prevalent gender roles in society. Furthermore, as Ilkkaracan (2000) argues, in those instances where women are directly prevented from working outside the home due to legal, religious, cultural and social restrictions, the “choice” premise of the neoclassical model is completely violated and it becomes impossible to evaluate the issue in a choice-theoretic framework.

In line with these feminist critiques of the conventional labor supply model, Moghadam (1998) argues that there are five main types of constraints on women’s ability to enter the labor market; namely household inequalities and traditional sexual division of labor, the broad gender ideology operating in the society, the legal system and regulatory framework, social and physical infrastructure and finally economic conditions and policies. The negative effects of child bearing, early marriage and unequal division of labor in the household leads to the decision-maker position of husbands and lowly educated girl children. The widely accepted gender ideology which is taken as given by the society regards women as secondary workers instead of contributors to national development and the same ideology performs government regulations that constrain women’s participation in the economy. Furthermore males are given the opportunity to equip themselves for the market through training facilities and technical schools more than women. 

Consequently, the sexual division of labor is proposed in both alternative models as a fundamental determining factor of women’s labor force participation. The neoclassical model a-la-Becker treats such division of labor as a rational household utility-maximizing decision in harmony; while the feminist model treats it as an enforcement of patriarchal gender roles serving the interests of men through exclusion of women from the labor market. 

Within the confines of the HLFS data used in this paper, we simply assume a choice theoretic framework and explore the factors that lead women to place more value on non-market time than market time. The conventional labor supply model provides any combination three factors as the reason for such subjective valuation, namely low wages facing potential female workers (affecting the slope of the budget constraint), female indifference curves tilted in favor of non-labor time, and women’s relatively higher access to non-labor market income (resulting in the kinked budget constraint). 
The proceeding analysis in Sections 3 and 4 attempts to interpret these three factors from a gender perspective, as emerging from the social construction of gender roles and sexual division of labor in the family and society. The gender roles assigning women to unpaid household production result in female indifference curves tilted in favor of non-market time. Assignment of men to the role of the breadwinner, creates a structure whereby women have access to male partner (non-labor) incomes and hence the kinked budget lines. And such gender division of labor results in women’s intermittent participation in the labor market as well as low their low levels of investment in human capital leading to low female wages (opportunity cost of non-participation). As such the traditional gender division of labor and the interlinked gender roles are pointed out as the main bottleneck in female labor market participation leading to the gender gap in paid employment. 

2.2. Empirical Studies

In line with the above summarized feminist critiques of the conventional labor supply model, most empirical studies of female labor force participation today include a combination of human capital variables as indicators of the value of market time (the opportunity cost of non-participation) such as education and work experience (or age) interacting with a series of gender division of labor variables such as marital status, no and age of children, presence in the household of elderly in need of care, the accessibility and quality of paid or unpaid childcare (elderly care), the education level of the household head (or the husband), woman’s / husbands’ attitudes towards female participation. Woman’s non-labor income or household income other than woman’s income are also used as explanatory variables as predicted by both the conventional and feminist theoretical accounts.
Lázaro, Moltó and Sánchez (1997), interested in the part-time labor force participation probability of women in Spain who do not want to permanently withdraw from the labor force as a result of having children, find that presence and age of small children or old relatives in the household and household income other than woman’s own income have discouraging effects on the probability of participation whereas higher education variable has a positive effect. Bover and Arellano (1995) investigate the factors which caused considerable increases in LFP of women during 1980s in Spain and conclude that the structural factors like the increase in university graduates and the decrease in birth rates account for most of the increase in participation rates. 
Saget (1999) finds differential impact of labor household income versus non-labor household income on female participation. Investigating the determinants of female labor supply in Hungary, the paper especially focuses its attention on the effects of non-labor income in the household and married women’s own wage rate on labor supply decision. The female participation rates in Hungary increased to the ratio of 75% from 1960 to 1987; but then started to decline. Data from the 1992 survey conducted with Hungarian households is used in the paper to supply evidence for the theoretical model chosen. Saget finds that the increase in the wage rates of the women is anticipated to increase their participation, while the labor income of the other household members is found to have no significant effect on LFP of the women; which implies, according to Saget (1999), the independence of women’s labor supply decisions from their husbands’ earnings. Yet non-labor income household income is found to have a positive effect on participation.

Olivetti (2006) constructs a life-cycle model to study the effects of returns to labor market experience on the changes in women’s hours of market work in the US between 1970 and 1990. She finds that the increase in returns to experience has been the source of the dramatic increase in employment of married women with young children in this period. Hotchkiss (2006), on the other hand, studies the factors behind the decline in the LFP of US women for the years 2000-2005. She finds that the weaker pull of education into the labor market as reflected in women’s changing responses to marriage and having children has been the largest contributor to the decline in participation. 

Chuang and Lee (2003) examine gender roles, work interruption and their influence on women’s labor force participation decisions and earnings in Taiwan inspecting the 1987 Taiwan Women and Family Survey. The writers stress that women’s LFP rate increased rapidly between 1965 and 1988 but the rate became stagnant after the mentioned period. They question this fact which occurred despite the increasing education levels of women in the past decade. They construct a multinomial logit equation to investigate the effects of education, work experience prior to the first birth, living in a city or a town area and husbands’ attitudes towards a working wife and reveal that these are all significant determinants of women’s LFP. The attitudes of husbands are measured by a question in the survey which asks the individual’s thought about “working” women. As a consequence of the analysis, the writers demonstrate that the attitude of husbands towards participant women is negative and stronger than the attitudes of women themselves. 

Hazan and Maoz (2002) construct an overlapping generations model to demonstrate the role of tradition in the identification of LFP dynamics of married women. Tradition here corresponds to the past employment experience, whose existence is assumed to be decided by social norms. They end up with the result that the past LFP increases of women have a positive impact on the current and future participation of women. 

There is a substantial amount of literature that has emerged in the past decade regarding the impact of availability and quality of child (and elderly) care on female participation patterns. Chiuri (2000), for instance, investigates the impact of childcare rationing on the female LFP decision in Italy, which has one of the lowest FLFP rates in Europe. She finds that education, age, and high education levels of husbands raise the probability of women’s participation whereas the number of preschool and school age children has a discouraging effect as expected. The writer includes a migration dummy in the regression to reveal the effect of living close to family members and relatives on the availability of unpaid care help and the analysis shows that being away from the extended family has a negative influence on women’s participation decision. Similarly, a number of studies have emphasized the effects of unpaid domestic help available in the household. Kamitewoko, et.al. (2005) included a dummy variable called “the presence of other adult in the household who is not in the paid labor force” but did not restrict the characteristics of this adult by age or sex, and found that it affects female LFP positively. Barrow (1998) included an indicator for the presence of a woman’s mother/father/stepmother/stepfather/grandmother/grandfather in the household around the birth year to reflect greater access to low cost child care. Her equation estimated the probability of a woman’s decision to return to work shortly after the birth of her first child and this variable showed a significant positive effect on deciding to return to work.  
Chevalier and Viitanen (2002) deal with the problem of formal child care availability as a discouraging effect on women’s employment decisions in the United Kingdom. They analyze the relationship through the Granger-causality procedure and find a causal link from child care supply to female participation in Granger sense; but do not find causality in the opposite way. This means that the past values of availability of childcare facilities improves the present value of female LFP. 

Another study by Viitanen (2005) on the UK inspects the effect of formal child care costs on female LFP. She analyzes that the employment decision and child care choice are joint decisions; so she makes use of simultaneous equations to estimate the effect of childcare costs on both decisions. The result is that increases in child care prices lower both employment levels and use of formal childcare. Wetzels (2005), on the other hand, finds no significant effect of costs of childcare on female employment in the Dutch context but rather concludes the female wage rate has stronger influence
Himmelweit and Sigala (2002, 2003) find that the availability of child care for flexible working hours and acceptable quality were the critical constraints on women’s employment in the UK. Wakabayashi and Donato (2005), using US data for 1987-1992, find that care giving for the elderly causes a significant decline in women’s employment, yet to varying extent for different education levels. High school graduates and lower educated experienced a higher decline in their weekly paid labor time than those who were at least college graduates.

Studies on transition countries also point out the significant effects of increasing costs of formal childcare as a source of declining female participation rates. Lokshin (1999) finds that the impact of cost of childcare on mothers’ LFP in Russia which went through a deep transition period after the collapse of the Soviet Union. Women’s LFP rate was very high during the days of the Soviet Union, owing to the availability of government-subsidized childcare facilities. However the Russian government restrained the number of kindergartens and nurseries and as a result of the excess demand for these facilities, the cost of these care programs increased. Data from the Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey for the years 1994, 1995 and 1996 is used to estimate the effects of these dramatic changes on LFP decisions of women. The results show that an increase in the price of care decreases the probability of both choosing formal care arrangements and employment of mothers simultaneously. Furthermore, this analysis reveals that the presence of grandparents and other family members in the household enables women to use informal care instead of formal types. Similarly another transition country, Romania, had higher female LFP levels under the communist regime, but the rate decreased by 12% since 1990 (from 87% in 1990 to 75% in 1997 for women aged 25-49) as a result of the decline in the number of affordable crèches and kindergartens. Data from Romania Childcare and Employment Survey (1999) and the Survey of Childcare Facilities (1999) are put into the analysis which evidences that an increase in the price of unit quality of childcare lowers the probability of female employment (Lokshin and Fong 2006). Lokshin, Glinskaya and Garcia (2004) find similarly negative effects costs of childcare and positive effects of wages on female participation for the case of Kenya. 
The U-Shaped Hypothesis: the relationship between growth, macroeconomic variables and FLFP
An intersection of development economics and labor economics suggest that female labor force participation rates follow a U-shaped pattern along the course of economic development. This U-shaped pattern observed for developed economies, is explained by rural-to-urban migration patterns whereby in initial stages of industrialization rural women are dislocated from the position of unpaid family workers in subsistence agriculture to urban housewives; in the process further industrialization the female labor force is also absorbed into the labor market as job opportunities grow. Goldin (1994), finding evidence for such a U-shaped pattern in her examination of a cross-section of 100 countries taking account of their stages of economic development, points out to the strong income effect and the weak substitution effect due to the change in production patterns both within the family and the nation, initially leading to the decline in female labor force participation. The author claims that higher female education levels, in addition to increasing job opportunities in urban areas, will enable more women enter the labor force and get white-collar jobs.

Partly emerging from the U-shaped hypothesis, a branch of literature has been concerned about the relationship between FLFP and macroeconomic variable such as growth, export orientation, economic recessions and unemployment, structural adjustment processes, and so on. Cagatay and Ozler (1995) look for evidence of the U-shaped hypothesis using World Bank data of 165 countries for the 1985- 1990 period and investigate whether alterations in the paths of economic development have brought on feminization of labor force. While their findings indicate that the female share of the labor force declines as the urban share of population increases, structural adjustment variables are found to have significant and positive influence on female share of the labor force. The authors conclude that countries which are more intensively involved in structural adjustment processes are the ones which have followed export oriented growth policies and have therefore experienced a feminization of the labor force. 

Lim (2002) emphasizes on the other hand, that many of these countries which experienced a “feminization of the labor force” due to export oriented growth policies have also experienced a “feminization of poverty” as women are regarded as a cheap labor source by the employers in those countries. Lee and Cho (2005), compare the cases of S. Korea and Argentina to show that the effects of structural adjustment policies can be more complicated that a straightforward feminization of the labor force. The economic recession and structural adjustment process has lead to the “discouraged worker effect” in the case of S. Korea decreasing female participation relatively more than male participation in the latter half of 1990s, while in Argentina it instigated an “added worker effect”. 

2.3. Empirical Studies on Turkey
The few studies on FLFP in Turkey use the human capital approach in the context of the conventional labor supply model. Using household data which is available from 1987 onwards, most of these studies entail regression analysis where women’s (non) participation is the dependent variable and education, age, marital status, no and age of children, status of household head, household size, rural/urban location of residence, geographical region of residence, household income, household head’s (husband’s) education are used as explanatory variables.
A common conclusion of these studies is the very strong link between female education and female participation. Yet different studies reflect particular aspects of this relationship. Dayioglu and Kasnakoglu (2002), for instance, find that female LFP increases with education and it reaches the highest rate (67.4%) in case of the women who are university graduates. Yet they point out that a much weaker relationship exists between male participation rates and male education levels.   Tunali (1997) finds that higher levels of education correspond to higher possibilities of LFP for women in their early ages while the relationship gets weaker when middle-aged women are concerned. Dayioglu (2000) finds that LFP of women increases with education except for the lower education levels. She also explores how the relative importance of the determining factors have changed over time and finds that all schooling variables (except university education) have less impact on LFP in 1994 than they have in 1987. She finds a similar pattern for the men who are university graduates between 1987 and 1994. She attributes these changes to the effect of the economic crisis in 1994. Ozar and Gunluk-Senesen (1998) find that “women in the lower income group are more willing to work” in the case of married women,.
Another common conclusion of these studies is that being married and having small children significantly reduces the probability of participation for women.  Tunali (1997) finds that the probability of participating is four times higher if the women in the sample had no young children. Eyuboglu, Ozar and Tufan-Tanriover (1998) draw conclusions from qualitative data from a field survey conducted with women of age 15-49 in the four largest cities of Turkey, that married women’s status is derived from the status of their husbands mostly and thus, their LFP can be considered partly as a consequence of their husbands’ social status.
Along similar lines Dayioglu and Kasnakoglu (1997) find that women’s non-wage income and access to other household income have negative effects on their LFP. They relate this finding to the traditional perception of women being only secondary workers to men. A further finding of the study is that household size has a positive effect on LFP of both men and women while the education level of the household head is found to have no significant effect. Tunali (1997) also finds no strong evidence of the relationship between the husband’s education level and the wife’s LFP except when the husband is a university graduate, which exerts a positive effect on the wife’s participation choice.

Ilkkaracan (1998; 2000) using qualitative data from a field survey with rural-to-urban migrant women in Istanbul, provides evidence for the restrictions on the labor force participation decisions of women due to the traditional gender division of labor and imposed gender roles. She reports that the majority of women cite “marriage, childbirth, family responsibilities” as the primary reason for non-participation and as high as a third of the non-participant women surveyed reveal that they had been prevented from working at a job because their “husbands / fathers did not permit.” In the case of previously participant women, marriage or having children brought an end to their employment because of the heavier burden of housekeeping and working at a job at the same time. 

Tansel (2002) investigates the determinants of female LFP rates with pooled data from three years (1980, 1985, and 1990) for 67 provinces. She finds a positive effect of rate of economic growth and level of education on female LFP. Identifying a positive correlation between female LFP and the level of economic development at the provincial level, she suggests that the U-shaped pattern hypothesis is true about female LFP in Turkey. Acknowledging significant regional differences in female LFP rates, Tansel (2002) concludes that the most important factor determining women’s participation is their education level. 

Baslevent and Onaran (2002), on the other hand, using 1988 and 1994 Household Labor Force Survey data, find a significantly positive effect of per capita GDP growth rate on the husbands’ employment status whereas they find no significant impact of it on wives’ participation status. Similarly, Baslevent and Onaran (2004) find that the switch to export-led growth strategies increased the LFP of single or younger women while they find no significant effect of export-orientation on married women’s participation decisions, and emphasize the slower and weaker response of married women to macroeconomic changes.
Increasing the levels of education as the primary solution for increasing FLFP rates  emerges as the primary policy suggestion of these studies despite the diversity of their findings. Tunali (1997) for instance, evidences that more females have been participating in education and the duration of education has been getting longer than the past. Therefore, he predicts that this phenomenon will play an important role in increasing the LFP of urban women in the future. He also adds that the effects of technological change will be in favor of female LFP since the newly invented consumer goods such as automatic washing machines and disposable diapers make life easier in the house. 
Ilkkaracan (1998; 2000) critiques the sole emphasis on increasing education as the primary means of improving female participation in the labor market for providing a short-sighted view of a complex problem. A limited number of studies such as Ozar and Gunluk-Senesen (1998) and Ilkkaracan (2000) emphasize instead the need for an improvement of institutional mechanisms with affordable and high quality child care facilities; and elimination of discriminatory gender roles which orient individual decisions of men and women as well as of families with respect to human capital investments, occupational choice and participation.
3. THE GENDERED PATTERNS IN LABOR FORCE (NON)PARTICIPATION IN THE TURKISH LABOR MARKET

3.1. General Trends


As mentioned in the introduction, a distinguishing characteristic of the Turkish Labor Market is the striking gender gap in labor force participation rates in Turkey. While the male participation rate of 71.5 % for 2006 is close to the EU average, the female participation rate of 24.9 % is far below any regional or international average as mentioned in Section 1. Table 3.1.1 represents further details of the gender-disaggregated characteristics of the Turkish labor market in 2006. 
Table 3.1.1. Gender characteristics of the Turkish labor market (2006)

	 
	Female
	Male

	LFP rate
	24.9%
	71.5%

	Employment rate 
	22.3%
	64.5%

	Unpaid family workers
	39.0%
	6.0%

	Unemployment rate
	10.3%
	9.7%

	Discouraged workers  
	1.5%
	5.6%

	Underemployment rate     
	1.8%
	4.2%


Source: TURKSTAT

What is highly striking is that female labor force participation is not only low currently, but has been experiencing a declining trend since 1950s. Men’s economic activity rate declined from 95,3% to 70,6% through 1955 to 2000. Women’s economic activity rate was as high as 72% in 1955 thanks to the large agricultural sector in those years and declined to 39.6% in 2000 (Figure 3.1.1).
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Figure 3.1.1. Economic activity rates by year

Source: TURKSTAT, Population Censuses

3.2 Urban versus Rural Participation Patterns: Can U-shaped Pattern and Education Accounts Explain Them?

Figure 3.2.1 show the labor force participation rates by gender and urban-rural distinction. While rural female participation rates exhibit a sharp declining trend, urban female rates seem to have stabilized just below 20% without any signs of a upward turn-around as the U-shaped hypothesis would have predicted. A number of studies on the Turkish labor market have attempted to explain this trend through economic transformation in the labor market characterized by migration from rural-to-urban and the accompanying “housewifezation” of women (Moghadam, 1998), but pointing out the puzzling situation in where female rates have not proceeded to the upward turn despite the steady growth and export-orientation since the early 1980s and despite the increasing female education levels (World Bank, 1993).
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Figure 3.2.1. LFP rates by year, Turkey (%)
Source: TURKSTAT; Household Labor Force Surveys. Note: The years before 2000 were reported for October.

As explained in Section 2.3 above, the existing economics research on female labor force participation, which has been using HLFS data and applying regression analysis, finds a very high and statistically significant coefficient of university education variable and hence concludes that promoting higher education is of primary importance for increasing female labor force participation (Dayioglu and Kasnakoglu 1997; Tunali 1997; Dayioglu 2000; Tansel 2002; Ince and Demir 2006). 

However, when we examine the labor force participation patterns disaggregated by education level in Table 3.2.1, we can note a number of striking points. Generally speaking, reading across each row, labor force participation rate does increase as education level increases, which is most apparent in 2005. Yet; for men, even for the lower education categories of primary, secondary and high school, the participation rates are at least as high as 70% for all years. But for women, the real jump in participation occurs moving from high school to university education, and for all the education levels below university female participation is 30% or below. Reading Table 2.2.1 vertically along the columns, it is striking that even the participation rate of university graduate women has decreased by 12,5 percentage points from 1988 to 2005. Participation of university graduate men has also decreased but the shift is less than half of that of women. 
Hence while education levels do provide one dimension of looking at the gender gap in participation rates, the question of why do women with lower than university education have very low participation rates as distinct from men remains (Ilkkaracan 2000).

Table 3.2.1 LFP rates by year and education level, Turkey (%)

	
	MEN
	
	WOMEN

	
	Illiterate
	Lower than high school
	High school and its equivalent
	University
	
	Illiterate
	Lower than high school
	High school and its equivalent
	University

	1988
	70.5
	82.9
	78.0
	89.5
	
	32.3
	32.4
	47.4
	82.5

	1995
	63.3
	79.6
	75.5
	88.0
	
	27.6
	29.4
	36.5
	73.0

	2000
	56.7
	74.9
	70.8
	83.2
	
	25.2
	23.0
	31.8
	70.1

	2005
	43.5
	71.8
	73.8
	84.7
	
	17.5
	21.8
	30.9
	70.0


Source: TURKSTAT, HLFS
Table 3.2.2 and Figure 3.2.2 present gender participation gaps by education levels in percentage points between males and females (Ilkkaracan and Acar 2007). This table is derived from Table 3.2.1, simply getting the male-female participation rate differences. For the 1988-2006 period, the gender gap in labor force participation rates of men and women for the two higher education categories of high school and university is on an increasing trend, educated women lagging increasingly behind men; while for the lowest education category of illiterate the gap is closing to the advantage of women, due to a more dramatic decrease in illiterate men’s labor force participation from 70,5% in 1988 to 43,5% in 2005. For the primary and secondary education level (less than high school), the gap seems to be stable at around 50 percentage points, marking the widest gap of all education categories. The gap for high school graduates is the second highest at 43 percentage points in 2005 as compared to 26 percentage points for the illiterate category.
Table 3.2.2 Gender Participation Gap in Percentage Points (male-female)

(calculated by the authors on the basis of TURSTAT HLFS data)
	 
	Illiterate
	Lower than high school
	High school and equivalent
	University

	1988
	38
	51
	32
	7

	1995
	36
	50
	39
	15

	2000
	32
	52
	39
	13

	2005
	26
	50
	43
	15
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Figure 3.2.2 Gender Participation Gap in Percentage Points (male-female)

3.3 Reasons for Non-participation

These observations alert us for other possible constraints for women and reveals that there must be more to the differences between high male participation rates and low female participation rates than differences in education levels. Table 3.3.1 lists the reasons for non-participation reported by urban women in household labor force surveys.

Table 3.3.1 Reasons of Non-participation by Year and Sex, (%) Urban

	 
	 
	Not looking for a job but ready to work
	Seasonal workers
	Busy with house work
	Student
	Retired
	Not able to work
	Other

	 
	M
	W
	M
	W
	M
	W
	M
	W
	M
	W
	M
	W
	M
	W
	M
	W

	1988
	100
	100
	5.7
	3.5
	0.3
	0.0
	-
	83.0
	35.4
	6.0
	36.8
	2.3
	11.0
	2.9
	10.7
	2.3

	1996
	100
	100
	2.6
	1.0
	0.4
	0.4
	-
	80.5
	37.0
	7.5
	40.2
	2.5
	9.7
	4.9
	10.0
	3.2

	2005
	100
	100
	9.3
	4.5
	0.5
	0.7
	-
	70.2
	31.4
	8.4
	38.9
	3.5
	11.8
	6.7
	8.0
	6.0

	Change between 1988-2005
	3.6
	1.0
	0.2
	0.7
	 
	-12.8
	-4.0
	2.4
	2.1
	1.2
	0.8
	3.8
	-2.7
	3.7


Source: TURKSTAT, HLFS (Changes between 1988-2005 were calculated by the authors)

From these statistics, the main reason for non-participation for urban women seems to be “busy with housework”, whose ratio is over 70% in all the three years. For urban men, it appears to be “student” and “retired” categories which account for at least 30% of the reasons each. This means that they are either preparing for participation as today’s students or are enjoying retirement post participation.

Although “retired” and “student” categories explain most of the non-participation among men, these reasons make up as little as 12% for women in 2005.  Ratio of being a “student” as a reason for non-participation is on an increasing trend from 1988 (6,0%) to 1996 (7,5%) and 2005 (8,4%). Similarly, the “retired” category increased by 1,2% from 1988 to 2005.  Furthermore, “busy with housework” category decreased by 12,8% points from 1988 to 2005. However, most of the decrease is absorbed in two amorphous categories “not able to work” (3,8% points increase) and “other” ( 3,7% points increase). “Not able to work” category is defined as people who are disabled or ill and hence cannot participate. “Other” category includes individual and family-related reasons and other reasons which are not defined in the survey.

Although the official labor force participation rate in 2005 is very low at 24.8%, we face a ratio of 42% as the labor force experience rate of women in 2005 data. This means that 42% of the women had participated in the labor market at some point in their life but their participation has not been sustainable.
 It is also the case for October 1988 data, where labor force experience rate is 53.3% versus a labor force participation rate of 34.3%. As it was first pointed out by Ilkkaracan (1998), these rates draw attention to the reality that close to half of the women participate in the labor force at some point in their life but quit participating for some reason leading to low female participation rates.

These surveys reveal that reasons for non-participation are insistently repetitive through time. Both surveys include questions to non-participant adults asking the reasons why they have never participated and why they have quitted participating if they had participated before. 31.3% of the women in the 1988 survey declare that family and individual reasons account for quitting their last jobs while this ratio is only 3.6% for men. 55% of the women in 2005 data declare that child, elderly, disabled, sick care, housework; marriage and family reasons are the obstacles for discontinuation of participation whereas the ratio is only 1.5% for men. Among those who have never participated in 2005, 79.1% declare that care work, housework and family reasons are the barriers to participate whereas only 5.4% of men announce these reasons. 

When we look into different categories of women, the situation gets more striking. 87.2% of non-participant women who are living with a partner express that housework, care work and family reasons account for their non-participation. Regarding the same reasons, the ratios are 47.2% for non-participant women living without a partner, 41.7% for women who are university graduates, 54.1% for secondary and high school graduates and 80.3% for women who are either primary school graduates or lower educated. 

Table 3.3.2 below displays the answers given to the question why the non-participant adult has not looked for a job in the past 3 months in the 2005 HLFS. What is the most striking is that a majority of women simply cite “housework” rather than care work. An interpretation may be that given the very acutely defined gender roles, the position of “housewife” is such an integral part of the self-definition of many women; that they do no not seem to distinguish “care work” as separate from “housework”. Hence, in response to this question, women simply say “I have not searched for a job because I am a housewife”.

Table 3.3.2 Reasons for not looking for a job

	What is the reason for why you have not looked for a job in the past 3 months? (%)

	
	
	
	Previous participants
	Never-participants
	

	
	
	
	Women
	Men
	Women
	Men
	

	Busy with housework
	
	61,7
	0,0
	75,4
	0,0
	

	Caring for children 
	
	10,4
	0,3
	2,1
	0,2
	

	and/or needy adults at home
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	
	72.1
	0,3
	77,5
	0,2
	


4. LOGIT REGRESSION ANALYSIS

The insights provided by the analysis of the household labor force data from a gendered perspective as presented in Section 3, show that the low levels of female labor force participation in Turkey needs an account that entails more than the simple  education-focused human capital account. “Low levels of education” cannot stand alone to provide a satisfactory explanation of low female participation patterns. Also in light of international comparisons mentioned in Sections 1 and 2, the lack of feminization of the labor force stands as a puzzle to be explained invalidating the U-shaped hypothesis as well. Hence in this section we aim to analyze the household labor force data from 1988 and 2005, in order to provide a more complete picture of the gender gap in participation from a gendered perspective. 
Binary logistic regression is used for analyzing the effects of these factors on labor force participation probabilities of women. Logistic regression is convenient for situations in which we have a binary response variable determined by values of a set of predictor variables. Logistic regression coefficients are used to estimate odds ratios which tell us how much more likely a certain outcome than another outcome is to occur for each of the explanatory variables in the model.

4.1. Data

We use October 1988 and 2005 household labor force surveys executed by TURKSTAT. October 1988 HLFS is the first nationwide survey which was conducted with 22 320 households and implemented by ILO standards. It is eligible for comparisons with recent surveys. 2005 HLFS is used since it was the most recent survey available when we started our study. It was conducted with 126,704 households.

We limit our sample to women of age 15-44 since 80% of participant women in 1988 and 76% in 2005 are lower than 45 years old. Furthermore including women of age 45-65 ends up in bringing together the counteracting effects of age versus care on labor force participation. The age group 15-44 includes women who are usually healthy enough to participate in the labor force and do not need someone else to look after themselves.

51.9% of the adults aged 15-44 surveyed in October 1988 HLFS are women and 48.1% are men. Among 23,926 women aged 15-44, 8 331 are participants, which makes 34.8% of these adult women. 15,595 are non-participants. 83.8% of participant women are employed while 16.2% are unemployed.

In 2005 HLFS data, there are 119,516 women aged 15-44, which makes 52.6% of the 15-44 age population. 32,303 participant women constitute 27.0% of this sample. Among participant women, 28,108 (87.0%) are employed and 4,195 (13.0%) are unemployed.

4.2. Logit Regression

To ease the interpretation, probabilities of participation are estimated by calculating exp(βi) / [1+ exp(βi)] for each explanatory variable. Upper and lower bounds for participation probabilities are constructed by adding and subtracting two standard errors to and from the coefficient estimates. Consequently, the exponentials of the upper and lower bounds and the mean values were taken to calculate the probabilities. Appendix B exhibits the probabilities calculated from the logit regression analysis. 

In our models, the dependent variable LFP takes 0 when the woman is a non-participant and 1 when she is a participant. The estimates of LFP, determined by a combination of the mentioned factors (explanatory variables), take values ranging from 0 to 1. The estimated coefficient of a categorical explanatory variable reflects the effect of a change in that variable from 0 to 1, on LFP. If the coefficient is approximately zero, it means that when the dummy value of that variable for an observation unit moves from 0 to 1, ceteris paribus, the probability of that unit to participate in labor force is about 0.5. When the coefficient is positive (or negative), the probability is higher (lower) than 0.5.

We categorize the explanatory variables as follows: human capital variables, variables on gender division of labor and the interlinked gender roles, household livelihood variables and cultural variables.

Age and education level are the human capital variables. Age is considered as a human capital variable to the extent that it is a proxy for work experience. However for women, it also serves as a life cycle variable with respect to marriage and child bearing. It is expected that women participate less at lower ages because of the duration of their education, participate more after they finish their education, usually withdraw from the labor force upon marriage and/or child bearing, and follow an intermittent pattern from there onwards if at all. Finally, withdrawal occurs in older ages. This situation is the commonly known M-shape characteristic of FLFP leading a life-cycle pattern. 

Education level also plays an important role on participation since expected wage rate and returns from participation increase as education level rises. 

Marital status, presence of children in the household below the age of 12, presence of non-labor force participant and non-student adult woman in the household, whether the woman is the household head or not, and household size are categorized as gender division of labor variables. Living with a partner is expected to be a prohibitive factor for participation of women, while encouraging for men. Presence of children below the age of 12 is expected to act as a hindrance since young children have to be looked after and women are seen as the primary care givers at home. The variable which we named as “the presence of non-labor force participant and non-student adult woman in the household” is firstly introduced to the Turkish literature. This is intended to capture the effects of access to unpaid childcare in the home. Its presence is expected to increase a woman’s participation probability since it is an indicative of domestic help with home care and child care at no cost.

Being a household head is expected to increase the participation probability of a woman since the general conception is that male is the breadwinner and only if a male adult is not present in the household, a woman takes on the role of breadwinning for the family.

Household size may affect female participation either negatively, accounting for the increased burden of household care and maintenance; or positively accounting for the need of sustaining the household livelihood.

Household livelihood variables are monthly household earnings excluding the woman’s own earnings in New Turkish Liras, which can be computed for 2005 data and not for 1988 data; and the number of employed persons in the household excluding the woman herself computed for 1988 data  since October 1988 HLFS does not contain any earnings questions. Monthly household earnings excluding the woman’s should have a negative effect on women’s participation decision since they may feel that there is no need to be in paid employment if monthly household earnings are higher. For the same reasons, likelihood of participation is expected to decrease if the number of employed persons in the household excluding the woman herself increases. Household size can also be classified as a household livelihood variable as mentioned before.

As proxies for cultural factors, as well as production and market demand factors affecting women’s labor force participation, dummies for education level of the household head, region of residence, and whether the location of residence is urban or rural are used. We expect the participation probability to be higher at higher education levels of the household head.  Region of residence may affect positively or negatively depending on the combination of job market opportunities versus cultural characteristics of the region. In urban places we expect the participation probability to be lower compared to rural locations since most of the women assume their full time unpaid reproductive role after migrating from rural places to urban. The structure of the urban production system does not allow the combination of productive and reproductive work as rural agricultural context does. In rural areas, care work is shared in a friendlier environment by neighbors so that women can participate in the labor force or if they are doing farm work, they can take their children with them to the workplace. The problem for urban women is the unavailability of nursing rooms and day care centers in work places. Unfortunately there are no legal or institutional mechanisms to support the compatibility of care work and paid work. 

Table 4.2.1 summarizes the explanatory variables as they are coded in the SPSS tables and expected direction of their effects.

SPSS 13.0 version is used to run the logit regressions. SPSS is suitable for this purpose and commonly used in studies concerning labor force participation to estimate logit or probit equations.

All the variables used are dichotomous, getting the values of 0 or 1; except household earnings excluding woman’s earnings and household size. Since we cannot apply correlation analysis to categorical variables, only the two non-categorical variables; household earnings excluding woman’s own earnings and household size, are examined. Factor analysis was implemented and a condition number from their eigenvalues was calculated. (See Appendix C for the eigenvalues) The condition number is a way of detecting multicollinearity. It is the condition index with the largest value and equals the square root of the largest eigenvalue divided by the smallest eigenvalue. (SPSS command for factor analysis computes eigenvalues) It is accepted that if the condition number is less than 10, we can confidently say that there is no multicollinearity; if it is between 10 and 30, there exists multicollinearity to some extent but it is not too serious; and if it is higher than 30, then multicollinearity is a real problem that we must get rid of. The condition number appeared to be less than 10 for these non-categorical variables, which means that collinearity is not present between them. 

Table 4.2.1. Explanatory variables and expected direction of effects

	LivingWithApartner
	-
	 

	HHhead
	+
	 

	PresenceOfChildrenLowerThanAge12
	-
	 

	PresenceOfNonlfpWOMENexc.Herself
	+
	 

	HHsize
	+/-
	 

	Woman's education level
	
	

	LiterateWithoutdiploma
	+
	

	Primaryschool
	+
	

	Secondaryschool
	+
	

	Highschool
	+
	

	OccupationalHighschool
	+
	

	University
	+
	 

	Woman's age group
	
	

	AGE15_19
	-
	

	AGE20_24
	+/-
	

	AGE25_29
	+/-
	

	AGE30_34
	+
	

	AGE35_39
	+
	 

	Household head's education level
	-
	

	HHheadLiterateWithoutDiploma
	+
	

	HHheadPrimary
	+
	

	HHheadSecondary
	+
	

	HhheadHigh
	+
	

	HhheadOccupHigh
	+
	

	HHheadUniversity
	+
	 

	HHearningsExcludingOneself
	-
	 

	URBAN
	-
	 

	Region of residence
	
	

	Istanbul
	+/-
	

	West Marmara (Tekirdag-Balikesir)
	+/-
	

	Agean (Izmir-Aydin-Manisa)
	+/-
	

	South Marmara (Bursa-Kocaeli)
	+/-
	

	West Anatolia (Ankara-Konya)
	+/-
	

	Mediterranean (Antalya-Adana-Hatay)  
	+/-
	

	Middle Anatolia (Kirikkale-Kayseri)
	+/-
	

	West Black Sea (Zonguldak-Samsun-Kastamonu)
	+/-
	

	East Black Sea (Trabzon)
	+/-
	

	North-east Anatolia (Erzurum-Agri)
	+/-
	

	Middle East Anatolia (Malatya-Van)
	+/-
	 

	Reference categories: 
	
	

	Woman's education level: Illitereate
	
	

	Woman's age group AGE40-44
	
	

	Household head's education level: Illiterate
	
	

	Region of residence: South-East Anatolia (Gaziantep-Sanliurfa-Mardin)

	Dichotomous dependent variable = 1 if woman is participant; = 0 if non-participant.


4.3. Results of the logit regression analysis

9 logistic regressions are computed for the following samples:

1- all men aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS


2- all women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS

3- urban women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS

4- rural women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS

5- urban women who are primary school graduates or lower than primary educated in 2005 HLFS

6- urban women who are secondary and high school graduates in 2005 HLFS

7- urban women who are university or above educated in 2005 HLFS

8- urban women aged 15-44 in 1988 HLFS

9- urban women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS (comparable with the 1988 equation)

Generally the same explanatory variables are used in each regression except the one conducted with 1988 data. We don’t have available information concerning household earnings and region of residence in 1988 HLFS. In order to make it comparable with the 1988 equation, another regression was computed for 2005 urban women containing the same variables as those used in the 1988 equation (i.e earnings and region of residence variables from the original 2005 equation were omitted).
 

4.3.1. All men versus all women in 2005 HLFS

Table 4.3.1.1 represents the comparable results of the logistic regressions for men and women aged 15-44 in 2005 data. In the equation for men, all the explanatory variables are found to be statistically significant. The findings reveal that living with a partner, being a household head, presence of children below the age of 12, and household size increase the likelihood of men’s participation. Looking at the SPSS outputs in Appendix B (Table B.2), living with a partner increases the odds of participation by a factor of 3,186, given the other variables in the model are held constant.
 This means that for men, who live with a partner, relative to men who live without a partner, the relative probability of participation in the labor force relative to non-participation would be expected to increase by a factor of 3,186 given the other variables in the model are held constant. 

Table 4.3.1.1. All men versus all women in 2005 HLFS

	
	 MEN
	WOMEN

	Variable
	Mean (Pr)
	Mean (Pr)

	LivingWithApartner
	0,76
	0,32

	Hhhead
	0,67
	0,54

	PresenceOfChildrenLowerThanAge12
	0,54
	0,42

	PresenceOfNonlfpWO/MENexc.Herself
	0,41
	0,47

	Hhsize
	0,51
	0,52

	LiterateWithoutdiploma
	0,81
	0,53

	Primaryschool
	0,87
	0,53

	Secondaryschool
	0,83
	0,54

	Highschool
	0,80
	0,66

	OccupationalHighschool
	0,90
	0,78

	University
	0,94
	0,96

	AGE15_19
	0,18
	0,22

	AGE20_24
	0,47
	0,41

	AGE25_29
	0,70
	0,49

	AGE30_34
	0,66
	0,52

	AGE35_39
	0,60
	0,54

	HHheadLiterateWithoutDiploma
	0,45
	ns

	HHheadPrimary
	0,42
	0,45

	HHheadSecondary
	0,38
	0,39

	HHheadHigh
	0,27
	0,34

	HHheadOccupHigh
	0,27
	0,34

	HHheadUniversity
	0,22
	0,37

	HHearningsExcludingOneself
	0,50
	0,50

	URBAN
	0,47
	0,27

	Regional dummies (11dummies)
	yes
	yes

	Number of observations: 
	107667
	119516

	Reference categories: AGE40_44, Illiterate, Rural, South-east Anatolia

	ns: not significant at 5% level.
	
	


For the female sample, living with a partner and having children below the age of 12 have a negative effect on women’s participation, compared to living without a partner and not having children below age 12 respectively. The probability of a married woman to participate is about 32%, other things being constant (compared to the probability of 76% for a married man). These results support what has been predicted about gender roles and division of labor in the home. Presence of non-participant adult men in the household has a negative impact on men’s participation which may be an indicator of higher-income families in which adult men do not need to participate. Presence of non-participant adult women, on the other hand, decreases the likelihood of women’s participation that may be either indicative of the increased burden of care in the home or the traditional large family structure with negative attitudes towards women’s LFP.

All education levels compared to being illiterate positively affect both women’s and men’s participation; but probability of participation sharply increases for women only if they are university graduates. Other levels of education do not have an influence that much. For men, the effect on likelihood of participation is always higher compared to women at all education levels except for university graduates. The probabilities calculated at mean values deserve attention. Other variables being constant, the probability of participation of a woman who is a primary or a secondary school graduate is around 52-53% while the probability of a same-level graduate man is higher than 80%. 
Compared to the 40-44 age group, women are more likely to participate at 30-39 ages and less likely to participate below the age of 30. Odds of participation increases mostly at ages 35-39 for women and at 25-29 for men. This finding for women is consistent with the findings of Tunali and Baslevent (2004)
. This effect of ages 35-39 may be because widowed and divorced women are higher in percentage in the 35-39 age group. Indeed checking the data for evidence, we see that 25.6% of the divorced women and 34.4% of the widowed women in the labor force are aged 35-39. Furthermore, 24.5% of the married women who are living separate from their partners are also in the 35-39 age group. 

Contrary to our a priori expectation, we find that the participation probability of both women and men decreases with increasing education of the household head. We had expected a positive effect, because we had formalized this variable as a cultural variable, indicative of gender attitudes. One possible interpretation of the counteracting findings is that household head’s education is an indicator of the income level of the household and hence acts as a household livelihood variable rather than a cultural or attitudinal variable. 

Household earnings excluding one’s own earnings has a very small but significant negative effect for both men and women as expected. The small magnitude of the coefficient is due to the unit of measure in New Turkish Liras. In all equations, earnings variable occurred to have a significant but small effect which showed the effect of 1 New Turkish Lira increase on the probability of participation. 

Living in urban areas has a discouraging effect for women and men compared to living in rural areas as expected.

Regional variables are all statistically significant. Compared to living in Gaziantep-Sanliurfa-Mardin, living in Trabzon makes the largest shift in the odds of participation of women. As far as we know, Trabzon has varying employment opportunities for women since the production of tea and tobacco has spread over the city and especially the rural parts creating farm work and small factory jobs for men and women. For men, living in Tekirdag-Balikesir and Istanbul make the largest positive effect. Living in the other regions compared to living in Gaziantep-Sanliurfa-Mardin still increase men’s participation but the effects are not noticeably different. For women, on the other hand, there is a lot more variation in the regional effects as compared to men (See Appendix B – Table B.1).

4.3.2. Urban versus rural women 


Table 4.3.2.1 represents the coefficient estimates of the explanatory variables in the logistic regression conducted for urban and rural women aged 15-44. 

Urban women’s likelihood of participation is found to increase if they are household heads and if there are non-labor force participant and non-student adult women in their households. Hence, for urban women, the latter variable, which is an indicator of availability of care, has the predicted effect. Living with a partner and having children lower than age 12 in the household decrease their odds of participation significantly. Increasing the household size results in a decrease in the odds of participation which confirms its effect of increasing the burden of housework and care work at home. Presence of non-participant adult women in the household helps this burden to decrease acting as a no cost means of doing these tasks. The probability of participation for a woman who has an extra pair of hands in the home is 63%, compared to a woman who does not, ceteris paribus.

In the case of rural women, living with a partner and presence of children below the age of 12 still cause a discouraging effect on labor force participation of women, but to a lesser extent than that of urban women. Surprisingly, being a household head decreases the likelihood of participation.  This reveals a commonly observed characteristic of rural families in which older male children enter the labor force before adult women in the household if a male household head is not present.

Table 4.3.2.1. Urban women versus rural women in 2005 HLFS

	
	URBAN WOMEN
	RURAL WOMEN

	Variable
	Mean (Pr)
	Mean (Pr)

	LivingWithApartner
	0,29
	0,40

	HHhead
	0,57
	0,47

	PresenceOfChildrenLowerThanAge12
	0,45
	0,40

	PresenceOfNonlfpWOMENexc.Herself
	0,63
	0,31

	HHsize
	0,49
	0,53

	LiterateWithoutdiploma
	0,60
	ns

	Primaryschool
	0,57
	0,53

	Secondaryschool
	0,64
	0,44

	Highschool
	0,73
	ns

	OccupationalHighschool
	0,83
	0,67

	University
	0,96
	0,93

	AGE15_19
	0,20
	0,27

	AGE20_24
	0,40
	0,41

	AGE25_29
	0,51
	0,42

	AGE30_34
	0,55
	0,46

	AGE35_39
	0,58
	ns

	HHheadLiterateWithoutDiploma
	ns
	ns

	HHheadPrimary
	0,43
	0,47

	HHheadSecondary
	0,41
	0,37

	HHheadHigh
	0,35
	0,32

	HHheadOccupHigh
	0,36
	0,33

	HHheadUniversity
	0,38
	0,31

	HHearningsExcludingOneself
	0,5
	0,50

	Regional dummies (11 dummies)
	yes
	yes

	Number of observations: 
	82449
	37067

	Reference categories: AGE40_44, Illiterate, South-east Anatolia

	ns: not significant at 5% level.
	
	


Furthermore, presence of non-participant adult women in the household has a negative effect on the participation probability of rural women, which may be an indicator of higher income rural families with less pressure for labor force participation or alternatively these non-participant adult women may be in need of care and have to be looked after restricting the participation choices of rural women. An increase in the household size acts as an encouraging factor which may be attributed to the need for maintaining or increasing livelihood capabilities of poorer families. 

The most noticeable thing about education levels is that, again, as expected, being a university graduate makes the biggest difference on urban and rural women’s participation. Other education levels all increase the odds of participation of urban women compared to the ones in the illiterate category. However, for rural women, being literate without a diploma and being a high school graduate do not have significant effects. The probability of participation is around 50% when the status of a rural woman changes from not having a diploma to being  a high school graduate. As distinct from urban women, being a secondary school graduate has a negative significant effect on participation of rural women. Secondary school graduates have sufficient income and act as home makers, which is an indicator of household status.

Being in the age group 15-24 decreases participation probability of urban women attributable to the increase in the duration of education and increase in the number of girls who go to university. From 25-29 onwards, increasing age increases likelihood of participation. The largest impact is of being 35-39 relative to being in the age group 40-44.

The situation is different for rural women in terms of age. Likelihood of participation is influenced negatively but at a decreasing trend starting from age 15 to age 39. This is probably indicative of the rural agricultural work that requires physical strength.

Household head’s education levels compared to being illiterate decrease the odds of participation both for rural and urban women except being literate without a diploma, which has no significant effect.

Increase in the monthly household earnings excluding the woman’s own earnings has a positive impact on urban women’s participation but a negative impact on rural women’s participation. The positive impact may be indicative of poorer urban families which are trapped by higher needs and have to generate higher earnings. Among 12 regions of residence, living in Trabzon has the biggest positive effect on participation of both urban and rural women, compared to living in Gaziantep-Sanliurfa-Mardin. (See Appendix B –Table B.3 and B.4)

4.3.3. Urban Women According to Their Education Levels

Urban women are examined here in three groups according to their education levels: (1) primary school graduates and lower educated (illiterate and literate without a diploma) women, (2) secondary ad high school graduates, (3) university graduates.

It can be seen from Table 5.3.3.1 that the sexual division of labor variables show different impacts on the participation of these 3 education groups. Only the effect of living with a partner is constant in terms of its negative sign for all education groups and particularly discouraging for women with primary and lower education. Even the probability of a university-graduate woman’s participation is as low as 32% when the woman’s status changes from single to married. 

Table 4.3.3.1. Urban women in 2005 HLFS according to their education levels

	URBAN Women
	Prmry&lower
	Sec&High
	Uni&higher

	Variable
	Mean (Pr)
	Mean (Pr)
	Mean (Pr)

	LivingWithApartner
	0,23
	0,31
	0,32

	HHhead
	ns
	0,56
	0,67

	PresenceOfChildrenLowerThanAge12
	0,41
	0,47
	ns

	PresenceOfNonlfpWOMENexc.Herself
	0,43
	0,78
	0,67

	HHsize
	0,51
	0,46
	0,45

	AGE15_19
	0,40
	0,13
	0,20

	AGE20_24
	ns
	ns
	0,27

	AGE25_29
	ns
	0,53
	0,42

	AGE30_34
	0,54
	0,56
	ns

	AGE35_39
	0,56
	0,59
	0,57

	HHheadLiterateWithoutDiploma
	ns
	ns
	ns

	HHheadPrimary
	0,46
	0,44
	ns

	HHheadSecondary
	0,44
	0,42
	ns

	HHheadHigh
	0,35
	0,39
	ns

	HHheadOccupHigh
	0,35
	0,42
	ns

	HHheadUniversity
	0,27
	0,37
	0,64

	HHearningsExcludingOneself
	0,50
	0,50
	0,50

	Regional dummies (11 dummies)
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Number of observations: 
	45000
	30999
	6450

	Reference categories: AGE40_44, Illiterate, South-east Anatolia
	

	ns: not significant at 5% level.
	
	
	


Being a household head does not have any statistically significant effect on primary school graduates (in other words, when a primary school graduate becomes a household head, the probability of participation is around 50%, compared to not being a household head, ceteris paribus); but has a significant positive effect on the other groups.

Presence of children lower than age 12 decreases the odds of participation for primary, secondary and high school graduates; but it is no more a statistically significant determinant of participation for university graduates. This can probably interpreted in two ways: The higher wage income of university graduates enables paying for care services. Also university graduates’ career track situation increases not only their ability to pay for, but also willingness to arrange for alternative care options.

Presence of non-participant adult women in the household negatively influences the participation decision of primary school graduates but increases the willingness of participation of secondary school, high school and university graduates. High school and university graduates usually have higher monthly earnings than other groups; but the unavailability of crèches and day care centers for 0-3 year old children and lack of affordable public, private or workplace based care centers usually prevent these women from participating in the labor force. Furthermore, there is a common belief in the society that little children cannot be looked after well in care centers; so the mother should be the primary carer especially for 0-3 year old children. This belief also discourages higher educated women to participate if they have little children. The analysis shows that they become participants if they have non-participant and non-student adult women in the household who can look after their children and also help with the housework.

The negative effect of this care variable on the willingness of participation of primary school graduates may be an indicative of large and conservative family types mostly seen in the case of lowly educated families in Turkey, as was the case for rural women. Large families put a higher burden of housework and care work on women decreasing the possibility of participating in the labor force. But the household size variable has a positive impact for this lowly educated group meaning that livelihood concerns are also so dominant that lowly educated women become more willing to participate in the labor force if the household size increases. An increase in the household size has a negative impact on the secondary school, high school and university graduates. This may again be an indicative of the increasing burden of home care.

Being in the age group of 15-19 decreases the likelihood of participation for primary school graduates. Secondary school, high school and university graduates are less likely to participate in the age group of 15-24 since they are usually continuing their education. Being at 30-34 increases the odds of participation significantly for all the education groups except the university graduates. Women whose education levels are lower than university usually get married and have children early and they usually have brought up their children by the age of 30. That is why they can enter or re-enter the labor force at the beginning of their 30s. For all the education groups, being in the age group of 35-39 consistently makes the highest positive impact on the likelihood of participation. These ages correspond to the period that married women have probably brought up their first children; so children do not require their mothers at home and mothers can participate in paid employment. 

Compared to being illiterate, household head’s education level, except the case of literacy without a diploma, always has a negative impact on the participation of primary, secondary and high school graduate women. In the case of university graduate women, the effect is statistically insignificant whatever the education level of the household head is; except the case that the head is a university graduate. If the head is a university graduate, this is found to increase the likelihood of participation of university graduate women, which justifies our expectation about the cultural effect of household head’s education.

Monthly household earnings have very small but significant effect on women’s participation which is negative for primary school graduates and positive for others.

Among 12 regions, living in Trabzon is the common factor making the biggest increase in the odds of participation of primary, secondary and high school graduates, noting that there is much higher regional variation for primary and secondary school graduates than for university graduates. All other regions compared to Gaziantep-Sanliurfa-Mardin region increase the likelihood of participation of women who are not university graduates. Living in Antalya-Adana-Hatay region has the largest positive impact on university graduates’ participation, compared to living in Gaziantep-Sanliurfa-Mardin region. What is interesting is that living in Istanbul has a discouraging effect on university graduates’ participation while it increases the participation probability of lower educated groups. High unemployment rate among university graduates in Istanbul may be an explanation of the discouraging effect. Living in the more industrialized regions like Bursa-Kocaeli, Kirikkale-Kayseri, Malatya-Van and Trabzon also have encouraging effects for university graduates.

4.3.4. Comparison of results for urban women in 1988 versus 2005

Table 5.3.4.1 displays the results of the logistic regressions computed with the same explanatory variables for 1988 and 2005 enabling a comparison of these two years in terms of the significant determinants of female labor force participation.

Table 4.3.4.1. Urban women in 1988 versus 2005 HLFS

	URBAN WOMEN AGED 15-44
	1988
	2005

	Variables
	Mean(Pr)
	Mean(Pr)

	AGE15_19
	0,34
	0,19

	AGE20_24
	ns
	0,37

	AGE25_29
	0,56
	ns

	AGE30_34
	0,63
	0,55

	AGE35_39
	0,59
	0,58

	LiterateWithoutDiploma
	0,56
	0,60

	Primary
	0,62
	0,62

	Secondary
	0,62
	0,69

	High
	0,86
	0,77

	OccupationalHigh
	0,92
	0,86

	University
	0,98
	0,97

	LivingWithApartner
	0,17
	0,28

	HHheadLiterateWithoutDiploma
	0,45
	ns

	HHheadPrimary
	0,35
	0,46

	HHheadSecondary
	0,38
	0,42

	HHheadHigh
	0,39
	0,35

	HHheadOccupHigh
	0,38
	0,38

	HHheadUniversity
	ns
	0,38

	WomanHHhead
	0,57
	0,60

	PresenceOfChildrenLowerThanAge12
	0,47
	0,48

	HHsize
	ns
	0,45

	EmployedSumExcludingOneself
	0,57
	0,60

	PresenceOfNonlfpWOMENexcludingHerself
	0,40
	0,64

	Number of observations: 
	15376
	82449

	Reference categories: AGE40_44, Illiterate
	
	

	ns: not significant at 5% level.
	
	


Since there is not available data on monthly earnings in October 1988 HLFS, we use “the number of employed persons in the household excluding the woman herself” as an indicative of monthly household earnings excluding the woman’s earnings. This variable occurs to have positive effect on participation of urban women in both years indicating that household livelihood concerns are dominant in the choice of paid employment in both years. 

Living with a partner decreases the likelihood of participation in both years, although its effect has become smaller in 2005.  

Being a household head is an encouraging factor in both years but the coefficient is higher in 2005.

Presence of children has a negative effect in both years, but it becomes less restraining in 2005 relative to 1988.

Presence of non-participant adult women in the household has a negative effect in 1988 and a positive effect in 2005. The negative effect in 1988 may be an indicative of large and conservative family type common in those years which restrains women’s employment capability. In 2005, this variable turns to have an encouraging influence due to the lack of affordable care facilities outside the home. 

Hence we observe relatively positive improvements in terms of sexual division of labor variables for women’s probability of participation from 1988 to 2005. 

Increasing household size has no significant effect in 1988, but has a negative effect in 2005 referring to the increasing effect of this variable as a “care” variable discouraging women’s participation.

Compared to being 40-44 year old, being at the ages 30-34 makes the highest positive impact on participation in 1988 while it is the 35-39 period which peaks the likelihood of labor force participation in 2005.  Being at 15-19 decreases the likelihood of participation in both years. Thus, it can be said that age profile of LFP is shifting from 1988 to 2005. There is high possibility of non-participation up till 20s in 2005 due to the increased education years.

Likelihood of participation is increasing with increasing education levels compared to being illiterate; but it jumps noticeably at university level in both years. But this effect has dampened substantially from 1988 to 2005, whereas probability of participation has increased for lower education groups from 1988 to 2005. 

There is also no data on regions of residence in 1988; so household head’s education level is intended to capture the cultural effects alone. Education level of the household head generally influences negatively except university level being insignificant in 1988 and literacy without diploma being insignificant in 2005.

To sum up, living with a partner, presence of children below the age of 12, being a household head, education level of women, and education level of household head are very determining and restraining, as sexual division of labor variables, both in 1988 and 2005 although there has been some progress since 1988.
5. CONCLUSION

This study has intended to identify the factors behind low labor force participation rates of women in the labor market Turkey and to look behind the commonly resonating account of low education being the source of low female participation. An evaluation of the October 1988 and 2005 HLFS results from a gendered perspective point to the gender division of labor in the household and gender roles, acting as substantial constraints in female labor supply.
The opposite effects of being married and having children on female versus male labor force participation, strongly negative for the former and positive for the latter, points to the traditional roles assigned to women as the “homemaker” and men as the “breadwinner.” This was also are reflected in the answers of respondent men and women in the HLFSs to the question of “why do you not participate in the labor force?” Women seem to have internalized their roles as “housewives” and “primary carers of children and needy adults at home” such that an overwhelming majority of women cite these as the main reasons for non-participation, while only a very small negligible percentage of men do not participate in the labor market due to these reasons. 

The regression results confirm the negative effect of being married (or living with a partner) on labor force participation for all groups of women mentioned in this study and for both years, although less restraining in 2005 than in 1988. This negative impact is especially apparent in the case of urban women. Besides, having children below age 12 in the household leads to a decline in the likelihood of women’s participation for all groups of women examined, except university graduate women. 
Presence of other non-participant and non-student adult women in the household was used as a proxy for woman’s access to unpaid home- and childcare. This variable was found to be positively influential in particular for urban women as expected, and even for university graduate women, although they are expected to afford formal care facilities or paid helpers for care work relatively more easily than lower education groups.

Being a household head, was found to be slightly more influential in 2005 than 1988, plays an encouraging role on urban women’s participation. Similarly, household livelihood was identified to act as a pushing factor for labor force participation of women in the lower income strata. Urban women who are primary school graduates and rural women are more likely to participate as their household size increases. For the upper income strata, increasing household size acts as a discouraging effect on participation since probably the burden of household care increases, while the economic concerns do not play as strong. Urban women in 1988 and 2005 and secondary school, high school and university graduates in urban areas in 2005 are less likely to participate as household size increases.

Structural and cultural factors are found to be influential both in 1988 and 2005. Region of residence and living in urban or rural areas have significant varying effects on women’s participation, reflecting the different structure of economic environment, job market opportunities, cultural characteristics, and perhaps the availability of services that support the compatibility of paid work and care work. More industrialized regions encourage women more to participate. On the other hand, lack of low cost and high quality care services becomes a major problem in urban areas. In rural parts of Turkey, this is not a serious problem since the nature of the jobs such as farm work let women do care work and paid work simultaneously; or large families and neighbors help to care children. 

Human capital characteristics like age and education keep being important on women’s participation. But what is important to note here is that the logistic regression results show the effect of the explanatory variables which are categorical relative to the reference category of each variable. So it is not surprising to find increasing education levels compared to being “illiterate” increasingly and positively influence the likelihood of participation of women. What is noteworthy from the HLFSs is that there are huge gaps between the participation levels of men and women with the same education levels. So the main question that arises is how to explain the wide gender gap in labor force participation rates for all education groups except university? And also how to explain the increasing gap at the university level from 1988 to 2005?  Our interpretation has been that university education causes a particularly significant jump in female participation not simply because it increases the opportunity cost of non-participation but also because it allows for affordability of paid care, and lifts the restrictions on women’s freedom of mobility. 

As such the policy conclusions are likely to be different. If the real jump in female participation comes with university education, then could the solution be providing the 12.8  million women who define themselves as housewives with a university diploma? First of all would that be a feasible strategy? Secondly, even if it were feasible, will university education abolish all the obstacles to female participation? Given the declining trend in university graduate women’s participation rates from 1998 to 2005 as we have shown in Section 3; and given the substantial gender gap even at this level of education as well as the female unemployment rate for high education groups, casts reasonable doubts on “university education” as the solution.  Without taking structural precautions and without enhancing the employment generation capacity of the economy, educated millions cannot be offered any place in paid employment. Pointing low female education levels and targeting only higher education tools for women’s participation blames women for their low levels of participation while undermining the gendered nature of structural and social constraints on their labor force participation.

Any realistic solution geared towards eradicating the gender gap in labor force participation needs to entail a more equitable distribution of the burden of care not only between men and women, but also between the family, employer and the State. Emerging from such a gendered supply perspective, the last two decades have witnessed the flourishing of a substantial amount of literature on female economic activity as it relates to the so-called “economics of care” and household production. A common policy conclusion resulting from this literature and currently under intense discussion in the EU context, is employment measures towards “reconciliation of work and family life”  (EFILWC 2006). The term “reconciliation of work and family life,” implies the ability of adults to undertake their responsibilities as productive workers in the labor market while simultaneously living up to their responsibilities in the family such as care of children, the elderly, the sick, the disabled and household tasks. To the extent that the latter set of tasks have traditionally been relegated to women’s unpaid labor in the household, measures for such reconciliation would be expected to improve primarily women’s economic condition. These measures entail a wide-ranging set of policies such as maternity and paternity leave, subsidized childcare facilities, benefits, working time arrangements, flexible forms of employment and so on.
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APPENDICES

A. SUMMARIZED CHARACTERISTICS OF WOMEN
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Figure A.1. Age Groups of Labor Force Participant Women in 1988 HLFS
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Figure A.2. Age Groups of Labor Force Participant Women in 2005 HLFS


Table A.1. Education levels of women aged 15-44 in 1988 HLFS
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Table A.2. Education levels of women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS
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Table A.3. Marital status of women aged 15-44 in 1988 HLFS
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Table A.4. Marital status of women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS
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Table A.5. Presence of children below age 12 in the households of women aged 15-44 in 1988 HLFS
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Table A.6. Presence of children below age 12 in the households of women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS

[image: image11.wmf]30065

34,5%

15510

48,0%

57148

65,5%

16793

52,0%

Children below age 12

NOT present in her hh

Children below age 12

present in her hh

Count

Col %

Non-participants

Count

Col %

Participants


Table A.7. Household head status of women aged 15-44 in 1988 HLFS
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Table A.8. Household head status of women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS
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Table A.9. Household size according to education levels of women aged 15-44 in 1988HLFS[image: image14.wmf],1%
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Table A.10. Household size according to education levels of women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS
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Table A.11. Education level of the household heads of women aged 15-44 in 1988 HLFS
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Table A.12. Education level of the household heads of women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS
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Table A.13. Urban versus rural region of residence of women aged 15-44 in 1988 HLFS
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Table A.14. Urban versus rural region of residence of women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS
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B. LOGISTIC REGRESSION OUTPUTS

Table B.1. All women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS
[image: image20.emf]Exp Exp Lower Mean Upper

B S.E. Sig. Exp(B) B-2SE B+2SE (B-2SE) (B+2SE) Pr(X) Pr(X) Pr(X)

LivingWithApartner -0,769 0,023 0,000 0,464 -0,815 -0,723 0,443 0,485 0,31 0,32 0,33

WomanHHhead 0,165 0,035 0,000 1,179 0,095 0,235 1,100 1,265 0,52 0,54 0,56

Pre.OfChildLowerThanAge12 -0,328 0,019 0,000 0,720 -0,366 -0,290 0,694 0,748 0,41 0,42 0,43

Pre.OfNonlfpWOMENexc.Herself -0,109 0,019 0,000 0,897 -0,147 -0,071 0,863 0,931 0,46 0,47 0,48

EDUCATION      

LiterateW.OUTdiploma 0,110 0,041 0,007 1,117 0,028 0,192 1,028 1,212 0,51 0,53 0,55

Primary 0,132 0,029 0,000 1,141 0,074 0,190 1,077 1,209 0,52 0,53 0,55

Secondary 0,144 0,037 0,000 1,155 0,070 0,218 1,073 1,244 0,52 0,54 0,55

High 0,666 0,037 0,000 1,945 0,592 0,740 1,808 2,096 0,64 0,66 0,68

OccupationalHigh 1,274 0,041 0,000 3,576 1,192 1,356 3,294 3,881 0,77 0,78 0,80

University 3,071 0,047 0,000 21,565 2,977 3,165 19,629 23,689 0,95 0,96 0,96

AGE      

AGE15_19 -1,259 0,034 0,000 0,284 -1,327 -1,191 0,265 0,304 0,21 0,22 0,23

AGE20_24 -0,367 0,028 0,000 0,693 -0,423 -0,311 0,655 0,733 0,40 0,41 0,42

AGE25_29 -0,058 0,027 0,032 0,944 -0,112 -0,004 0,894 0,996 0,47 0,49 0,50

AGE30_34 0,072 0,027 0,008 1,074 0,018 0,126 1,018 1,134 0,50 0,52 0,53

AGE35_39 0,155 0,026 0,000 1,168 0,103 0,207 1,108 1,230 0,53 0,54 0,55

HHheadsEducation      

HHheadLit.W.OUTdiploma -0,034 0,039 0,381 0,966 -0,112 0,044 0,894 1,045 0,47 0,49 0,51

HHheadPrimary -0,195 0,029 0,000 0,823 -0,253 -0,137 0,776 0,872 0,44 0,45 0,47

HHheadSecondary -0,435 0,037 0,000 0,648 -0,509 -0,361 0,601 0,697 0,38 0,39 0,41

HHheadHigh -0,671 0,040 0,000 0,511 -0,751 -0,591 0,472 0,554 0,32 0,34 0,36

HHheadOccupationalHigh -0,652 0,042 0,000 0,521 -0,736 -0,568 0,479 0,567 0,32 0,34 0,36

HHheadUniversity -0,546 0,044 0,000 0,579 -0,634 -0,458 0,530 0,633 0,35 0,37 0,39

HHearningsExcludingwoman 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 1,000 0,50 0,50 0,50

REGIONofRESIDENCE      

Istanbul 1,190 0,039 0,000 3,286 1,112 1,268 3,040 3,554 0,75 0,77 0,78

Tekirdag-Balikesir 1,809 0,046 0,000 6,101 1,717 1,901 5,568 6,693 0,85 0,86 0,87

Izmir-Aydin-Manisa 1,480 0,038 0,000 4,392 1,404 1,556 4,071 4,740 0,80 0,81 0,83

Bursa-Kocaeli 1,535 0,040 0,000 4,640 1,455 1,615 4,284 5,028 0,81 0,82 0,83

Ankara-Konya 1,053 0,043 0,000 2,867 0,967 1,139 2,630 3,124 0,72 0,74 0,76

Antalya-Adana-Hatay 1,338 0,039 0,000 3,811 1,260 1,416 3,525 4,121 0,78 0,79 0,80

Kirikkale-Kayseri 1,007 0,046 0,000 2,737 0,915 1,099 2,497 3,001 0,71 0,73 0,75

Zonguldak-Kastamonu-Samsun 1,578 0,039 0,000 4,845 1,500 1,656 4,482 5,238 0,82 0,83 0,84

Trabzon 2,278 0,047 0,000 9,754 2,184 2,372 8,882 10,719 0,90 0,91 0,91

Erzurum-Agri 1,178 0,045 0,000 3,248 1,088 1,268 2,968 3,554 0,75 0,76 0,78

Malatya-Van 0,573 0,044 0,000 1,773 0,485 0,661 1,624 1,937 0,62 0,64 0,66

URBAN -1,010 0,016 0,000 0,364 -1,042 -0,978 0,353 0,376 0,26 0,27 0,27

HHsize 0,071 0,004 0,000 1,074 0,063 0,079 1,065 1,082 0,52 0,52 0,52

Constant -1,097 0,055 0,000 0,334 -1,207 -0,987 0,299 0,373 0,23 0,25 0,27

   Chi-square: 23969,302 (signif: 0,000)         Nagelkerke R-square: 0,264           Percentage correct: 77,4%

Table B.2. All men aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS
[image: image21.emf]Exp Exp Lower Mean Upper

B S.E. Sig. Exp(B) B-2SE B+2SE (B-2SE) (B+2SE) Pr(X) Pr(X) Pr(X)

LivingWithApartner(1) 1,159 0,041 0,000 3,186 1,077 1,241 2,936 3,459 0,75 0,76 0,78

Pre.OfChildLowerThanAge12 0,151 0,025 0,000 1,163 0,101 0,201 1,106 1,223 0,53 0,54 0,55

HHsize 0,026 0,006 0,000 1,027 0,014 0,038 1,014 1,039 0,50 0,51 0,51

EDUCATION      

LiterateW.OUTdiploma 1,450 0,073 0,000 4,263 1,304 1,596 3,684 4,933 0,79 0,81 0,83

Primary 1,896 0,064 0,000 6,660 1,768 2,024 5,859 7,569 0,85 0,87 0,88

Secondary 1,577 0,065 0,000 4,842 1,447 1,707 4,250 5,512 0,81 0,83 0,85

High 1,359 0,066 0,000 3,891 1,227 1,491 3,411 4,442 0,77 0,80 0,82

OccupationalHigh 2,252 0,070 0,000 9,509 2,112 2,392 8,265 10,935 0,89 0,90 0,92

University 2,770 0,080 0,000 15,952 2,610 2,930 13,599 18,728 0,93 0,94 0,95

AGE      

AGE15_19 -1,538 0,053 0,000 0,215 -1,644 -1,432 0,193 0,239 0,16 0,18 0,19

AGE20_24 -0,105 0,051 0,039 0,900 -0,207 -0,003 0,813 0,997 0,45 0,47 0,50

AGE25_29 0,869 0,052 0,000 2,384 0,765 0,973 2,149 2,646 0,68 0,70 0,73

AGE30_34 0,666 0,052 0,000 1,947 0,562 0,770 1,754 2,160 0,64 0,66 0,68

AGE35_39 0,398 0,051 0,000 1,489 0,296 0,500 1,344 1,649 0,57 0,60 0,62

HHheadsEducation      

HHheadLit.W.OUTdiploma -0,211 0,048 0,000 0,810 -0,307 -0,115 0,736 0,891 0,42 0,45 0,47

HHheadPrimary -0,309 0,036 0,000 0,734 -0,381 -0,237 0,683 0,789 0,41 0,42 0,44

HHheadSecondary -0,480 0,047 0,000 0,619 -0,574 -0,386 0,563 0,680 0,36 0,38 0,40

HHheadHigh -0,971 0,049 0,000 0,379 -1,069 -0,873 0,343 0,418 0,26 0,27 0,29

HHheadOccupationalHigh -0,988 0,057 0,000 0,372 -1,102 -0,874 0,332 0,417 0,25 0,27 0,29

HHheadUniversity -1,280 0,059 0,000 0,278 -1,398 -1,162 0,247 0,313 0,20 0,22 0,24

REGIONofRESIDENCE      

Istanbul 1,019 0,041 0,000 2,770 0,937 1,101 2,552 3,007 0,72 0,73 0,75

Tekirdag-Balikesir 1,035 0,059 0,000 2,814 0,917 1,153 2,502 3,168 0,71 0,74 0,76

Izmir-Aydin-Manisa 0,830 0,040 0,000 2,293 0,750 0,910 2,117 2,484 0,68 0,70 0,71

Bursa-Kocaeli 0,755 0,042 0,000 2,127 0,671 0,839 1,956 2,314 0,66 0,68 0,70

Ankara-Konya 0,788 0,045 0,000 2,199 0,698 0,878 2,010 2,406 0,67 0,69 0,71

Antalya-Adana-Hatay 0,745 0,041 0,000 2,107 0,663 0,827 1,941 2,286 0,66 0,68 0,70

Kirikkale-Kayseri 0,603 0,051 0,000 1,828 0,501 0,705 1,650 2,024 0,62 0,65 0,67

Zonguldak-Kastamonu-Samsun 0,673 0,044 0,000 1,960 0,585 0,761 1,795 2,140 0,64 0,66 0,68

Trabzon 0,648 0,059 0,000 1,911 0,530 0,766 1,699 2,151 0,63 0,66 0,68

Erzurum-Agri 0,210 0,050 0,000 1,233 0,110 0,310 1,116 1,363 0,53 0,55 0,58

Malatya-Van 0,342 0,046 0,000 1,408 0,250 0,434 1,284 1,543 0,56 0,58 0,61

ManHHhead(1) 0,688 0,045 0,000 1,989 0,598 0,778 1,818 2,177 0,65 0,67 0,69

Pre.OfNonlfpMENexc.Himself -0,372 0,024 0,000 0,689 -0,420 -0,324 0,657 0,723 0,40 0,41 0,42

URBAN -0,113 0,022 0,000 0,894 -0,157 -0,069 0,855 0,933 0,46 0,47 0,48

HHearningsExcludingTheManHimself 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 1,000 0,50 0,50 0,50

Constant -0,967 0,087 0,000 0,380 -1,141 -0,793 0,319 0,452 0,24 0,28 0,31

Chi-square: 40879,921 (signif: 0,000)         Nagelkerke R-square: 0,489           Percentage correct: 86,1%


Table B.3. Urban women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS

[image: image22.emf]Exp Exp Lower Mean Upper

B S.E. Sig. Exp(B) B-2SE B+2SE (B-2SE) (B+2SE) Pr(X) Pr(X) Pr(X)

LivingWithApartner(1) -0,883 0,031 0,000 0,414 -0,945 -0,821 0,389 0,440 0,28 0,29 0,31

WomanHHhead(1) 0,301 0,045 0,000 1,351 0,211 0,391 1,235 1,478 0,55 0,57 0,60

Pre.OfChildLowerThanAge12 -0,195 0,025 0,000 0,823 -0,245 -0,145 0,783 0,865 0,44 0,45 0,46

Pre.OfNonlfpWOMENexc.Herself 0,513 0,026 0,000 1,670 0,461 0,565 1,586 1,759 0,61 0,63 0,64

HHsize -0,049 0,007 0,000 0,952 -0,063 -0,035 0,939 0,966 0,48 0,49 0,49

EDUCATION      

LiterateW.OUTdiploma 0,388 0,067 0,000 1,473 0,254 0,522 1,289 1,685 0,56 0,60 0,63

Primary 0,283 0,049 0,000 1,328 0,185 0,381 1,203 1,464 0,55 0,57 0,59

Secondary 0,556 0,056 0,000 1,744 0,444 0,668 1,559 1,950 0,61 0,64 0,66

High 1,000 0,055 0,000 2,719 0,890 1,110 2,435 3,034 0,71 0,73 0,75

OccupationalHigh 1,572 0,057 0,000 4,816 1,458 1,686 4,297 5,398 0,81 0,83 0,84

University 3,195 0,062 0,000 24,415 3,071 3,319 21,563 27,633 0,96 0,96 0,97

AGE      

AGE15_19 -1,359 0,045 0,000 0,257 -1,449 -1,269 0,235 0,281 0,19 0,20 0,22

AGE20_24 -0,398 0,038 0,000 0,672 -0,474 -0,322 0,623 0,725 0,38 0,40 0,42

AGE25_29 0,044 0,036 0,220 1,045 -0,028 0,116 0,972 1,123 0,49 0,51 0,53

AGE30_34 0,216 0,036 0,000 1,241 0,144 0,288 1,155 1,334 0,54 0,55 0,57

AGE35_39 0,304 0,035 0,000 1,355 0,234 0,374 1,264 1,454 0,56 0,58 0,59

HHheadsEducation      

HHheadLit.W.OUTdiploma 0,010 0,060 0,863 1,010 -0,110 0,130 0,896 1,139 0,47 0,50 0,53

HHheadPrimary -0,273 0,044 0,000 0,761 -0,361 -0,185 0,697 0,831 0,41 0,43 0,45

HHheadSecondary -0,368 0,052 0,000 0,692 -0,472 -0,264 0,624 0,768 0,38 0,41 0,43

HHheadHigh -0,633 0,054 0,000 0,531 -0,741 -0,525 0,477 0,592 0,32 0,35 0,37

HHheadOccupationalHigh -0,593 0,056 0,000 0,553 -0,705 -0,481 0,494 0,618 0,33 0,36 0,38

HHheadUniversity -0,502 0,056 0,000 0,605 -0,614 -0,390 0,541 0,677 0,35 0,38 0,40

HHearningsExcludingwoman 0,000 0,000 0,040 1,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 1,000 0,50 0,50 0,50

REGIONofRESIDENCE      

Istanbul 1,261 0,052 0,000 3,530 1,157 1,365 3,180 3,916 0,76 0,78 0,80

Tekirdag-Balikesir 1,698 0,064 0,000 5,464 1,570 1,826 4,807 6,209 0,83 0,85 0,86

Izmir-Aydin-Manisa 1,336 0,053 0,000 3,804 1,230 1,442 3,421 4,229 0,77 0,79 0,81

Bursa-Kocaeli 1,428 0,053 0,000 4,171 1,322 1,534 3,751 4,637 0,79 0,81 0,82

Ankara-Konya 1,066 0,056 0,000 2,903 0,954 1,178 2,596 3,248 0,72 0,74 0,76

Antalya-Adana-Hatay 1,399 0,053 0,000 4,049 1,293 1,505 3,644 4,504 0,78 0,80 0,82

Kirikkale-Kayseri 0,671 0,065 0,000 1,956 0,541 0,801 1,718 2,228 0,63 0,66 0,69

Zonguldak-Kastamonu-Samsun 1,216 0,057 0,000 3,375 1,102 1,330 3,010 3,781 0,75 0,77 0,79

Trabzon 1,998 0,071 0,000 7,373 1,856 2,140 6,398 8,499 0,86 0,88 0,89

Erzurum-Agri 0,429 0,075 0,000 1,536 0,279 0,579 1,322 1,784 0,57 0,61 0,64

Malatya-Van 0,190 0,077 0,014 1,209 0,036 0,344 1,037 1,411 0,51 0,55 0,59

Constant -2,047 0,083 0,000 0,129 -2,213 -1,881 0,109 0,152 0,10 0,11 0,13

Chi-square: 18761,749 (signif: 0,000)         Nagelkerke R-square: 0,310        Percentage correct: 82,5%


Table B.4. Rural women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS

[image: image23.emf]B S.E. Sig. Exp(B) B-2SE B+2SE (B-2SE) (B+2SE) Pr(X) Pr(X) Pr(X)

LivingWithApartner(1) -0,408 0,037 0,000 0,665 -0,482 -0,334 0,618 0,716 0,38 0,40 0,42

WomanHHhead(1) -0,136 0,062 0,029 0,873 -0,260 -0,012 0,771 0,988 0,44 0,47 0,50

Pre.OfChildLowerThanAge12 -0,397 0,031 0,000 0,673 -0,459 -0,335 0,632 0,715 0,39 0,40 0,42

Pre.OfNonlfpWOMENexc.Herself -0,780 0,029 0,000 0,458 -0,838 -0,722 0,433 0,486 0,30 0,31 0,33

HHsize 0,138 0,006 0,000 1,148 0,126 0,150 1,134 1,162 0,53 0,53 0,54

EDUCATION      

LiterateW.OUTdiploma -0,057 0,056 0,309 0,945 -0,169 0,055 0,845 1,057 0,46 0,49 0,51

Primary 0,132 0,040 0,001 1,142 0,052 0,212 1,053 1,236 0,51 0,53 0,55

Secondary -0,258 0,057 0,000 0,773 -0,372 -0,144 0,689 0,866 0,41 0,44 0,46

High 0,001 0,064 0,985 1,001 -0,127 0,129 0,881 1,138 0,47 0,50 0,53

OccupationalHigh 0,693 0,079 0,000 2,000 0,535 0,851 1,707 2,342 0,63 0,67 0,70

University 2,564 0,112 0,000 12,991 2,340 2,788 10,381 16,248 0,91 0,93 0,94

AGE      

AGE15_19 -1,011 0,055 0,000 0,364 -1,121 -0,901 0,326 0,406 0,25 0,27 0,29

AGE20_24 -0,367 0,046 0,000 0,693 -0,459 -0,275 0,632 0,760 0,39 0,41 0,43

AGE25_29 -0,317 0,044 0,000 0,729 -0,405 -0,229 0,667 0,795 0,40 0,42 0,44

AGE30_34 -0,166 0,044 0,000 0,847 -0,254 -0,078 0,776 0,925 0,44 0,46 0,48

AGE35_39 -0,048 0,043 0,264 0,953 -0,134 0,038 0,875 1,039 0,47 0,49 0,51

HHheadsEducation      

HHheadLi.W.OUTdiploma -0,079 0,054 0,148 0,924 -0,187 0,029 0,829 1,029 0,45 0,48 0,51

HHheadPrimary -0,127 0,040 0,002 0,881 -0,207 -0,047 0,813 0,954 0,45 0,47 0,49

HHheadSecondary -0,519 0,057 0,000 0,595 -0,633 -0,405 0,531 0,667 0,35 0,37 0,40

HHheadHigh -0,738 0,070 0,000 0,478 -0,878 -0,598 0,416 0,550 0,29 0,32 0,35

HHheadOccupationalHigh -0,731 0,076 0,000 0,482 -0,883 -0,579 0,414 0,560 0,29 0,33 0,36

HHheadUniversity -0,821 0,093 0,000 0,440 -1,007 -0,635 0,365 0,530 0,27 0,31 0,35

HHearningsExcludingwoman -0,001 0,000 0,000 0,999 -0,001 -0,001 0,999 0,999 0,50 0,50 0,50

REGIONofRESIDENCE      

Istanbul 0,803 0,069 0,000 2,232 0,665 0,941 1,944 2,563 0,66 0,69 0,72

Tekirdag-Balikesir 1,903 0,071 0,000 6,704 1,761 2,045 5,818 7,729 0,85 0,87 0,89

Izmir-Aydin-Manisa 1,613 0,058 0,000 5,017 1,497 1,729 4,468 5,635 0,82 0,83 0,85

Bursa-Kocaeli 1,676 0,067 0,000 5,344 1,542 1,810 4,674 6,110 0,82 0,84 0,86

Ankara-Konya 0,657 0,077 0,000 1,928 0,503 0,811 1,654 2,250 0,62 0,66 0,69

Antalya-Adana-Hatay 1,262 0,060 0,000 3,533 1,142 1,382 3,133 3,983 0,76 0,78 0,80

Kirikkale-Kayseri 1,357 0,068 0,000 3,884 1,221 1,493 3,391 4,450 0,77 0,80 0,82

Zonguldak-Kastamonu-Samsun 1,916 0,058 0,000 6,791 1,800 2,032 6,050 7,629 0,86 0,87 0,88

Trabzon 2,576 0,068 0,000 13,145 2,440 2,712 11,473 15,059 0,92 0,93 0,94

Erzurum-Agri 1,645 0,062 0,000 5,181 1,521 1,769 4,577 5,865 0,82 0,84 0,85

Malatya-Van 0,725 0,057 0,000 2,065 0,611 0,839 1,842 2,314 0,65 0,67 0,70

Constant -1,250 0,078 0,000 0,286 -1,406 -1,094 0,245 0,335 0,20 0,22 0,25

Chi-square: 6653,518 (signif: 0,000)         Nagelkerke R-square: 0,224           Percentage correct: 71,4%


Table B.5. Primary school or lower educated urban women in 2005 HLFS

[image: image24.emf]Exp Exp Lower Mean Upper

B S.E. Sig. Exp(B) B-2SE B+2SE (B-2SE) (B+2SE) Pr(X) Pr(X) Pr(X)

LivingWithApartner(1) -1,217 0,045 0,000 0,296 -1,307 -1,127 0,271 0,324 0,21 0,23 0,24

WomanHHhead(1) 0,027 0,062 0,666 1,027 -0,097 0,151 0,908 1,163 0,48 0,51 0,54

Pre.OfChildLowerThanAge12 -0,359 0,036 0,000 0,698 -0,431 -0,287 0,650 0,751 0,39 0,41 0,43

Pre.OfNonlfpWOMENexc.Herself -0,265 0,041 0,000 0,768 -0,347 -0,183 0,707 0,833 0,41 0,43 0,45

HHsize 0,048 0,009 0,000 1,050 0,030 0,066 1,030 1,068 0,51 0,51 0,52

AGE      

AGE15-19 -0,400 0,070 0,000 0,670 -0,540 -0,260 0,583 0,771 0,37 0,40 0,44

AGE20-24 -0,090 0,054 0,094 0,914 -0,198 0,018 0,820 1,018 0,45 0,48 0,50

AGE25-29 0,009 0,051 0,866 1,009 -0,093 0,111 0,911 1,117 0,48 0,50 0,53

AGE30-34 0,173 0,048 0,000 1,189 0,077 0,269 1,080 1,309 0,52 0,54 0,57

AGE35-39 0,250 0,046 0,000 1,284 0,158 0,342 1,171 1,408 0,54 0,56 0,58

HHheadsEducation      

HHheadLit.W.OUTdiploma 0,086 0,071 0,225 1,089 -0,056 0,228 0,946 1,256 0,49 0,52 0,56

HHheadPrimary -0,144 0,053 0,006 0,866 -0,250 -0,038 0,779 0,963 0,44 0,46 0,49

HHheadSecondary -0,224 0,068 0,001 0,799 -0,360 -0,088 0,698 0,916 0,41 0,44 0,48

HHheadHigh -0,627 0,084 0,000 0,534 -0,795 -0,459 0,452 0,632 0,31 0,35 0,39

HHheadOccupationalHigh -0,626 0,087 0,000 0,535 -0,800 -0,452 0,449 0,636 0,31 0,35 0,39

HHheadUniversity -0,987 0,120 0,000 0,373 -1,227 -0,747 0,293 0,474 0,23 0,27 0,32

HHearningsExcludingwoman 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 1,000 0,50 0,50 0,50

REGIONofRESIDENCE      

Istanbul 1,728 0,079 0,000 5,628 1,570 1,886 4,807 6,593 0,83 0,85 0,87

Tekirdag-Balikesir 2,409 0,095 0,000 11,121 2,219 2,599 9,198 13,450 0,90 0,92 0,93

Izmir-Aydin-Manisa 1,912 0,078 0,000 6,769 1,756 2,068 5,789 7,909 0,85 0,87 0,89

Bursa-Kocaeli 1,979 0,079 0,000 7,235 1,821 2,137 6,178 8,474 0,86 0,88 0,89

Ankara-Konya 1,499 0,087 0,000 4,479 1,325 1,673 3,762 5,328 0,79 0,82 0,84

Antalya-Adana-Hatay 1,914 0,078 0,000 6,778 1,758 2,070 5,801 7,925 0,85 0,87 0,89

Kirikkale-Kayseri 1,025 0,103 0,000 2,786 0,819 1,231 2,268 3,425 0,69 0,74 0,77

Zonguldak-Kastamonu-Samsun 2,004 0,083 0,000 7,416 1,838 2,170 6,284 8,758 0,86 0,88 0,90

Trabzon 2,907 0,105 0,000 18,306 2,697 3,117 14,835 22,579 0,94 0,95 0,96

Erzurum-Agri 0,628 0,113 0,000 1,874 0,402 0,854 1,495 2,349 0,60 0,65 0,70

Malatya-Van -0,163 0,140 0,246 0,850 -0,443 0,117 0,642 1,124 0,39 0,46 0,53

Constant -2,189 0,103 0,000 0,112 -2,395 -1,983 0,091 0,138 0,08 0,10 0,12

Chi-square: 3628,239 (signif: 0,000)         Nagelkerke R-square: 0,140          Percentage correct: 79,2%


Table B.6. Secondary or high school educated urban women in 2005 HLFS

[image: image25.emf]Exp Exp Lower Mean Upper

B S.E. Sig. Exp(B) B-2SE B+2SE (B-2SE) (B+2SE) Pr(X) Pr(X) Pr(X)

LivingWithApartner(1) -0,804 0,047 0,000 0,448 -0,898 -0,710 0,407 0,492 0,29 0,31 0,33

WomanHHhead(1) 0,243 0,081 0,003 1,276 0,081 0,405 1,084 1,499 0,52 0,56 0,60

Pre.OfChildLowerThanAge12 -0,136 0,038 0,000 0,873 -0,212 -0,060 0,809 0,942 0,45 0,47 0,49

Pre.OfNonlfpWOMENexc.Herself 1,261 0,039 0,000 3,527 1,183 1,339 3,264 3,815 0,77 0,78 0,79

HHsize -0,166 0,013 0,000 0,847 -0,192 -0,140 0,825 0,869 0,45 0,46 0,47

AGE      

AGE15_19 -1,865 0,069 0,000 0,155 -2,003 -1,727 0,135 0,178 0,12 0,13 0,15

AGE20_24 -0,467 0,063 0,000 0,627 -0,593 -0,341 0,553 0,711 0,36 0,39 0,42

AGE25_29 0,125 0,063 0,049 1,133 -0,001 0,251 0,999 1,285 0,50 0,53 0,56

AGE30_34 0,229 0,067 0,001 1,258 0,095 0,363 1,100 1,438 0,52 0,56 0,59

AGE35_39 0,347 0,068 0,000 1,415 0,211 0,483 1,235 1,621 0,55 0,59 0,62

HHheadsEducation      

HHheadLit.W.OUTdiploma -0,043 0,116 0,708 0,957 -0,275 0,189 0,760 1,208 0,43 0,49 0,55

HHheadPrimary -0,259 0,083 0,002 0,772 -0,425 -0,093 0,654 0,911 0,40 0,44 0,48

HHheadSecondary -0,322 0,090 0,000 0,725 -0,502 -0,142 0,605 0,868 0,38 0,42 0,46

HHheadHigh -0,450 0,090 0,000 0,638 -0,630 -0,270 0,533 0,763 0,35 0,39 0,43

HHheadOccupationalHigh -0,305 0,092 0,001 0,737 -0,489 -0,121 0,613 0,886 0,38 0,42 0,47

HHheadUniversity -0,554 0,094 0,000 0,575 -0,742 -0,366 0,476 0,694 0,32 0,37 0,41

HHearningsExcludingwoman 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 1,000 0,50 0,50 0,50

REGIONofRESIDENCE      

Istanbul 1,547 0,095 0,000 4,698 1,357 1,737 3,885 5,680 0,80 0,82 0,85

Tekirdag-Balikesir 1,888 0,108 0,000 6,604 1,672 2,104 5,323 8,199 0,84 0,87 0,89

Izmir-Aydin-Manisa 1,503 0,095 0,000 4,495 1,313 1,693 3,717 5,436 0,79 0,82 0,84

Bursa-Kocaeli 1,652 0,096 0,000 5,218 1,460 1,844 4,306 6,322 0,81 0,84 0,86

Ankara-Konya 1,318 0,098 0,000 3,735 1,122 1,514 3,071 4,545 0,75 0,79 0,82

Antalya-Adana-Hatay 1,466 0,097 0,000 4,334 1,272 1,660 3,568 5,259 0,78 0,81 0,84

Kirikkale-Kayseri 0,842 0,112 0,000 2,321 0,618 1,066 1,855 2,904 0,65 0,70 0,74

Zonguldak-Kastamonu-Samsun 1,174 0,101 0,000 3,236 0,972 1,376 2,643 3,959 0,73 0,76 0,80

Trabzon 2,130 0,116 0,000 8,418 1,898 2,362 6,673 10,612 0,87 0,89 0,91

Erzurum-Agri 0,637 0,132 0,000 1,890 0,373 0,901 1,452 2,462 0,59 0,65 0,71

Malatya-Van 0,615 0,125 0,000 1,850 0,365 0,865 1,441 2,375 0,59 0,65 0,70

Constant -1,084 0,138 0,000 0,338 -1,360 -0,808 0,257 0,446 0,20 0,25 0,31

Chi-square: 5228,159 (signif: 0,000)         Nagelkerke R-square: 0,233          Percentage correct: 79,2%


Table B.7. University graduate urban women in 2005 HLFS

[image: image26.emf]Exp Exp Lower Mean Upper

B S.E. Sig. Exp(B) B-2SE B+2SE (B-2SE) (B+2SE) Pr(X) Pr(X) Pr(X)

LivingWithApartner(1) -0,745 0,111 0,000 0,475 -0,967 -0,523 0,380 0,593 0,28 0,32 0,37

WomanHHhead(1) 0,697 0,186 0,000 2,008 0,325 1,069 1,384 2,912 0,58 0,67 0,74

Pre.OfChildLowerThanAge12 -0,119 0,089 0,179 0,887 -0,297 0,059 0,743 1,061 0,43 0,47 0,51

Pre.OfNonlfpWOMENexc.Herself 0,727 0,103 0,000 2,070 0,521 0,933 1,684 2,542 0,63 0,67 0,72

HHsize -0,207 0,033 0,000 0,813 -0,273 -0,141 0,761 0,868 0,43 0,45 0,46

AGE      

AGE15_19 -1,383 0,387 0,000 0,251 -2,157 -0,609 0,116 0,544 0,10 0,20 0,35

AGE20_24 -0,981 0,131 0,000 0,375 -1,243 -0,719 0,289 0,487 0,22 0,27 0,33

AGE25_29 -0,335 0,119 0,005 0,715 -0,573 -0,097 0,564 0,908 0,36 0,42 0,48

AGE30-34 0,004 0,125 0,973 1,004 -0,246 0,254 0,782 1,289 0,44 0,50 0,56

AGE35_39 0,293 0,132 0,027 1,340 0,029 0,557 1,029 1,745 0,51 0,57 0,64

HHheadsEducation      

HHheadLit.W.OUTdiploma 0,490 0,361 0,174 1,633 -0,232 1,212 0,793 3,360 0,44 0,62 0,77

HHheadPrimary 0,351 0,243 0,149 1,420 -0,135 0,837 0,874 2,309 0,47 0,59 0,70

HHheadSecondary 0,050 0,261 0,847 1,052 -0,472 0,572 0,624 1,772 0,38 0,51 0,64

HHheadHigh 0,100 0,250 0,689 1,105 -0,400 0,600 0,670 1,822 0,40 0,52 0,65

HHheadOccupationalHigh 0,250 0,255 0,326 1,285 -0,260 0,760 0,771 2,138 0,44 0,56 0,68

HHheadUniversity 0,554 0,244 0,023 1,741 0,066 1,042 1,068 2,835 0,52 0,64 0,74

HHearningsExcludingwoman 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 1,000 0,50 0,50 0,50

REGIONofRESIDENCE      

Istanbul -0,423 0,157 0,007 0,655 -0,737 -0,109 0,479 0,897 0,32 0,40 0,47

Tekirdag-Balikesir -0,080 0,197 0,683 0,923 -0,474 0,314 0,623 1,369 0,38 0,48 0,58

Izmir-Aydin-Manisa -0,016 0,162 0,922 0,984 -0,340 0,308 0,712 1,361 0,42 0,50 0,58

Bursa-Kocaeli 0,002 0,167 0,992 1,002 -0,332 0,336 0,717 1,399 0,42 0,50 0,58

Ankara-Konya -0,089 0,164 0,587 0,915 -0,417 0,239 0,659 1,270 0,40 0,48 0,56

Antalya-Adana-Hatay 0,277 0,174 0,111 1,320 -0,071 0,625 0,931 1,868 0,48 0,57 0,65

Kirikkale-Kayseri 0,080 0,197 0,683 1,084 -0,314 0,474 0,731 1,606 0,42 0,52 0,62

Zonguldak-Kastamonu-Samsun -0,141 0,179 0,430 0,868 -0,499 0,217 0,607 1,242 0,38 0,46 0,55

Trabzon 0,033 0,217 0,878 1,034 -0,401 0,467 0,670 1,595 0,40 0,51 0,61

Erzurum-Agri -0,436 0,214 0,042 0,646 -0,864 -0,008 0,421 0,992 0,30 0,39 0,50

Malatya-Van 0,002 0,259 0,994 1,002 -0,516 0,520 0,597 1,682 0,37 0,50 0,63

Constant 2,023 0,323 0,000 7,561 1,377 2,669 3,963 14,426 0,80 0,88 0,94

Chi-square: 425,408 (signif: 0,000)         Nagelkerke R-square: 0,097       Percentage correct: 77,7%


Table B.8. Urban women aged 15-44 in 1988 HLFS

[image: image27.emf]Exp Exp Lower Mean Upper

  B S.E. Sig. Exp(B) B-2SE B+2SE (B-2SE) (B+2SE) Pr(X) Pr(X) Pr(X)

AGE

AGE15_19 -0,676 0,110 0,000 0,509 -0,895 -0,457 0,409 0,633 0,29 0,34 0,39

AGE20_24 -0,057 0,099 0,570 0,945 -0,255 0,142 0,775 1,153 0,44 0,49 0,54

AGE25_29 0,224 0,098 0,023 1,250 0,028 0,419 1,028 1,521 0,51 0,56 0,60

AGE30_34 0,531 0,099 0,000 1,700 0,333 0,728 1,396 2,072 0,58 0,63 0,67

AGE35_39 0,346 0,100 0,001 1,413 0,146 0,546 1,157 1,726 0,54 0,59 0,63

EDUCATION

LiterateW.OUTdiploma 0,225 0,113 0,047 1,252 -0,002 0,451 0,998 1,570 0,50 0,56 0,61

Primary 0,488 0,077 0,000 1,628 0,333 0,642 1,396 1,900 0,58 0,62 0,66

Secondary 0,505 0,103 0,000 1,657 0,299 0,712 1,348 2,038 0,57 0,62 0,67

High 1,817 0,102 0,000 6,154 1,614 2,020 5,023 7,541 0,83 0,86 0,88

OccupationalHigh 2,495 0,130 0,000 12,125 2,235 2,755 9,350 15,724 0,90 0,92 0,94

University 3,821 0,165 0,000 45,668 3,492 4,150 32,865 63,460 0,97 0,98 0,98

LivingWithApartner(1) -1,590 0,077 0,000 0,204 -1,744 -1,436 0,175 0,238 0,15 0,17 0,19

HHheadsEducation

HHheadLit.W.OUTdiploma -0,203 0,095 0,032 0,816 -0,393 -0,013 0,675 0,987 0,40 0,45 0,50

HHheadPrimary -0,600 0,078 0,000 0,549 -0,755 -0,445 0,470 0,641 0,32 0,35 0,39

HHheadSecondary -0,480 0,109 0,000 0,619 -0,698 -0,262 0,497 0,770 0,33 0,38 0,43

HHheadHigh -0,458 0,117 0,000 0,632 -0,692 -0,225 0,501 0,799 0,33 0,39 0,44

HHheadOccupationalHigh -0,490 0,128 0,000 0,613 -0,746 -0,234 0,474 0,791 0,32 0,38 0,44

HHheadUniversity -0,605 0,118 0,000 0,546 -0,841 -0,369 0,431 0,692 0,30 0,35 0,41

WomanHHhead(1) 0,285 0,136 0,036 1,329 0,013 0,557 1,013 1,745 0,50 0,57 0,64

Pre.OfChildLowerThanAge12 -0,137 0,059 0,021 0,872 -0,255 -0,019 0,775 0,982 0,44 0,47 0,50

HHsize -0,020 0,015 0,192 0,980 -0,050 0,011 0,951 1,011 0,49 0,50 0,50

EmployedSumExcludingOneself 0,268 0,031 0,000 1,307 0,206 0,330 1,229 1,390 0,55 0,57 0,58

Pre.OfNonlfpWOMENexc.Herself -0,398 0,064 0,000 0,672 -0,527 -0,269 0,591 0,764 0,37 0,40 0,43

Constant -0,559 0,149 0,000 0,572 -0,856 -0,261 0,425 0,770 0,30 0,36 0,44

Chi-square: 2985,154 (signif: 0,091)         Nagelkerke R-square: 0,271        Percentage correct: 82,0%
Table B.9. Urban women aged 15-44 in 2005 HLFS (comparable with 1988)

[image: image28.emf]Exp Exp Lower Mean Upper

B S.E. Sig. Exp(B) B-2SE B+2SE (B-2SE) (B+2SE) Pr(X) Pr(X) Pr(X)

AGE      

AGE15_19 -1,467 0,045 0,000 0,231 -1,557 -1,377 0,211 0,252 0,17 0,19 0,20

AGE20_24 -0,524 0,037 0,000 0,592 -0,598 -0,450 0,550 0,638 0,35 0,37 0,39

AGE25_29 -0,056 0,036 0,117 0,946 -0,128 0,016 0,880 1,016 0,47 0,49 0,50

AGE30_34 0,208 0,036 0,000 1,232 0,136 0,280 1,146 1,323 0,53 0,55 0,57

AGE35_39 0,342 0,035 0,000 1,407 0,272 0,412 1,313 1,510 0,57 0,58 0,60

EDUCATION    

LiterateW.OUTdiploma 0,390 0,066 0,000 1,478 0,258 0,522 1,294 1,685 0,56 0,60 0,63

Primary 0,493 0,048 0,000 1,637 0,397 0,589 1,487 1,802 0,60 0,62 0,64

Secondary 0,786 0,055 0,000 2,194 0,676 0,896 1,966 2,450 0,66 0,69 0,71

High 1,227 0,054 0,000 3,410 1,119 1,335 3,062 3,800 0,75 0,77 0,79

OccupationalHigh 1,831 0,056 0,000 6,237 1,719 1,943 5,579 6,980 0,85 0,86 0,87

University 3,376 0,061 0,000 29,245 3,254 3,498 25,894 33,049 0,96 0,97 0,97

LivingWithApartner -0,956 0,031 0,000 0,385 -1,018 -0,894 0,361 0,409 0,27 0,28 0,29

HHheadsEDUCATION    

HHheadLit.W.OUTdiploma 0,021 0,059 0,728 1,021 -0,097 0,139 0,908 1,149 0,48 0,51 0,53

HHheadPrimary -0,173 0,044 0,000 0,841 -0,261 -0,085 0,770 0,919 0,44 0,46 0,48

HHheadSecondary -0,305 0,051 0,000 0,737 -0,407 -0,203 0,666 0,816 0,40 0,42 0,45

HHheadHigh -0,614 0,053 0,000 0,541 -0,720 -0,508 0,487 0,602 0,33 0,35 0,38

HHheadOccupationalHigh -0,480 0,055 0,000 0,619 -0,590 -0,370 0,554 0,691 0,36 0,38 0,41

HHheadUniversity -0,499 0,055 0,000 0,607 -0,609 -0,389 0,544 0,678 0,35 0,38 0,40

WomanHHhead 0,423 0,045 0,000 1,526 0,333 0,513 1,395 1,670 0,58 0,60 0,63

Pre.OfChildLowerThanAge12 -0,071 0,025 0,005 0,932 -0,121 -0,021 0,886 0,979 0,47 0,48 0,49

HHsize -0,190 0,008 0,000 0,827 -0,206 -0,174 0,814 0,840 0,45 0,45 0,46

EmployedSumExcludingOneself 0,419 0,014 0,000 1,520 0,391 0,447 1,478 1,564 0,60 0,60 0,61

Pre.OfNonlfpWOMENexc.Herself 0,583 0,026 0,000 1,792 0,531 0,635 1,701 1,887 0,63 0,64 0,65

Constant -0,949 0,072 0,000 0,387 -1,093 -0,805 0,335 0,447 0,25 0,28 0,31

Chi-square: 17765,178 (signif: 0,003)         Nagelkerke R-square: 0,295           Percentage correct: 82,5%

C. MULTICOLLINEARTY TEST (FACTOR ANALYSIS)

Table C.1. Communalities

	
	Initial
	Extraction

	HHearningsExcludingwoman
	1,000
	,522

	HHsize
	1,000
	,522


Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table C.2. Total Variance Explained

	Component
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	1,045
	52,244
	52,244
	1,045
	52,244
	52,244

	2
	,955
	47,756
	100,000
	
	
	


Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.











































� Source: Turkstat Household Labor Force Statistics, 2007.


� Source: Eurostat News Release 11- September 2006. The female average employment rate is defined fort he 15-64 age category.


� See for example numerous policy documents such as the World Bank Report (1993), European Parliament resolution on women’s role in social, economic and political life in Turkey (2005 and 2006) and Confederation of Turkish Employers’ Unions (TISK) Report (2006). TISK (2006) blames “lack of female education” for the low levels of female participation and for high unemployment in Turkey and ends with a policy prescription restricted to calling on the government to invest in worker training and education.





� Figure 3.1.1 shows the economic activity rates calculated by Turkish Statistical Institute (TURKSTAT) using the census data. Household Labor Force Surveys are available only from 1988 onwards, so we do not have comparable data for earlier years.


� Also, what is interesting to note is, for women, the difference between “illiterate” category and “lower than high school” category (that includes primary and secondary school graduates) is quite negligible in 1988, 1995, and 2000. It is only noticeable in 2005. In 2000, illiterate labor force participation rate is even slightly higher than the primary and secondary category. 





� We adopt a revised definition of labor force experience rate which equals the share of those who have participated in the labor force at any point in their lives. These were calculated by the authors from the raw data of October 1988 and 2005 HLFSs.


� Odds ratio is a ratio of two odds and simply equals e to the power bi when estimated by using a computer package (Kleinbaum 1994). See Appendix B for the logit outputs of our models computed in SPSS.


� In order to reduce the possibility that the non-participant woman herself is an older woman in need of care we included in this category non-participant eomen of age 65 and below.


� This procedure was derived from SPSS 13.0 tutorial. The condition number found for household earnings and household size is 1,046, which means that collinearity does not exist.


� The reason why I display only one regression run with 1988 data is that I am especially interested in the urban female participation since FLFP rates are much lower in urban areas than rural areas. Urban FLFP rate in 1988 is 17,7% while rural FLFP is 50,7%. Urban FLFP rate in 2005 is 19,3% while rural FLFP is 33,7%. I also ran separate regressions for all women and rural women aged 15-44; but I do not include them here since I have observed that the signs of the factors occur to be the same as in the case of urban women. 


� Exp (B) in the SPSS logit output means the exponential of each variable’s coefficient. It refers to the odds ratio.


� Tunali and Baslevent (2004) found that peak rates for married women are observed among the age group 30-34 in 1988 and 35-39 in 1998 from their analysis with HLFSs.
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