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Abstract

Participation of women in the labor force is impmtt for a country’s sus-
tainable growth and development. The rate of ferfador force participation
in Turkey is far below those of developed countriésrthermore, the rate
differs across regions of the country. This studyebtigates the effects of
educational level and marital status on women'sddbrce participation in
the years 2006 and 2016. The aim of the study ex#mnine the differences
across regions and to see whether the results shamechange over the ten
years.

Toward this end, a probit-regression model is ugeth micro-level data
at NUTS2 level from the Turkish Household LabordeBurvey. The results
point to greater probabilities of women’s partitipa in the workplace in
many Turkish regions over the period, but at thmeséime there were rigid
lower participation probabilities for women, despihe rising level of educa-
tion (except for higher education), in certain cewi. Furthermore, we find the
participation probability of Turkish women in thablor force to be higher if
they have a Bachelor’s or higher degree.
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1. Introduction

Participation of women in a country’s labor foreecentral to its achieving
sustainable economic growth and developmédnt2015, the United Nations
adopted a new set of goals to bring about sustendévelopment. These
Sustainable Development Goals include “achievinigarsal primary educa-
tion” and “promoting gender equality and empoweringmen®. Mincer
(1962) underlines the prime importance of educatiothe development of
young boys and girls. However, he also states“flhgbrk at home is still an
activity to which women, on the average, devoteldnger part of their mar-
ried life. It is an exclusive occupation of manymen, and of a vast majority
when young children are present.” (Mincer, 19685p.

In the developing world, female labor force papation lags far behind
the rates in the developed countries. This i®ctdld in the fact that women
perform a substantial amount of unpaid work wittie household. However,
it is the paid work that increases power in thedaetwld and raises families’
standard of living (Winkler, 2016).

Kuznets (1973) points out that countries experiesegoral shifts in the
economy during the development stage, typicallynfienyriculture to industry
and from industry to the service sectors. Durinig rocess of economic
development, the decision of women as to whethe&bto participate in the
labor force is affected by these sectoral shiftanistudies argue that female
labor force participation shows a U-shape durinthsimes of developmedit.
Tansel (2012) argues that Turkey has been expérgittis U-shaped female
labor force participation while experiencing ecomogrowth. A more recent
study by Tunal, Kirdar, and Daylo (2017) also maintains that Turkey was
on the rising part of the U-shaped curve of labarkat participation during
the 1988-2003 period.

In Turkey, female labor force participation hasddmeen far below de-
veloped-country levels. For example, the Turkigh (Bor females older than 15)
was 72% in 1955, but plunged to 23.3 % by 2005pitgest level. After that,
however, it reversed course and rose to 32.4% kg 20ansel, 2002; World
Bank)® In contrast, the rate of women working outside fiome was 67.5%

% Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 25Seger 2015, see
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=/ARB/1&Lang=E and
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustaiexalglvelopment-goals/

4 See Durand (1975), Schultz (1990), Goldin (1994)el (2002), and Tam (2011), among
others.

5 The data for 1955 are obtained from Tansel (2088& Tansel (2002) and Tansel (2012) for
a discussion of the reasons behind falling ratderofle labor force participation in Turkey.
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in European Union countries and 63.6% in OECD ademt as of 2016
(OECD, 2017).

Furthermore, the rate of females working outside Hbme varies across
Turkey’s regions. While the highest rates are ole@rin the Black Sea
region, the lowest rates show up in Southeast AimatoSuch disparities
among regions may arise from several factors. $hidy focuses on two of
those: educational level and marital status. Tlea ander examination is the
NUTS 2 level (26 regions) in Turkey and covers ylears 2006 and 2016,
with the aim of identifying any changes over the-year period. This study
differs from previous ones in its use of probitregsion models for each of
the 26 regions.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 ptesarbrief literature re-
view of studies of female labor force participationTurkey. Section 3 de-
lineates basic facts about such participation.i@eet lays out our data and
methodology. Section 5 presents the empirical tes8ection 6 concludes the

paper.

2. Literature Review

There are many outstanding studies of Turkey’'s femabor force.
Among them, Tansel (2002) investigates the ratéewfale labor force par-
ticipation and its determinants across 67 Turkistvimces, for the years
1980, 1985, and 1990. Her study points out majffer@inces in this partici-
pation between rural and urban areas. Accordinfgetoempirical results, the
per capita gross provincial product growth ratendes’ high school enroll-
ment ratio, and the percentage of female lEghool graduates all positively
affect female labor force participation.

In addition, women’s labor force participation gsi& urban areas espe-
cially for those who completed vocational high sdhand tertiary-level edu-
cation. Tansel (2002) emphasizes the importaneglotation for increases in
female employment. While married women have lowtippation rates, di-
vorced women show relatively higher participation urban areas. Tansel
(2002) notes that this is most likely due to thecef divorced women to
support their children.

In another study of Turkey in the 1988-2003 peribansel (2004) focuses
on the educational level of females and statestiigaabor force participation
goes up in tandem with the level of educafidre highest participation rates
are found with female university graduates. Howewhie also emphasizes

5 See also Tansel (1994) and Tansel (1996).
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that in rural areas, where most of the women warlagriculture as unpaid
family laborers, education has little impact ondaljorce participation
(except at the university level). On the other hazatlier Tansel (2002) had
stated that Turkish female labor force participaticaries with education
level.

The research of Daygtu and Kirdar (2010) into female labor force par-
ticipation sheds light on the determinants andttead of Turkish female
labor force participation between 1988 and 200GndJshe data from the
Household Labor Force Survey (HLFS), provided byRRISTAT, they analyze
the women’s labor force in terms of education, marstatus, age, and
number of children, at the regional level. Theigistic-regression findings
suggest that females with more schooling are mbedylto participate in the
labor market. However, one remarkable finding @irh concerned illiterate
women: their participation is higher than that oinary and middle-school
graduates. Furthermore, single women are moreylilelvork; however, the
number of children in the household decreases teitadlor force participa-
tion. In rural areas, women are more likely to tehie labor force, compared
to those in urban areas.

Dayiaslu and Kirdar (2010) point out the regional effegtgal and urban)
on the participation probability of women. Be married is negatively re-
lated to labor force activity in both rural and anbareas. The negative effect
of marriage on participation is greater in urbagear Moreover, separated and
divorced women have less probability of enterirtg ithe job market in rural
areas, yet that is not the case in urban envirotsngvidowed women, on the
other hand, have less probability of entering thekiorce—regardless of
where they live. Also, the same authors find that participation probability
of Turkish wome is negatively related to the number of childrenuiban
households, but not in rural ones.

Dayigslu and Kirdar (2010) also maintain that the lowentifity rates of
younger women and the negative relation betweeldrehni and labor force
participation together suggest a higher particgratiate for younger women
in Turkey. They explain that women with higher ealimn levels also have
higher participation rates than illiterate ones.

Certain studies of Turkish female labor force m#sttion investigate
added and discouraged worker effectssl@aent and Onaran (2003) look into
the existence of the added and discouraged wofteatein the Turkish labor
market. Using data on married couples from the Slér the years 1988-94,
they conclude that the added-worker effect dommtite discouraged-worker
effect. For their part, Karatan and Okten (2015) study the 2005-2010 period
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and, with two-year pseudo-panel data sets, repattit a husband loses his
job involuntarily or he is underemployed for sonmad, his wife is more
likely to participate in the labor force.

Atasoy (2017) investigates the determinants of fertebor force partici-
pation, concentrating on the effects of traditicsral He draws on the 2013
Turkish Demographic and Health Survey data andalevéhat education,
fertility, and maternity status have significanfeets on women’s employ-
ment. He also notes that women raised in a traditioulture are less likely to
look for jobs.

A recent study of Tunali, Kirdar, and Daglo (2017) examines the
aggregate labor force participation behavior ofkiglr females over the 1988-
2013 period. Based on a synthetic-panel analyser findings forecast a
jump in the labor force participation of Turkish mven in the years ahead, on
the heels of greater educational attainment; angihapelling factor in this
direction will be the expected decline in child-beg by the new generation.

3. Female Labor Force Participation in Turkey: Basc Facts

Low levels of female labor force participation hdveen a mark of shame
on the Turkish labor market for many years. Figudemonstrates the Turkish
female labor force participation between the yd#%s5 and 2016. The rate
was 72% in 1955, then plunged to 23.3% by 2005 I¢igest-ever level)
before reversing direction and rising to 32.5% B$&’

As this study focuses on the 2006-2016 period, reéi@upresents the mag-
nified portion of that period. The Turkish ratefefale labor force participa-
tion grew from 23.6% in 2006 to 32.5 % in 2016.

The data for the female labor market in Turkey abv¥kat participation in
it varies from region to region, as can be obselivedable 1. The coastal
regions are characterized by relatively highergoatt of women working. The
highest rates appear in the Black Sea region (TRB82, TR83, and TR90).
The rates move upward between 2006 and 2016 of #fle NUTS2 regions,
except for TR90 (Trabzon, Ordu, Giresun, Rize, Atéimighane). On the
other handthe lowest rates are in the Southeast Anatoliaiomeg such as
TRC1 (Gaziantep, Adiyaman, Kilis), TRCXanliurfa, Diyarbakir), and
TRC3 (Mardin, BatmanSirnak, Siirt). Nevertheless, the greatest incréase
the female presence in the workforce happenedaeetivery three regions
within the last ten-year period.

" The data for 1955 is taken from Tansel (2002). Baesel (2002) and Tansel (2012) for a
discussion of the reasons behind falling rategwfdle labor force participation in Turkey.
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Figure 1. Turkish Female Labor Force Participation Rate, %,
1955-2016
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Source Tansel (2002) for 1955 and World Developmentdattrs for later years.
Note: Tansel (2002) details the data sources: foptreod 1955-1990: the Census of
the Population, State Institute of Statistics; I888-1990: the State Institute of Sta-
tistics Website, and the Household Labor Force SurResults. “The Population
Census figures for the years 1955-1965 include fatipn 15 years of age and over,
while for 1970-1990 they include population 12 yeaf age and over. The House-
hold Labor Force Survey results for 1988-2000 idelypopulation 15 years of age
and over” (Tansel, 2002, p.26).

Figure 2. Turkish Female Labor Force Participation,%, Age 15+

359

315 32,5
30,8
505 30,3
30 28,8 .
27,6
26
2 23,6 23,6 24,5
2 | | |
0
2006 2007 2008 2009

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

0]

o

i
wn

B
o

wn

Source TURKSTAT, Household Labor Force Survey



Yasemin Ozerkek - Yasemin Ozbal 21

Table 1. Female Labor Force Participation Rate at NTS 2 Level,

%, Age 15+
Regions-NUTS2 Level Participation
Labor Force  Rate %
2006 2016
Average in Turkey 23.6 325
TR10 (istanbul) 21.3 35.5
TR21 (Tekirdags, Edirne, Kirklareli) 30.8 39.0
TR22 (Balikesir, Canakkale) 29.1 31.7
TR31 (izmir) 21.9 37.9
TR32 (Aydin, Denizli, Msla) 29.8 38.8
TR33 (Manisa, Afyon, Kitahya, k) 24.5 34.3
TRA41 (Bursa, Eskgehir, Bilecik) 27 30.3
TR42 (Kocaeli, Sakarya, Diizce, Bolu, Yalova) 20.9 33.3
TR51 (Ankara) 22.7 32.8
TR52 (Konya, Karaman) 15.1 27.4
TR61 (Antalya, Isparta, Burdur) 34.6 39.2
TR62 (Adana, Mersin) 22.5 30.1
TR63 (Hatay, KahramanmagaOsmaniye) 23.2 26.4
TR71 (Kirikkale, Aksaray, Nide, Negehir, Kirgsehir ) 25.2 32.3
TR72 (Kayseri, Sivas, Yozgat) 13 28.0
TR81 (Zonguldak, Karabik, Bartin) 32.7 35.1
TR82 (Kastamonu, Cankiri, Sinop) 34 44.2
TR83 (Samsun, Tokat, Corum, Amasya) 34 36.1
TR90 (Trabzon, Ordu, Giresun, Rize, Artvin, Glghéne) 49 41.3
TRAL (Erzurum, Erzincan, Bayburt) 27.5 31.4
TRA2 (Agn, Kars, Edir, Ardahan) 30.3 33.5
TRB1 (Malatya, Elazt, Bing6l, Tunceli) 21.3 30.2
TRB2 (Van, Mu;, Bitlis, Hakkari) 19.1 22.9
TRC1 (Gaziantep, Adiyaman, Kilis) 8.3 19.3
TRC2 (Sanliurfa, Diyarbakir) 4.5 22.4
TRC3 (Mardin, Batmang$irnak, Siirt) 4.9 15.0

Source TURKSTAT, Household Labor Force Survey
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Figure 3 shows the data for the marital status eshacational level of
Turkish females. The percentages are calculatedrdiog to the categories
established by the Household Labor Survey for Birkemales between the
ages of 15 and 64 (working-age population). Theitadastatus of Turkish
females shows little change between 2006 and 20%6r the ten years, we
see a decline in primary-school graduates and tlaasing any education at
all, while the portion of the female population diolg degrees—whether from
middle school, high school, or university—is higher

Figure 3. Marital Status and Educational Level of Tukish Females
(2006 and 2016)

2006 - Marital Status 2006 - Educational Level
Widowed High University
Divorced school 6% Not completed any

educational
itution

4%‘

2% 15%

2016 - Marital Status 2016 - Educational Level
Divorced Widowed University Not completed any

3% 4% High 12% educational
school tution
16%

Source TURKSTAT, Household Labor Survey

4. Data and Methodology

Our study uses data from the Turkish Household Ldbmrce Survey
(HLFS), provided by the Turkish Statistical InsteuTURKSTAT) for the
years 2006 and 2016. The HLFS is a data set ceatpaf 167,033 observa-
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tions in 2006 and 167,283 observations in 2016 wkiSh females between
the ages of 15 and 64.

The HLFS turns up information on demographic fext@age, region of
residence, marital status, and educational leveNvall as detailed informa-
tion about the working status and the workplaoehis study, 15- to 64-year-
old women are considered representative of Turkeyosking-age female
population. The variables in the analysis and tleiiinitions are listed in
Table 2.

Table 2. Definition of Variables

Variable Description of Variable Type of the Variable
Working status Labor force status of household membe Categorical
1. Employed

2. Unemployed
3. Not in labor force

Age Completed age Count

Education What is the latest educational Ordered
institution/level you graduated from?

1- Not completed any educational
institution

2- Primary school

3- Middle school, vocational school at
middle-school level or primary educatiq
4- High school

5-Vocational or technical high school
6- Higher education

=]

Course Have you had any special course or Binary
training program or course outside of
formal education within the last four
weeks?

(Foreign-language courses, computer
courses, cutting-sewing courses, CoOurses
for the preparation for higher education,
civil servant exam, open university,
driving courses, university-preparation
courses, seminars, etc.) (The answer is
“Yes” or “No")

Marital Status What is your marital status? (1. &y Nominal
Married 3. Divorced 4. Widowed)

Source TURKSTAT Household Labor Force Survey (HLFS)

The variable “female labor force participation”dsbinary variable; if a
woman is in the labor force, it takes the valud oind if she is not, it takes 0.
Two different groups of dummy variables for mariséhtus and educational
level are created. The educational level of thealesiin the HLFS data are
narrowed down into five groups for this study:
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i) Not completed any educational institution: Wom&mo are both
illiterate and literate but have not completed aalcational institution are
combined.

i) Primary School
iif) Middle School

iv) High School: Women who completed high schoolvorcational or
technical high school are combined.

v) Higher Education: two- or three-year higher eion or faculty or four
years of higher education or faculty, Master’s @egffive or six years faculty
included) or doctorate levels are combined.

In 2006, HLFS data organize the information inta gipes of marital
status: single, married, living together withouingemarried, married but not
living together, divorced, and widowed. For thiadst, those who are “mar-
ried,” or “living together without being marriedgr “married but not living
together” are pooled together as “married.” Therfehe marital statuses of
women are categorized as four groups of dummy bimsa single, married,
divorced, and widowed.

In the empirical analysis, we investigate the dffeaf educational level
and marital status of women on their labor forceigigation using a probit
model of the form;

PreY, =)= @B, +BZ + X[3,) where;
Y; : Binary variable, female labor force participation
Zi' : Educational level, marital status

X, : Other control variables; age, age squarnerseo

The study examines each NUTS2 region by creatingetrate probit-
regression models (See Appendix A for the listegfions at NUTS 2 level).

It should be noted that the number of childrends used in the analysis.
The HLFS does not identify the parents of thospardents under the age of
15, so there is confusion as to whom they belong:tlzey the respondent’s
children or do they belong to some other female¢h® same househofti?
Therefore, this variable is not included in the mlod

8 Even if it can be identified, this might cause fm@blem of endogeneity, which is very
likely to be present in the context of labor fopaeticipation.
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5. Empirical Results

In this section, probit analysis is performed iderto analyze the impact
of marital status and educational level on femaleot force participation in
Turkey. The analysis is carried out at NUTS 2 |efeelthe years 2006 and
2016 with data from the Household Labor Force Surve

The results are summarized in maps provided batokigures 4 and 5. In
these maps, blue/light (red/dark) color highligihes increase (decrease) in the
participation probability of women in the Turkishblor force. White color
indicates that the changes are insignificant. Refez categories are “being
single” and “not completed any educational insiat’ Findings of the
probit-regression for 2006 and 2016 are given éAppendix, in Table A2.

5.1 The Impact of Education Level

Figure 4 shows how the participation probabilityfefmales in the labor
force varies by educational level across Turkigfiaes. The study compares
the results of 2006 and 2016 to determine any rdiffees or similarities
across regions.

In 2006, primary school graduates are more likelyparticipate in the
labor force than those who have “not completed eshycational institution”
only in regions TR32 (Aydin, Mila, Denizli) and TR41 (Bursa, Eskhir,
Bilecik). On the other hand, in TR 22 (Balikesigri@kkale), in the West, and
in many regions in Central Anatolia, the Black $egion, and Southeastern
Anatolia, the participation probability of womenhgyher for those who have
not completed any educational institution.

In 2016, the number of blue/light regions risestlom map. TR21 (Tekir-
dag, Edirne, Kirklareli), TR32 (Aydin, Mgla, Denizli), TR41 (Bursa, Esie-
hir, Bilecik), TR52 (Konya, Karaman), TR62 (AdarMersin), TR10 [stan-
bul), and TR31 igmir) are the regions where this probability isHhegt in
2016.

However, both in 2006 and 2016, in most of the argiin the eastern
parts of Turkey (Central Anatolia, the Black Segioa, East Anatolia, South-
east Anatolia), primary school graduates are ikelylto participate in the
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Figure 4. Probit Results of Females by Educationdlevel,
2006 and 2016

a. Primary School - 2006 a. Primary School - 2016

.

et

Source Authors’ own calculations from the Household LaBorce Survey Data
(TURKSTAT)

Key:

I Increase in the participation probability of womerihe labor force

Il Decrease in the participation probability of wonmehe labor force
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labor force in comparison to those who have notmleted any educational
institution. See Figure 4a.

In 2006, the probability of female middle schochdmates participating in
the labor force is higher than of those who havet ‘tompleted any educa-
tional institution” only in the regions TR1@sfanbul), TR32 (Aydin, Mgla,
Denizli), and TR41 (Bursa, Eslehir, Bilecik).

In 2016, as in the primary school case, the nurobétue/light regions is
greater; in TR10 (Istanbul), TR21 (Edirne, Tekgdairklareli), TR41
(Bursa, Eskgehir, Bilecik), TR62 (Adana, Mersin), and TR63 (Bt Kahra-
manmarg, Osmaniye), middle school graduates are moreylit@lbe in the
labor force. As shown in Figure 4b, the number tatistically insignificant
regions increases in 2016.

Completing high school ups the probability of beingthe labor force,
particularly in the Marmara region in 2006 andhia Central Anatolian regions
in 2016.

The results show the lower probability of femalghhischool graduates
being in the workforce in Turkey's Eastern regidespecially the eastern
parts of Central Anatolia and the Black Sea) in parison to the reference
category (“not completed any educational instititjoin 2016 (Figure 4c).

Having higher education (university, faculty, orpep) is statistically sig-
nificant almost in all regions in both yedr§herefore, the probability of a
woman’s participation in the labor force is highkshe has a “Bachelor’s
degree or a Master’'s degree” than those not haldogpleted any educa-
tional institution” (Figure 4d).

The control variables for the analyses, namelye*amd “age square,” are
statistically significant in all regions for botld@6 and 2016. The results sug-
gest that as “age” increases, Turkish women are rikgly to participate in
the labor force. The estimated coefficient for thge square” is negative and
significant. This result is expected since, as enao gets older, the probability
of her participating in the labor force decreases.

In a nutshell, the results suggest that as of 2826 are more regions
where the participation probability of Turkish womwith primary, middle,
or high school education is higher. The participagprobability of university
or upper graduate females is greater in almostegions in both 2006 and
2016.

9 The exceptions to this are TR0 (Trabzon, Ordu,dBime Rize, Artvin, Glimg) in 2006 and
TR 82 (Kastamonu, Cankiri, Sinop) in 2016.
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In addition, the red/dark colored regions (where phobability of partici-
pation is lower compared to the group who haveaoohpleted any educa-
tional institution) are concentrated in the Centmatl the Eastern Black Sea
and some regions in Central and Eastern AnatolZ0ik6 (Figure 4a, 4b, 4c).
It is worth noting that these regions indicate gdity, with lower participa-
tion probabilities for female graduates of primamiddle, or high school in
both 2006 and 2016.

Overall, atending any course or receiving any training dogsappear to
affect Turkish female labor force participatiorthalugh it does seem to help
in many regions in 2006 and in all regions in z (Table A2 in Appendix).

5.2 The Impact of Marital Status

It can be observed in Figure 5 that the probabdftyvomen’s being in the
labor force contracts when they are married, coatpty those in the reference
category “single women”, in most of the regionsrurkey for both 2006 and
2016.

This is the case in all regions except TRAZA Kars, gdir, Ardahan)
and TRB2 (Van, Mg Bitlis, Hakkari) in 2006. Only in TRB2 (Van, Mu
Bitlis, Hakkari) are married women likelier to paipate in the labor force in
this year. On the other hand, the estimated caeifiicis insignificant for
TRAZ2 (Agri, Kars, Edir, Ardahan).

It is shown in Figure 5a that the number of regiarith insignificant
results is higher in 2016. In addition to the EastAnatolia provinces, the
insignificant results now extend to the Black Seavimces.

In 2006, there are only four regions where “beingted” makes a sta-
tistically significant effect. In TR31iZmir), TR61 (Antalya, Isparta, Burdur),
TR62 (Adana, Mersin), and TR21 (Edirne, TekidKirklareli), the partici-
pation probability of divorced women is lower tHan single women.

In 2016, the number of blue/light-colored regionsreases; that is, in
Central Anatolia and in the two regions of the Rl&ea (TR81 (Zonguldak,
Karabik, Bartin) and TR90 (Trabzon, Ordu, GiresiRize, Artvin,
Gumishane), divorced women are more likely to partiagatthe labor force
than single women. These results are shown in €igbr

It is observed in Figure 5c that in both 2006 a@#l&} the probability of a
woman’s participation in the labor force is higlifeshe is a widow, almost in
all regions.
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Figure 5. Probit Results by Marital Status: 2006 ad 2016
a. Married - 2006 a. Married - 2016

b. Divorced - 2006

™ L we

c. Widowed - 2006 c. Widowed - 2016

Source Authors’ own calculations from the Household LaBorce Survey data
(TURKSTAT)

Key:
[ Increase in probability of women'’s participationtire labor force
[ Decrease in probability of women'’s participatiorttie labor force

6. Conclusion

From 2006 to 2016, Turkish females’ labor forcetipgration rose in all
of the country’s NUTS 2 level regions, except fdRID (Trabzon, Ordu,
Giresun, Rize, Artvin, Gunghane), which was already doing well. In 2006,
TR90 displays the highest rate of female labordgarticipation; in 2016, the
second highest. Interestingly, the lowest rateeapm the Southeast Anato-
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lian regions, yet this is where the greatest séridecurred over the ten-year
period in expanding women'’s presence in the wodgla

Our analyses focus on the effects of educational lend marital status on
Turkish women’s participation in the labor forcetie years 2006 and 2016.
To this end, probit analyses are performed for eaatkish NUTS2 region.
The reference categories in the analyses are “lsémgle” and “not completed
any educational institution.” The noteworthy resudtom the probit analyses
can be summarized as follows:

i) In comparison to women who have “not completey @ducational
institution,” the participation probability of Tuidh women in the labor force
is higher if they have “a Bachelor’s or higher dsgf in both 2006 and 2016,
in almost all regions;

i) Many regions have lower participation probai®é for primary and
middle school graduates in 2006 and 2016. Howether,number of these
regions (red/dark regions) is lower in 2016 thar2@®6, especially for the
middle school graduates. We also see an increatigeimumber of regions
where the participation probability of female primamiddle, and high school
graduates finding a job goes up from 2006 to 2016.

iif) The Central and the Eastern Black Sea reg&imsw invariably lower
participation probabilities in the labor force fsomen with high school edu-
cation (compared to those not having completedestucational institution).
In general, such a lower probability is apparemtdt Turkish women with
primary, middle, or high school education. Forta#tse education levels, the
Central and the Eastern Black Sea and certainmggdioCentral and Eastern
Anatolia indicate a rigidity from 2006 to 2016.

We see that agriculture is the dominant sectorhgse regions, with a
greater than 50% employment share. We observe fhendata provided in
Table A3 in the Appendix that many Turkish womenrkvan agriculture.
Keeping in mind the reality here—the use of womerthiese rural areas as
unpaid family workers in the fields—the rigidity.€i, insisting on lower par-
ticipation probabilities for women here, despiteitigreater level of educa-
tion, not counting higher education) can be betteterstood.

In the regions with such rigidity (e.g., TR82 (Kasionu, Cankiri, Sinop),
TR83 (Samsun, Tokat, Corum, Amasya), TR90 (TrabZorgu, Giresun,
Rize, Artvin, GUmghane), TRB2 (Van, My Bitlis, Hakkari), and TRA1
(Erzurum, Erzincan, Bayburt)), the share of femalesking in agriculture is
considerably high. Refer to Table A3 in the Appendi
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iv) Compared to single women, married or widowedn&a have a lower
probability of being in the labor force in almosk regions of Turkey. The
results are almost the same in 2006 and in 20gesting the existence of
rigidity for these women. This can be attributedntarried and widowed
women’s having fewer financial worries. The findéngiffer for divorced
women in some regions, with their higher probapitf participating in the
labor force. Considering that divorced women oftesed to support their
families, we anticipated this result.

v) Women'’s attending any courses, seminars, orezentes, or receiving
private lessons or instruction, raises the proligmf their participating in the
workforce in many regions of Turkey in 2006 andlkregions in 2016.

Finally, the findings of our analysis delineate thenale labor force par-
ticipation at the regional level in Turkey. Thisidy is the first that examines
this dynamic at the NUST2 level. Although we finol substantial difference
between 2006 and 2016 by educational level, thefimgings draw attention
to the increasing participation probabilities of men in many Turkish re-
gions in 2016 as well as their rigid lower partatipn probabilities elsewhere
(despite the higher level of education, not countilgher education).

Furthermore, when it comes to the role of higharcation, its effect on
the participation decision is obvious. The diffgriresults across Turkish
regions may be explained by wide-ranging educatitexaels and sectoral
variations.

Moreover the sociological factors specific to regions skolod examined
to find the underlying causes of regional inegsitie Turkey as well as the
rigidities. Such ongoing investigation is essenfidlurkish women are ever
to assume their rightful place in the national exop. New regional labor
policies may help to bring about this vision.
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Appendix

Table Al. Statistical Regions: NUTS 2 Level

TR10Istanbul

TR21 Edirne, Tekirdg Kirklareli

TR22 Balikesir, Canakkale

TR31izmir

TR32 Denizli, Aydin, Mgla

TR33 Manisa, Afyonkarahisar, Kitahyagalk
TR41 Bursa, Eskehir, Bilecik

TR42 Kocaeli, Sakarya, Duzce, Bolu, Yalova
TR51 Ankara

TR52 Konya, Karaman

TR61 Antalya, Isparta, Burdur

TR62 Adana, Mersin

TR63 Hatay, KahramanmatraOsmaniye

TR71 Negehir, Aksaray, Nide, Kirikkale, Kigehir
TR72 Kayseri, Sivas, Yozgat

TR81 Zonguldak, Karablk, Bartin

TR82 Kastamonu, Cankiri, Sinop

TR83 Samsun, Tokat, Corum, Amasya
TR90 Trabzon, Ordu, Giresun, Rize, Artvin, Gisméine
TRAL Erzurum, Erzincan, Bayburt

TRAZ2 Kars, Asri, Igdir, Ardahan

TRB1 Malatya, Elag, Bingdl, Tunceli

TRB2 Van, My, Bitlis, Hakkari

TRC1 Gaziantep, Adiyaman, Kilis

TRC2 DiyarbakirSanhurfa

TRC3 Siirt, Mardin, Batmarf§irnak
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