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Ercan Uygur \Y

Editor’s Introduction

This issue oEkonomi-tekwhich completes our second volume, contains
two papers and two comments—the latter being resgsoto David Colan-
der’s paper, “What Should Turkish Economists Do Bliesv Should They Do
It?”, published in the previous issue of this jaalrn

The first paper in this issue is by Middle East Ar@cal University’'s
Gizem Akar and Binnur Balkan and Semih Tumen, lmftthe Central Bank
of Turkey. They examine the wage differential beawequivalent workers
according to firm size, gender, formality/inforntg)i education, and other
variables. For empirical work, the paper drawstba considerable amount of
employee data for private-sector companies thatoltained from the Turkish
Household Labor Force Surveys (THLFS), conductetivden 2006 and
2012. For these seven years, there is micro-lefetmation on the charac-
teristics of a total of 585,769 workers, providiagluable observations for
econometric estimations. While on average arourid @6these workers are
formally employed, 24% turn out to be informally goyed.

Notable results of the THLFS include: the sharanéérmality declines
with firm size, but it does not disappear altogethéso, informality is higher
for younger workers but, as expected, lower for eneducated workers; in
addition, informal workers get lower wages thamfal workers, the former
receiving about two thirds of those of formal warke

The empirical findings reveal, as expected, a lmssrsize wage gap,
meaning that larger organizations pay higher wagesquivalent workers
than smaller ones. There is also a gender wagelgys, men are paid better
than women after controlling for such charactarsstas education and age.
Furthermore, the company-size wage gap appears targer for informal
jobs than for formal ones, meaning that the redafivemium of working in a
large enterprise is more pronounced for informatkecs than their formal
counterparts; meanwhile, the gender pay gap farimmil workers is quite
significant in small businesses and gets smallefiras size goes up, ulti-
mately disappearing in the biggest entities. Thhes,gender pay gap is a dec-
reasing function of firm size for informal employme For formal employ-
ment, on the other hand, the gender pay gap hasmelation with size of the
company.
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The second paper in this issue is by Gilay GiSkikesen from Istanbul
University and Tolga Kaya and Ungienesen, both from Istanbul Technical
University. The authors aim to establish the maglds of backward linkage
multipliers of construction activity on the basistiee 2002 Input-Output table
of the Turkish Statistical Institute (TURKSTAT). &pfically, the focus is on
the total employment and intermediate input demgeerated by final de-
mand for construction; actual numbers are derivednigans of Structural
Path Analysis (SPA), which provides not only thegmtudes but also the
paths of the multiplier effects.

A major finding of this work is that the total erogment effect of con-
struction activity, including employment generatedther sectors by way of
backward linkages, is not high. Specifically, itr@ighly equivalent to the
average of 31 sectors taken together. This ratleakvijob creator should be
viewed against a backdrop of other sectors: theoited intermediate input
demand in industry in general tends to be high. éle@r, whereas intermediate
import demand arising from construction activitgeif is moderate, that
coming from industries like basic metals (speclficaron and steel), petro-
leum products, electricity, and natural gas, whesastruction has strong
backward linkages, is remarkably strong.

Given these findings, the authors caution thatcgaliakers should con-
sider several alternate “paths” and effects wherplementing pro-
construction policies. There is always the danlget stimulation of this sector
could aggravate Turkey’s chronic current-accouricde, which it seeks to
reduce.

The first of the two comments on David Colandegpegr is by FikreSen-
ses of Middle East Technical University. He agnegh Colander’s diagnosis
of the flaws in the Turkish economic-research emvinent. However§enses
parts company with Colander when it comes to aiplessolution for this
state of affairs. The second comment is a shod hgtRecep Kok of Dokuz
Eylul University, who likewise supports Colandedmgnosis of the ills be-
deviling Turkish economists but disagrees on tipe tyf remedy called for.

We look forward to coming up with more interestamtjcles for our readers
in the coming issues.

Ercan Uygur
Editor
Ekonomi-tek
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Editoriin Sunusu

Dergimiz Ekonomi-tekn ikinci cildini tamamlayan bu sayisinda iki ma-
kale ve iki yorum/elgtiri sunuyoruz.iki yorum, dergimizin bir dnceki sayi-
sinda “What Should Turkish Economists Do and Howukh They Do It?”
basligiyla yayinlanan David Colander’in makalesine y&kteli

Bu sayidaki ilk makale, Orta @a Teknik Universitesi'nden Gizem Akar
ve her ikisi de Turkiye Cumhuriyet Merkez Bankaden olan Binnur Balkan
ve Semih Tumen'indir. Yazarlar, ayni 6zelliklerengaiscilerin firma bi-
yuklagu, cinsiyet, kayitli/kayit @i istihdam, gitim gibi degiskenleri dikkate
alarak dcret farklarinin nasil glugunu incelemektedirler. Makale, 2006 ile
2012 vyillari arasinda gercekligilen Tirkiye Hane Halkils Giicii Anke-
ti'nden (THHIA) elde edilen 6zel kesim firmalarinda gah ucretlilere ikkin
¢ok sayida verinin incelenmesine dayanmaktadird@wemdeki yedi yil icin
toplam 585,769stinin ozelliklerine ydnelik mikro-dizeyde bilgi vé@ir ve
ekonometrik tahminler icin gerli verilere ulaiimistir. Bu donemde bus¢i-
lerden yaklaik % 76'si kayith olarak, yakkak %24'G de kayit du olarak
istihdam edilmgtir.

THHIiA'dan elde edilen dikkate der su bilgiler vardir; firma buyukIgi
arttikca kayitdilik azalmakta fakat timiyle ortadan kalkmamaktadir
kayitdsilik genc kciler arasinda daha yaygindir ve, beklgndibi, daha gi-
timli isciler arasinda daha azdir. Ayrica, kawitdstihdam edilensgiler, ka-
yitli olanlara gore, yakkak Ucte iki oraninda daha glik tcret almaktadirlar.

Tahminler sonucunda elde edilen bulgular, beklgrglbi, firma buyukli-
gune gore Ucret farklgini ortaya koymaktadir; buyuk firmalarda gahlara,
ayni 6zelliklere sahip daha kicuftetmelerdekine gére daha yiksek Ucret
o6denmektedir. Cinsiyete goére Ucret farklda vardir; gitim ve ya gibi
degiskenler kontrol edildikten sonra, erkeklerin Ucrktidinlara gore daha
yuksektir. Ayrica, firma buyukigiine gore lcret farklg kayitdsi olanlarda,
kayith olanlara gére, daha bUyukti§oyle ki, kayitdgl calsan kciler icin
blyuk sletmelerde ¢agmanin goéreceli getirisi, kayitli olan benzerlergyigre
daha buyuktiar. Ayni zamanda, kicigierlerinde kayit di calisanlarda cin-
siyete gore Ucret farklgi cok daha yuksektir,syeri buyildikce fark azal-
makta ve giderek biyiikletmelerde ortadan kalkmaktadir. Oyleyse, kayutdi
calisanlar igin cinsiyete goére Ucret farkgliisletme buyuklginin azalan bir
islevidir. Diger yandan, kayitli istihdamda cinsiyete gore Utagkthilg islet-
me buyuklgu ile iliskili degildir.
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Bu sayidaki ikinci makale,istanbul Universitesinden Giilay Giinliik
Senesenistanbul Teknik Universitesi'nden Tolga Kaya ve Ufgnesen’indir.
Yazarlar bu makalede Tirkiykstatistik Kurumu'nun (TUK) 2002 Girdi-
Ciktl tablosu temelinde geriye pacarpanlarinin blyldkEunt belirlemeyi
amaclamglardir. Ozellikle iaat nihai talebinin yaraf istihdam ve aragirdi
etkileri Uzerine odaklanmlar ve carpan etkilerinin yalnizca blyUglint
degil, yollarini/kanallarini da gosteren Yapisal YobzLimlemesi (YYC)
yontemini kullanmglardir.

Burada elde edilen 6nemli bir bulgugedr sektorlerle olan geriye glarin
yarattiklari da dahil olmak Uzere saat faaliyetinin yaratfi istihdamin yuk-
sek olmamasidir. Yaratilan istihdam, kabaca, d&ledtnan 31 sektoriin orta-
lamasina gttir. Bu zayif istihdam etkisinin @er sektorlerin yapisal 6zellikle-
rinden kaynaklangs gorilmektedir; genel olarak sanayi sektérindaldn
aragirdi talebi yiiksektirinsaat faaliyetinin kendisinin yaragu aragirdi dsa-
Iim talebi yiksek dgldir, ancak igaat sektorinin dnemli geriye gharinin
oldugu ana metaller (6zellikle demir-celik) petrol Urén| elektrik ve dgal
gaz gibi dger sektérlerden gelen aragirdiaim talebi ¢cok gicladdar.

Bu bulgular giginda yazarlar politika yapicilari ihtiyath olmayimsaat
faaliyetini tevik ederken farkl “yollarin” ve etkilerin olabildini dikkate
almaya cairiyorlar. Insaat sektoriiniin canlandiriimasiyla birlikte Turkiyie’
azaltmaya cabalaglikronik cari agkini yikseltme tehlikesi ortaya ¢cikmaktadir.

David Colander’in makalesine gkin ilk yorum/elstiri Orta Dogu Teknik
Universitesi'nden FikreSenses tarafindan yapilgtir. Yazar, Tirkiye'deki
iktisat argtirmalarinin ve yayinlarinin tlke ekonomisi icintemesiz kaldgl
teshisini koyan Colander ile ayni géttédir. Ancak bu duruma ¢6zim bulma
konusunda Colander ile farkli glinmektedir.ikinci yorum, Dokuz Eylil
Universitesinden Recep Kok'iin kisa notunda yeyalive benzesekilde
Colander’in yetersiz agarmalar/yayinlar tghisine katilirken 6nerilen ¢dziime
katiimiyor.

Dergimizin gelecek sayilarinda okuyucularimizingkana ilging makale-
lerle ¢cikmay! sirdirege.

Ercan Uygur
Editor
Ekonomi-tek
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Overview of Firm-Size and Gender Pay Gaps in Turkey
The Role of Informal Employment

Gizem Akar  Binnur Balkan®  Semih TUmén

Abstract

This paper documents two new findings linking fisme and gender pay
gaps to informal employment using micro-level dfntan Turkey. First, we
show that the firm-size wage gap, defined as ldiges paying higher wages
to observationally equivalent workers, is greater ihformal employment
than formal employment. And, second, we find thet gender pay gap is
constant across different firm-size categoriefdomal employment, while it
is a decreasing function of firm size for informahployment. These two
facts jointly suggest that the informality statdsagob is a valuable source of
information in understanding the underlying fordegsermining firm-size and
gender wage gaps. We propose and discuss the metewvaf alternative
mechanisms that might be generating these facts.

JEL codes:C21, E24, J31, J71

Keywords: Informal employment, wage differentials, firm size
gender discrimination, THLFS Turkish Household LabBorce Survey
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1. Introduction

Observationally equivalent workers are paid différerages in the labor
market. These wage differentials are multi-dimenaio For example, it is
well documented that men are paid better than woaven after controlling
for education, tenure, age, marital status,latmilarly, white Americans are
paid better than observationally equivalent blagketicang The residual
wage differentials across gender and race categarie often attributed to
discrimination in the labor markét\Nage differences are also documented for
margins other than gender and race. For exampigerldirms pay higher
wages to observationally equivalent workers thaalkmfirms. In the litera-
ture, this fact is named the “firm-size wage gﬁﬁkporters pay higher wages
compared to non-exporters, which is termed the e&povage premium
[Bernard and Jensen (1995)]. Finally, formal (itex-registered) employment
yields, on average, higher wages than informal eymént, controlling for
observed variation [see, e.g., Heckman and Hot2g)19

In this paper, we contribute to the existing litara by documenting two
new findings on firm-size and gender pay gaps altirey formal-informal
divide, based on micro-level data from Turkey. Fivge show that the firm-
size wage gap is larger for informal jobs in congmar to formal ones,
meaning that the relative premium of working inaagk firm is more pro-
nounced for informal workers than formal workerec&nd, the gender pay
gap for informal workers is quite large in smathfs; it gets smaller as firm
size goes up; and it disappears in the largessfitmother words, the gender
pay gap is a decreasing function of firm size fdoimal employment. For
formal employment, on the other hand, the gendgrgag is notable, but it
does not depend on firm size.

In our empirical analysis, we use the Turkish Htwée Labor Force Sur-
vey (THLFS) micro-level data in yearly frequency the period 2006-2012.
THLFS is a nationally-representative dataset, araliiveys around 500,000
people each year. It aims to capture personal anl-melated characteristics
of household members, which allows us to estimatgengaps controlling for
a rich set of observed co-variates. Since appraein®5% of the workers

See Altonji and Blank (1999) and Bertrand (2011)efeeellent literature reviews on various
aspects of the gender pay gaps.

See Lang and Lehmann (2012) for a recent survegoidl wage gaps.

Lang and Manove (2011) show that the racial wafferéinces persist even after controlling
for proxies for unobserved ability.

See Oi and Idson (1999) for a detailed review efliferature.
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are employed in informal jobs in Turkey, this dataserves as a natural labo-
ratory for studying labor-market issues relatethtormal employment.

We start our analysis by documenting formal-infdrdifferences in firm-
size wage gaps. In the literature, the firm-sizgevgap is estimated by incor-
porating the firm-size variable into the standarithdédrian wage regressioﬁs.
We also perform a similar exercise. The only défere is that we estimate
these wage regressions for formal and informal exwkseparately. These
regressions include firm size as a key variableagwith the other usual vari-
ables such as gender, age, and education, in @dditithe dummy variables
controlling for year, region, occupation, and inmyseffects. We separate
firm size into five categories, with size 1 beitg tsmallest firm and 5 being
the largest. We find that a formal worker employeda size-5 firm earns
16.8% more relative to an observationally-equivalorker employed in a
size-1 firm. In other words, the “size premium” fiormal employment is
16.8%. However, the size premium is significanthgager among informal
workers. Specifically, an informal worker employiada size-5 firm gets paid
26.7% more than an observationally-equivalent midrworker employed in
a size-1 firm. This is a sizable difference, andkeiserves special attention.

We argue that four alternative mechanisms can patlnexplain this
disparity. First, formal jobs are subject to taxahijle informal jobs are not.
Taxes impose a wedge between the size premiunidmmal jobs and that in
formal jobs. Second, larger firms, on average, hmaye greater skill require-
ments, both for the formal and informal jobs thdfeio However, informal
jobs with higher skill requirements may fail toratit enough applicants, since
skilled workers normally opt for formal jobs. Thigght lead to sharper wage
increases in informal jobs as firm size goes uprdltinformation on job op-
portunities in informal jobs is most likely exchagwithin informal net-
works (such as relatives, friends, neighbors, ahéroacquaintances) rather
than formal channels (such as public ads). Thispcaentially reduce the size
of the applicant pool for informal jobs. Finallyp@icants may be valuing
other job-specific (pecuniary and/or non-pecunianyjenities along with pay.
This kind of amenity packages is weak in infornmadg, by definition. This
weakness may itself lead to a smaller applicant poinformal jobs if the
weight assigned to these side amenities is higligindGiven a certain num-
ber of vacant informal jobs, a smaller pool of &pits would push the wage
offers up.

5 See Mincer (1958, 1974), Heckman et al. (2006), laemiieux (2006) for background in-
formation on Mincerian wage equations.
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Next we document the formal-informal differenceghe gender pay gap
as a function of firm size. The coefficient of thender dummy in the Min-
cerian wage regression is the key parameter inetkéscise. Our regressions
condition on five size categories along with therfality status of the worker,
which means that 10 different regressions are padd. We find that, for
formal workers, the coefficient of the gender dumawhich takes 1 for
males and O otherwise—stays roughly constant (adihr12%) across the
size categories. This is equivalent to saying thatfirm size does not signifi-
cantly affect the gender pay gap for formal emplegtn For informal em-
ployment, however, the gender pay gap is around @4%ize-1 firms, while
it monotonically declines with firm size and getpialized to the gender pay
gap for formal workers in size 5. Hence, unlikenfat employment, the gen-
der pay gap is a decreasing function of firm sadriformal employment.

We then perform the same regressions conditioreépgrately on the pre-
and post-crisis periods. We still observe the momictlly decreasing gender
pay gap for informal employment in both periods.wdeer, an interesting
result emerges for the largest (i.e., size 5) firfitse gender pay gap for in-
formal employment is no longer equal to the gemmsr gap for formal em-
ployment in size-5 firms. For the 2006-2009 peritite gender pay gap in
size-5 firms is much higher for informal jobs thfanmal jobs. For the 2010—
2012 period, however, we see that the gender payngsize-5 firms is much
lower for informal jobs than formal jobs. This meahat, for the latter period,
the widespread belief that informal jobs are moiscriminatory against
women than formal jobs is only partly true. To Ipedfic, for the 2010-2012
period, we find that informal jobs discriminate agd women in small firms,
but, in large firms, they are less discriminatogaiast (or more liberal to-
ward) women than formal jot?sWe argue later in this paper that the main
reason for this pre- versus post-crisis differemight be the widespread im-
plementation of employment-subsidy programs in €urkn the post-crisis
era.

Therefore, our contribution to the literature isotfold. First, we show
empirically that the firm-size wage gap is not hgeweous among formal
and informal workers, being actually more pronouhfoe the latter. Then, we
characterize the gender pay gap as a joint functidghe formality status and
firm size, and find that the gender pay gap is@efesing function of the firm
size for informal workers, while it stays roughlynstant for formal ones.

5 In line with this observation, Tansel (1997) alsmwss that although there is a gender pay
gap for formal workers, no such statement can tadenfar informal ones.
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The plan of the paper is as follows. Section 2 ey a summary of the
literature on firm-size and gender wage gaps. &e@idescribes our dataset
and presents detailed summary statistics. Secti@xplains our empirical
methodology and discusses the estimation resultstidh 5 concludes with
brief remarks on future work.

2. Related Literature

There is a consensus in the labor-economics literghat formal and in-
formal labor markets are subject to segmentatioheast partially. In other
words, the fundamentals determining wage and emmoy outcomes for
informal jobs are structurally different from thantlamentals determining
those for formal jobs. This is called the “dualdalmarkets” hypothesis, and
various papers, including Stiglitz (1976), Dickeasd Lang (1985), and
Heckman and Hotz (1986), argue in favor of itsvatee’ In this paper, we
argue that duality leads to interesting patterndirafi-size and gender pay
gaps along the formal-informal divide. Before wegant our empirical find-
ings on these patterns, we briefly review the ditere on firm-size and gender
pay gaps below.

2.1. Firm-Size Wage Gap

It is a well-documented fact that larger entitiey pigher wages to obser-
vationally equivalent workers than smaller ohdhe finding that a firm-size
wage gap exists is robust and invariably holds sistudies for different
countries, years, and job categoﬁe%everal explanations are offered in the
literature, ranging from unobserved worker heteneity [Idson and Feaster
(1990)] to unobserved firm productivity [Idson a@d (1999)], and from the
need for better data [Troske (1999)] to firm-levatiations in labor turnover
due to differences in hiring and human-resourceagament practices [ldson
(1996)]. However, none of these points fully exptathe observed patterns,

" See Magnac (1991) for an opposing view.

8 See Oi and Idson (1999) for a comprehensive rediethe early literature. Breakthrough
papers in the literature that deserve attentiotuitec Mellow (1982), Brown and Medoff

(1989), and Groshen (1991).

For example, Tansel (1996) is the first paper shgwhat this fact holds for urban male
employees in Turkey but is not statistically sigrd@fit for women. For studies documenting
firm-size wage gaps at the country level, see gf@mple, Marcouiller et al. (1997) for El

Salvador, Mexico, and Peru, Tan and Batra (1997)Cfolombia, Mexico, and Taiwan

(China), Brunello and Colussi (1998) for Italy, Hstér (2004) for the United States, and
Lallemand et al. (2007) for Belgium, Denmark, Ir@aitaly, and Spain. Baker et al. (1988)
document sectoral differences in size-wage gap€EDs. Meagher and Wilson (2004) and
Fox (2009) find that the size-wage gap is largejdbs with managerial responsibilities.

9
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so the firm-size wage gap still remains as a mejopirical puzzle in labor
economics.

Although the existence and magnitude of observextfize wage dispari-
ties are well known in the literature, there ispaper examining the firm-size
wage differences along the formal-informal divitfée try to fill this gap in
the literature by estimating firm-size wage gapsféomal and informal em-
ployment separately.

2.2. Gender Wage Gap

Early theoretical literature on labor-market disgriation suggests that
larger businesses are more likely to discriming&irest minorities or disad-
vantaged groups than smaller ones due to theiehigiarket power [see, e.g.,
Becker (1971)]. However, the empirical literatunggests the opposite: small
companies are more likely to discriminate. For epl@nHeinze and Wolf
(2006) find that within-firm gender pay differerisaare smaller than the aver-
age gender pay gap for the economy, and the gemageis a decreasing func-
tion of the corporate size in Germany. Therefoneytimplicitly show that
large firms are more egalitarian in comparisonhi $mall ones. This ques-
tion is also studied in the racial-discriminatiaterature. Sorensen (2004)
points to smaller firms being more racially segtedahan larger ones. This
observation also supports the idea that largersfiame more egalitarian than
smaller firms. Other papers along these lines ael8mith and Welch (1984),
Chay (1998), and Holzer (1998).

Parallel to these papers, we also document, usinkjsh micro-level data,
that smaller firms are more discriminatory agawsimen than larger ones.
However, we make an interesting additional poihe hegative correlation
between gender pay gap and firm size is only olesefer informal employ-
ment, with the gender pay gap being constant adiwss of different sizes
for formal employment. Our paper is the first ire tliterature documenting
this phenomenon. Section 4 discusses the detadlgrdfndings.

3. Data and Summary Statistics

In this study, we use the Turkish Household Lakbmnc€ Survey (THLFS),
conducted by the Turkish Statistical Institute (@®tat) for the years 2006-
2012. This nationally-representative survey prosidieh micro-level infor-
mation on personal and work-related characteristicsurvey subjects, and it
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covers all private households living in TurlééJyThe sample we choose from
this dataset consists of private-sector wage esyreage 15-65" We take
2012 as the base year and deflate the wage obsewdétom 2006 to 2011,
according to the respective Consumer Price Indicesther words, wages are
measured in real terms and in 2012 prices.

In the THLFS dataset, the information on firm sigecollected based on
employee responses to the question, “How many werke employed in the
establishment where you are currently working?” Tégponse is structured
into six mutually exclusive size categories asdiol: size 1 (1-10), size 2
(11-24), size 3 (25-49), size 4 (50-249), size 50(299), and size 6 (500+).
Since the degree of freedom is low, especiallyiféormal workers, in the
largest size category, we collapse the 250-499%80¢ categories into a sin-
gle category. After this normalization, the largege category in our analysis
becomes the size-5 firm (i.e., the firm with 250#6rkers). In unweighted
terms, there are approximately 79,000 observatioiisis new category. Ac-
cordingly, we convert the size variable into fiventmy variables, one for
each size category.

We define an informal worker in relation to the kers social-security
attachment, so the worker is deemed formal if ghegistered with the so-
cial-security system and informal if not. The folityastatus of the worker is
determined for the survey with the question, “Amuyregistered with the
social-security system in your current job?” Thil also be a dummy vari-
able, taking 1 if the answer is yes and 0 if naitéNthat this has nothing to do
with the formality status of the enterprise; rathvee are interested in the for-
mality status of the jof)z.

After putting together the 2006-2012 data and ietstig the sample to pri-
vate-sector wage earners, we have 585,769 obsmgaith our unweighted
sample, 446,416 of which are from formal workerd 489,353 from infor-
mal workers. We also observe personal charactsjstuch as gender, edu-
cation, age, marital status, and occupation; tlaesen addition to the work-
related characteristics of industry, wage, job ustatand workplace size,
among others. Table 1 presents the summary statisti

Age is represented as a continuous variable, whehestrict in our analy-
sis to the working age, namely 15-@hie dummy variable for marital status

10" Excluding the residents of schools, dormitoriesidkirgartens, rest homes for elderly per-
sons, special hospitals, military barracks, ande@@on quarters for officers.

11 We drop public-sector workers because pay in tHgipsector is determined by the job
rank, which itself is determined by law rather tfiam size.

12 see Rauch (1991) for a classical theoretical disouss informal versus formal firms.
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Table 1. Summary Statistics

Summary Statistics

Formal Informal
Variable Mean Std. Dev | Mean Std. Dev
Size 1 0.212 0.409 0.697 0.459
Size 2 0.126 0.331 0.121 0.326
Size 3 0.212 0.409 0.104 0.305
Size 4 0.275 0.446 0.063 0.242
Size 5 0.175 0.258 0.015 0.095
Female 0.234 0.424 0.245 0.430
Married 0.709 0.454 0.564 0.496
Full-time job 0.983 0.131 0.923 0.266
Permanent job 0.965 0.139 0.653 0.466
No degree 0.015 0.123 0.117 0.321
Primary school 0.260 0.439 0.408 0.492
Middle school 0.143 0.350 0.268 0.443
High school 0.141 0.348 0.093 0.290
Voc. High school 0.151 0.358 0.074 0.261
College & above 0.290 0.454 0.041 0.199
Age 34.26 9.110 32.42 12.691
Log Real Wage 7.054 0.526 6.408 0.593
Sample share 0.767 0.233
# of Observ. 446,416 139,353

Note: THLFS data for years 2006-2012 are used in theyaisalStatistics in the
first two columns relate to formal employment ahd tast two columns to informal
employment. Appropriate frequency weights are usedl calculations.

takes 1 if the person is married and 0O if not. Edioa falls into six catego-
ries: no degree, primary school, middle schoolhhéghool, vocational high
school, and college and above. To capture the gpbgral differences, we
add 26 regional dummies in the NUTS-2 detail. Oetiop is represented
according to ISSCO-88 classification, and industmpmmies are created fol-
lowing the NACE Rev.2 classification. The reportedge is the monthly
earnings in the main job.

A few of the more important summary statistics a@th highlighting.
The share of informal workers is approximately 26%total employment,
which makes Turkish data a natural laboratory fludging informality-
related employment issues. There are also sevensalekpirical findings
worth noting on the differences between informal formal employment.
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First, although the share of informality declineghwirm size, it does not
disappear completely, and even the biggest compania out to be employ-
ers of some informal workers. Informality is highter younger workers,
while more educated workers are underrepresentégifanmal employment,
as expected. Finally, the unconditional mean of timgrearnings for informal
workers is about two thirds of that for formal werk. Therefore, from the
raw data, we can say that informal workers get tosadaries than formal
workers, they are less educated, and their emplolysEells are shorter, on
average, before controlling for observed workerabeeristics.

4. Empirical Methods and Estimations

In this section, we briefly describe the empiricathods we employ in
our regressions, report our findings, and thenudisthe results.

4.1. The Firm-Size Wage Gap along the Formal-Inforral Divide

Papers in the empirical literature estimate thea-fize wage gap based on
the following standard regression equation:

|nWi=G+yLi+B'Xi+Di, (1)

where In wis the natural logarithm of wages, it a dummy variable tak-
ing the value 1 if the firm is “large” and O othese, X is a vector of ob-
served co-variates for individual i, aftlis an error ternt® The coefficienty
is the firm-size wage gap. It is interpreted atofes: for example, iff = 0.25,
then observationally equivalent workers are paidagerage, 25 percentage
points more in large firms than in small firms. Bdhat this is a Mincerian
wage equation modified for the purpose of estingptire firm-size wage gap.

Unlike the simplified specification given in Equati 1, our “firm size”
variable has five categories, as we describe iaildatSection 3. We run two
separate least squares regressions: one for f@mployment and one for
informal employment, conditioning on a large setotserved co-variates.
These co-variates are as follows: firm size, genderital status, age (as a
quadratic polynomial), education categories, jobn@mency, full-time/part-
time work status, as well as year, region, indystngl occupation dummiés.

13 Note that the firm-size variable has only two catés in this example for simplicity; but
this simplification comes without loss of genesaliand, in our estimations, firm size will
have five categories.

14 We are aware of the issue that larger firms mag tenbe more productive and, therefore,
pay higher wages to observationally equivalent wrekThis means that firm size might be an
endogenous variable in the size-gap regressionb@ameed individual-level heterogeneity
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So, we control for all the relevant individual-lévgroup-level, and job-
specific characteristics. Note that, in our regmrss we omit the dummy
variable for the smallest size category (i.e., digethus, the remaining firm-
size coefficients should be interpreted relativesie 1. In other words, the
coefficients of the size dummies from size 2 t@ $zdescribe relative premia
of working in such firms versus working in a sizéirin. Table 2 reports our
estimates.

According to our estimates, the wage gap is 16.8%véen the smallest
and largest firms for formal employment, whereawsidens to 26.7% for in-
formal employment. Our estimates also suggestthimatvage gap is a mono-
tonically increasing function of firm size for botbrmal and informal em-
ployment. As the size of the firm gets larger, thage gap increases at
roughly constant rates, both for informal and fdrmvarkers. However, the
slope of this function is steeper for informal eoyhent than formal em-
ployment. Figure 1 depicts this fact graphically.

The upper panel of this figure shows the wage gap &unction of firm
size for informal and formal employment, separatélg the dashed trend
lines suggest, the firm-size wage gaps have diffestopes along the formal-
informal divide. Specifically, the slope is highfar informal employment
than formal employment, which is reflected in thaslded plot in the lower
panel. The term “differential size gap,” mentionadhe y-axis of the lower
panel, refers to the formal-informal differencegirm-size wage gaps.

In a companion paper, Balkan and Tumen (2013), rweot explain the
theoretical foundations of this slope differenti@pecifically, we develop a
two-stage wage-posting game with market imperfestiand segmented
markets, the solution to which produces wagesfas@tion of firm size in a
well-defined subgame-perfect equilibrium. The mopiedposes two distinct
mechanismé®

First, setting high tax rates on formal activityngeates a wedge between
formal and informal wage gaps. Thus, governmenicpaan potentially af-
fect the magnitude of the firm-size wage gaps. fitoelel is able to explain
the stylized fact through a second mechanism—evsmnvihe tax dimension
is shut down. Higher wages offered by a larger cammyfor a formal job can
attract a greater number of applicants than theesamount offered by the
same organization for an informal job. The biggeolpof applicants for the

can also cause endogeneity). Since we are concevitkedsuggestive correlations rather
than causality, we do not attempt to address tioiblem in this paper.

® The model draws on the simple wage-posting gameldped by Montgomery (1991),
Lang (1991), and Lang et al. (2005).
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formal job, in turn, enables the firm to keep theesdifferentials modest,
while this mitigating labor-supply effect is weaker informal jobs.

Table 2. Results for Firm-size Gap Regressions

Dependent variable: Natural logarithm of monthly wages

Formal Informal
Co-variate Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE)
Size 1 omitted Omitted
Size 2 0.067*** (0.0002) 0.121%** (0.0003)
Size 3 0.071%** (0.0002) 0.149%** (0.0004)
Size 4 0.112%** (0.0002) 0.197*** (0.0005)
Size 5 0.168*** (0.0002) 0.267*** (0.0010)
Female -0.115%** (0.0001) -0.217*** (0.0003)
Married 0.079*** (0.0001) 0.049*** (0.0003)
Full-time job 0.299*** (0.0005) 0.676*** (0.0007)
Permanent job 0.181*** (0.0004 0.116%*** (0.0004)
Primary school 0.0005 (0.0003 0.007*** (0.0004)
Middle school 0.068*** (0.0003) -0.003*** (0.0004)
High school 0.151%** (0.0003) 0.085*** (0.0005)
Voc. High school 0.167*** (0.0003) 0.083*** (0.0005)
College & above 0.378*** (0.0004 0.224*** (0.0008)
Age 0.046*** (0.0001) 0.044*** (0.0001)
Age?/100 -0.048*** (0.0001) -0.052*** (0.0001)
Year dummies Yes Yes
Region dummies Yes Yes
Occupation dum. Yes Yes
Industry dum. Yes Yes
Constant 5.471%** (0.0017) 5.470%** (0.0023)
# of Observ. 446,416 139,353
R° 0.57 0.41

Note: Size 1, male, non-married, part-time, and no degedegories are the ig-

nored dummy variables; so, the coefficients arerpreted relative to these catego-
ries. Appropriate frequency weights are used.

How the tax mechanism operates is obvious; howdkersecond mecha-
nism might be more complicated to conceptualizee $econd mechanism
may be operating for a number of reasons. Fiasger firms, on average,
may have greater skill requirements, both for tfaimal and informal jobs.
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Figure 1. Plot of the Size-gap Estimates
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Note: The upper panel describes the firm-size wage dagive to size 1 for both
formal and informal jobs. For example, a typicatnfial job at a size 4 firm pays
11.2% more than a formal job at a size 1 firm, whilis gap is 19.7% for a typical
informal job. The red dashed lines are simply mfee lines indicating the slope
differential between the two black lines. To makis Wifferential more concrete, the
lower panel plots the vertical distance betweentite lines in the upper panel. See
Table 1 for the exact numbers used to construapliis.
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However, informal jobs with higher skill requirentermay fail to attract
many applicants, since skilled workers are expetbedpt for formal jobs.
Second, information on job opportunities in infotrjabs is most likely dis-
seminated through informal job-search networks Hsag relatives, friends,
neighbors, and other acquaintances) rather thamalacthannels (such as ads).
This can potentially reduce the size of the appligaool for informal jobs.
Finally, applicants may be valuing other job-specf{pecuniary and/or non-
pecuniary) amenities along with pay. This kind ofeaity package is weaker
in informal jobs, by definition. This weakness mi¢self lead to a smaller
applicant pool in informal jobs, if the weight agséd to these side amenities
is high enough.

In addition to the size coefficients, we would alik® to comment on the
other empirically relevant coefficients. As the edlion-related dummies
suggest, returns to schooling are lower for infdrmarkers. Relative to the
workers with no degree, a college (and above) gitedmakes 39% more in
formal employment, whereas this number is as lo@2% in informal em-
ployment. Therefore, it looks as if there is a nasrh of workers to compa-
nies in the informal sector, which results in ieeffve use of the education
they obtained. The idea of mismatch is elaboratethér in Balkan and Tu-
men (2013).

4.2. Gender Gap, Firm Size, and Informal Employment

The estimation procedure for the gender wage gaprigar to that of the
firm-size wage gap. The following Mincerian wageuation is generally used
to estimate the gender wage gap in the literature:

InWi=O(+9Mi+B’Xi+Di, (2)

where In wis the natural logarithm of wages,; M a dummy variable
taking the value 1 if the worker is male and Oeifnfale, Xis a vector of ob-
served co-variates for individual i, anfl is a random error term. The coeffi-
cient@ is the estimated gender pay gap. We run 10 sepagtessions for the
formality status of the job and the size categdryhe firm; that is, we run
separate regressions for formal and informal empéayt in each size cate-
gory, controlling for the observed cvariates.

The results are presented in Tables 3, 4, andécifgmlly, Table 3 reports
the results for the 2006-2009 period, Table 4 #mults for the 2010-2012
period, and Table 5 the pooled results. Note théit the coefficients of the
“female” dummy are reported in these tables.
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Table 3. Results for Gender Gap Regressions for 20&®09

Dependent variable: Natural logarithm of monthly wages (2006-2009)

Formal | Informal |
Co-variate Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE)
Size 1 -0.096*** (0.0004) -0.242%** (0.0006)
Size 2 -0.124%** (0.0005) -0.163*** (0.0009)
Size 3 -0.116*** (0.0003) -0.153*** (0.0009)
Size 4 -0.108*** (0.0003) -0.149*** (0.0013)
Size 5 -0.105*** (0.0004) -0.132*** (0.0035)

Note: Estimation results for the gender pay gap base@ different regressions.
Appropriate sampling weights are used in all catiahs.

Table 4. Results for Gender Gap Regressions for 202012

Dependent variable: Natural logarithm of monthly wages (2010-2012)

Formal | Informal |
Co-variate Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE)
Size 1 -0.112%** (0.0004) -0.237*** (0.0007)
Size 2 -0.120%** (0.0004) -0.172%** (0.0011)
Size 3 -0.103*** (0.0003) -0.166*** (0.0011)
Size 4 -0.107*** (0.0003) -0.153*** (0.0016)
Size 5 -0.110*** (0.0004) -0.063*** (0.0034)

Note: Estimation results for the gender pay gap based @A
different regressions. Appropriate sampling weightss used in all calculations.

Table 5. Results for Gender Gap Regressions (Pooled)

Dependent variable: Natural logarithm of monthly wages (Pooled)

Formal | Informal
Co-variate Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE)
Size 1 -0.106*** (0.0003) -0.240*** (0.0004)
Size 2 -0.123*** (0.0003) -0.164*** (0.0007)
Size 3 -0.109*** (0.0002) -0.158*** (0.0007)
Size 4 -0.108*** (0.0002) -0.150*** (0.0010)
Size 5 -0.107*** (0.0003) -0.115*** (0.0025)

Note: Estimation results for the gender pay gap based 16n different
regressions. Appropriate sampling weights are uded all calculations.
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The other coefficients are ignored for sake of lyewhe control variables
include marital status, age (as a quadratic polyapmeducation dummies,
job permanency, and full-time/part-time work statas well as year, region,
industry, and occupation dummies. Figure 2 visealiaur estimates.

Figure 2. Plot of the Gender-gap Estimates
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Note: This figure describes the gender pay gaps as didonaf firm size for both
formal and informal employment. See Tables 3, 4| &rfor the exact numbers used
to construct the plots.

Observe that the gender pay gap with respect ¢oisimughly constant for
formal employment. The coefficients roughly varyvbeen 0.10 and 0.12 in
all regressions, and this variation is of a nefplgimagnitude. Therefore, we
calculate an average gender wage gap for formalloymment of approxi-
mately 11% in Turkey. On the other hand, informalpoyment displays a
totally different pattern. In terms of the pooleslimates, the gender wage gap
for informal employment is 24% in the smallest lbesises and around 11.5%
in the largest ones. Moreover, we observe a momottetline in the informal
gender gap as the firm size goes up. Notice tlaintftormal gender gap in the
largest companies is almost equal to the averageatgender gap.
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Another notable observation is that the informatdg gap in the largest
firm-size category is much smaller than the forgetder gap in the post-crisis
period—although it was larger in the pre-crisisigebr This suggests that, based
on data from the 2010-2012 period, the informal legmpent in the largest
firms offers more egalitarian opportunities to wanban the formal employ-
ment in the same institutions. We conjecture thatunderlying force behind
this finding might be the implementation of empl@mtisubsidy programs in
the post-crisis era in Turkish labor markets. BaJkBaskaya, and Tumen
(2014) show that these programs have been effaatirasing the employment
prospects for older women (i.e., women of age 38bave) relative to the em-
ployment prospects for older men. Employment suésichight have induced
marginal informal female workers, who had been ilogKor formal jobs, to
switch to formal jobs by reducing their costs te émployers.

If this is the case, then the remaining informahdée workers in the larg-
est corporations would only be the high-wage infrdemales for whom
switching to formal status would require a muclydarrincentive. As a result,
a basic selectivity mechanism—which may have stemhfr@m the subsidy
program—might be the underlying force.

Further theoretical and empirical implications lbése results, along with
explicit links to labor-market discrimination, atescussed in detail by Akar et
al. (2013). But there is one point that needs t@fphasized. The literature
suggests that the observed male-female pay ditfeseare larger for informal
jobs than formal ones [see, e.g., Tansel (2000)Tamdel and Kan (2012)]. If
it is assumed that the coefficient of the gendenmly in a Mincerian regres-
sion can be attributed to gender discriminatiothalabor market, this means
that informal jobs are more discriminatory agaimetmen. Our findings bring
an intriguing insight into this discussion. We shthat informal jobs are in-
deed more discriminatory against women than forjoaé in small firms;
however, in large firms, informal jobs are lescdisinatory against (or more
egalitarian toward) women than formal jobs, attidasa specific time period
[see Figure 2].

There is a well-documented fact that there are tgtbd” (i.e., upper-tier)
and “bad” (i.e., lower-tier) informal job]§.The two new facts we document in
this paper might be suggesting that the “good” nimi@ jobs are mostly of-
fered by large firms, possibly reflected in the eved formal-informal dif-
ferences in firm-size and gender pay gaps. Fuittiermation on job-related
characteristics is needed to make more concreemsats on this issue.

16 See, e.g., Fields (1990). See also Acemoglu (2fi01) theoretical discussion of good jobs
versus bad jobs.
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4.3. Policy Implications

There are two provocative policy implications of oesults in the areas of
economic development and institutional forces. @hehe main messages
that our results communicate is that informal erpwient is a major cause of
large wage differentials in an economy. Howevers tlnechanism is also
linked to the economy-wide size distribution. IEth are many small opera-
tors and only a few large corporations in the ecoynocand if there is wide-
spread informality among small firms, then the simribution of businesses
itself imposes considerable wage differentials. tBe main question is
whether it is the informality or the size distrilmut that is driving these differ-
entials. It is well known that the share of smathts—as well as the share of
informal firms—declines along the development pafherefore, the first
policy implication may be that governments shoutd specifically focus on
reducing wage differentials; instead, their fochewd be on economic de-
velopment. Wage differentials (i.e., both gendat/ansize gaps) will eventu-
ally become smaller as the economy grows furthdraagreater proportion of
big companies emerges. This result is a first-oidelication of our esti-
mates. Akar et al. (2013) discuss these issueseatey detail.

However, cross-country data suggest that wageréiffals in some de-
veloped countries (such as the United States)ite lgrge; thus, high devel-
opment levels alone may not be enough to shrinkewdifferentials. Then,
institutional forces, e.g, the law-and-order fastfotome into play. Labor-
market institutions, such as minimum -wage lawspnism, and unemploy-
ment-compensation schemes, certainly affect waffereintials. That said,
our paper does not address these institutionabrcand further research is
needed to understand the link between the firm-digeension of the econ-
omy and its labor market institutions.

5. Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we document two new findings onftha-size and gender
pay gaps along the formal-informal divide. Firsg ghow that the firm-size
wage gap is larger for informal employment thamfak employment. Sec-
ond, we find that the gender pay gap is independ&fitm size for formal
employment, while it is a decreasing function ofrfisize for informal em-
ployment. This is the first paper in the literatymeesenting the role of firm
size in earnings gaps for formal and informal emplent in a systematic
way. We will be searching for theoretical explaoasi of these phenomena in
our ongoing work.
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Insaat KesimiIstihdam mi Yaratiyor, Disalimi mi
Uyariyor?

Giilay GinliikSenesen Tolga Kaya  UmitSenesen”

Ozet

Turkiye'de irsaat kesiminde 2000'li ilk on yilda hizli bir buytngézlen-
mistir. Insaat faaliyetleri bilyuk 6lciide merkezi ve yerel kapalitikalari ile
dizenlenmekte vegalikli olarak 6zel kesim tarafindan gerceitiBlmekte-
dir. Bir Uretim faaliyeti olarak igaat kesimi, yakin donemdeki kiresel ya da
bolgesel bunalimlara gkin ¢ézimlemelerin kiminde bunalimin kagna
kiminde ise bunalimdan ckkipolitikalari arasinda sayillmaktadir. Buradan
hareketle bu calmada Tirkiye igaat kesiminin istihdam uyarma yapisinin
yani sira dsalim uyarma yapisi da incelenmektedir. Bir politd@ci da olan
bu kesimin ekonominin geri kalaniyla olan etkihelerini acga ¢ikarabilmek
amaclyla hem istihdam hem aragirdsalimi uyarma etkileri Yapisal Yol
Cozumlemesi (YYC) aracgiyla incelenmgtir. Kesimlerin dgalim tepkileri,
istihdam tepkilerine oranla, imalat sanayii kesinnlde daha yiksek c¢ikg
tir. Ticaret, ulgtirma, madencilik, tarim, finans gibi emekgym kesimlerde
ise istihdam tepkileri daha gucludir. Bu icice gegitngki yollarinin ¢ézim-
lenmesiyle elde edilen bulgular, ekonomideki gebéyime gilimiyle bir

Bu calsmanin istihdamla ilgili bulgular yazarlar tarafamd 26-29 Haziran 2012'de 20th
International Input-Output Conference, Bratislavav@kya'da “The Construction Sector in
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izmirde “Import Dependency Impacts of the Turkishn@muction Sector: Structural Path
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arada gorulen, bir yandan sirekli yuksgsizlik oranlari, 6te yandan biyuk
cari aciklar gbz 6nine alinarak yorumlasgtm:

JEL Kodlari : C67, E24, L74

Anahtar kelimeler: Insaat sektori, istihdam, aragirdiahimi, Yapisal Yol Co-
zlmlemesi

Abstract

The construction sector in Turkey has boomed indbedecade, under the
authorisation of central and/or local public bodias view of the fact that
construction as a production activity is often @it@mong both causes and
remedies in the context of regional and globalesiighis paper studies em-
ployment and import generation structure of theki&lr construction sector.
In order to unravel the interactions of the cordtan sector with the rest of
the economy, Structural Path Analysis of both lak@md imported intermedi-
ate input demand generation is undertaken. Sechonabrt responses are
larger than employment responses in manufactugetpss, exceptions being
labour intensive domestic sectors like trade, fartation, mining, agricul-
ture and finance. Findings of this integrated asialyf paths are discussed
with reference to the favourable growth performanéghe economy con-
comitant with persistent unemployment and currenbant deficits.

JEL Codes C67, E24, L74

Keywords: Construction sector, employment, intermediatedry)
Structural Path Analysis
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1. Giris

Insaat kesimi 6zellikle son yirmi yil boyunca yairayatirim yoluyla ya da
fiyat sigkinliklerinin patlamasiyla bolgesel ya da kiresehalimlarin gerisin-
deki 6nemli bir Gretim faaliyeti olarak dikkat cekkiedir. Endonezya, Ma-
lezya,ispanya, Tayland, ABD gibi ilkelerde kullanilarsiiefonlama diize-
neklerinde ortaya c¢ikan aksamalarla bu kesimin k@dimle olan karmak
ili skileri ortaya serilmitir.* Ayni zamanda igaat kesiminin yalniz mali alanda
degil, ekonominin dbir kesimleriyle olan glantilarinin, §sizlik ya da cari
islemler acgl gibi bunalimin bgka bilesenleri Uzerinde de baski yargtti
gorilmistir. Ote yandan gaat kesimine, altyapi yatinmlariyla istihdam ya-
ratarak bunalimin hasarlarini azaltmayi hedefleyemrikanis Yasasi 6rne-
ginde old@gu gibi, Keynesvari kamu politikasi araclarindani ilarak da
basvurulmustur.

Insaat faaliyetlerinin iktisadi etkilerine farkli agrdan bakmak gerekir,
cuinki kisa donem ile uzun dénem sonuclarismayabilir. Giang ve Pheng
(2011)'de vurgulang gibi, insaat kesimi, sabit sermaye giurarak tretken
kapasiteye katki yaginda biyimenin de lokomotifi olabilir. Ancak bura
genslemeye, girdi maliyetleriyle dalimda arta, cevre sorunlarina da yol
acabilir. Odemeler dengesi Uizerindeki baskilar bigyi olumsuz etkileyebi-
lir. insaat faaliyet ve girdilerindeki teknolojik ggiheye bakildiinda bu ke-
simin dl¢cesinin blyudigl, sermaye ygun niteliginin belirginlestigi gorul-
mektedir. Bu nedenle bir yandan niteliksiz emeleltalyoluyla istihdama
katkinin sirekli olmayaga, diger yandan kicuk oOlcekli Greticilerin tasfiye
olaca da beklenmelidir (Defourny ve Thorbecke, 198428; de Valence,
2010). Yurtdsindan girdi kullanimi yayginkiginda benzer tasfiye, saat
kesimine girdi Greten yurtici Ureticiler icin de gisrulebilir. insaat teknoloji-
sindeki dgisime iliskin bir gbzlem de der Uretim faaliyetleri ile ikkilerin
imalat kesimi ile sinirl olmayip giderek hizmetlekesimine dgru
evrilmesidir. Bu olgu 6rngn bankacilik kesimi ile @antilari anlamamizi
kolaylastirirken, kesimlerarasi #kilerin karmgik yapisina daha yakindan
bakilmasini gerektirmektedir.

Insaat kesimi Tirkiye’de gecen on yilda hizla biygtii Bunun gerisin-
kezlerindeki soylulgtirma projeleri, blyuk onarimlar, kamu eliyle yaml
konutlar, deprem ya da sel baskini bolgelerindekiilar, istanbul Uluslararasi
Finans Merkezi icin ticari binalarin yani sira ketdsimini da iceren altyapi

1 Ulke drnekleri igin Crowe, vd. (2011, ss.502-508@)hyakilabilir.
2 http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/jobst. pdf
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yatirimlari, sehirlerarasi karayollariyla demir yollarinda kapasarttirma
calsmalari sayilabilir. Dgrudan Babakanlga bali Toplu Konut Idaresi
(TOKI), arazi kullanma, bakim-onarim da dabhil, biyikaat faaliyetlerini
yiritmektedir. 2003'ten bu yana TQKbitin tlkede, % 85 kadari sosyal
konut tipinde olmak Uzere, 500 000'den fazla koyaitda kamu binasi $a
etmis ya da ettirmitir.> Onimiizdeki onyilda TOK casu biiyiiksirketlerce
uretilecek ikinci parti500 000 konutiiretimine de gigecektir. istanbul’da
yapilacak uclinci koprl, yeni havaalani, CamlicaiGaganal istanbul gibi
projeler de siraya girgtir. Kamu eliyle yonetilen bu gaat atginin,
makroiktisadi etkilerinin yani sira, tofa, servetin, gelirin yeniden gedumi
ile cevre ve enerji gibi alanlarda da etkisini gdstesi beklenir.

Insaat kesiminin iktisadi etkilerinin incelenmesindedgcikti (G-C) ¢o-
zumlemesi iki temel nedenden 6turt uygurdéktedir. Bunlardan birincisi
insaatin, nihai talebin hatiri sayilir bir parcasitusturmasi, ikincisi de 6zel-
likle 2000’li yillarda 6nemli bir kamu politikasiraci olmasidirinsaat kesi-
minin yurt icinde mal ve hizmetlerin Uretimini h&aege gecirebilmesine ek
olarak § yaratma bglantilari, 6zellikle son bunalim ortaminda 6ne cakia-
dir. Ancak gecen onyilda Turkiye'de gozlenen istitmdiz biyume dikkate
alindginda, irsaat kesiminin dalim gereksinmesine bu glamda yakindan
bakilmasi da kacinilmaz olmaktadiG-C modelinde, bir kesimin nihai tale-
bindeki (6zel ve kamu tiketimi + 6zel ve kamu yatir+ ihracat -ithalat) bir
artisin, diger kesimlerin nihai talebinde bir gisme yokken, uyargh dogru-
dan ve dolayl aragirdi talebi ile ekonominirgeli kesimleri Uzerindeki tretim
artisi etkilerinin toplami o sektorin geriye patkisini verir (Bulmer-Thomas,
1982, s. 59). Yapisal Yol Coztimlemesi (YYC) ise GaBdelini gelgtirerek
bu etkilgsimin kanallarinin belirlenmesini gkar. Yapisal Yol Cozimlemesi
(YYQ) yontemini kullanan bu ¢aima, Turkiye igaat kesiminin hem istihdam
hem dsalim etki diuzey ve kanallarini ortaya koymaya yaraylk ¢alsma
olacaktir.

Bundan sonraki bolim Turkiye saat kesiminin gerek istihdam, gerekse
aragirdi dgsalimi konusunda Baca gozlemleri icermektedir. 3. Bolim, YYC
yonteminin amacimiza uyarlangmicimini 6zetlemektedir. Kullanilan veriler
4. Bolumde, bulgular 5. Bolimde sunulmaktadir. $@hiim ise genel bir
deserlendirmeye ayrilngtir.

Bu kamu binalari arasinda kitapliklar, okullar, baster, akveris merkezleri, ticari mer-
kezler, stadyumlar, camiler, askeri karakollar nnhaktadir.

(www.toki.gov.tr, 2 Ekim 2012).

Endustrilerarasi akimlar peminda istihdamsiz blyimenin sonuclarini ele hlagalsma
icin Senesen, vd. (2011)’e bkz.
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2. Turkiye insaat Kesimi: Baslica Gozlemler

Tlrkiye'de irsaat faaliyetleri bgat olarak 6zel kesim eliyle yurutilmekte-
dir. Ingaatin nihai talebi icinde 6zel kesimin payl 2002°de66 iken 2012'de
% 69a ¢cikmgtir. 2002'de kamu kesiminde % 2,4; 6zel kesimde B® blan
yillik blyime hizi, 2012'de sirasiyla % 1,8 ile 92'Qe dismUstlr. Kamu
iktisadi faaliyetlerinin 6zellgiriimesi nedeniyle kamu sabit sermaye soiu
munda igaat kesimi % 80’in lizerindeki payiyla baskindireGzamu ayiri-
minda detay veriye wdamadg icin, bundan sonra kesim bir bltlin olarak
ele alinacaktir.

Insaat kesiminde yaratilan katmageein yillik buyime hizlari, Cizim 1'de
goruldigu gibi, bunalim donemleri ginda % 8-19 arasindadinsaat kesimi-
nin boyime (ya da daralmajyanlari GSYH ile kanlastirildiginda daha kes-
kin gérinmektedir. 2012'de gaatin buyime hizinin neredeyse sifirlanmasi
dikkat cekicidir.

Cizim 1. GSYH ile insaat Kesiminin Yillik Biiyiime Hizlari
(%, 1998 Fiyatlaryla)

I\v/\/\ N
\

%20

\

'20 I I I I | I | I | I | I I 1
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012

Cizim 2'de gdsterilen igaat kesimi katma gerinin GSYH icindeki payi,
2001 bunaliminda % 5’lik bir oranla dibe vurduktsonra 2002-2007 yillari
arasinda yukselerek % 6,5'i bulgson bunalimin ardindan ise bu pay az da
olsa yine artrmtir.

5 Bu boliimdeki verilerin kayra TUIK'tir: www.tuik.gov.tr
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Cizim 2. Insaat Kesiminin GSYH icindeki Payi
(%, 1998 Fiyatlariyla)

7.0

Ingaat katma degeri/ GSYH
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2001 bunalimindan sonrasaat kesiminin istihdam diizeyindeki dizelme,
katma dgerine gére daha yayalmustur (Cizim 3). Bu da istihdamin Gretime
gore esnekdiinin disik oldusunu gosterir. Toplam istihdam igindesaat
kesiminin pay! normal yillarda % 5-7 arasinda oyaktadir. TOK 2000'li
yillarda d@rudan ya da dolayl olarak 800 009 yiarattgini iddia etse de
bunun kaniti yoktur. Calmamiz, igaat kesiminin dgrudan ya da dolayh
yollardan yaratfi istihdamin hem buyukgiint, hem hangi kanallar aracili-
glyla yaratildgini ortaya koyma amacindadir.

Cizim 3. Toplam istihdam icinde insaat Kesiminin Payi (%)

% 7

Insaat kesiminin istihdami /

Toplam istihdar

4
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
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2002’den bu yana Turkiye'dgsdizlik oranlari yuksek bir seyir izlemekte-
dir. Ayni zamanda aramaliggdliminin toplam d@alimdan da hizli argii go-
rilmektedir (Cizim 4). OyleysS8enesen vd. (2011) de taman yiksek gsiz-
likle artan dgalim iliskisi bu durumda da gecerli olabilir.

Cizim 4. Aramali Disalimi ile Toplam Disalim Endeksleri
(%, 1998:100)

600
Aramali

500 disalimi

Toplam
400 disalim

300

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012

Temel yila gore 2011'de alti katina yajda aramali galimi endeksi,
toplam dgalim endeksini de gaden suriklemektedir. 2000'li yillardaki hizli
yukselme ile 2009'dan sonraki ¢abuk toparlanma atilgekicidir. Ekonomi-
nin uzun donemli biyimezdimi hesaba katilirsa bu gethe daha da carpici
olmaktadir. Cizim 5'te hem toplam sdlimin hem aramali ghliminin
GSYH'ye oranlari gosterilngiir. 2000’li yillarda diizenli bicimde artan bu iki
oran, 2009'daki dgiisten sonra hizla toparlanghr. Aramali dgaliminin
GSYH'ye orani 1998'de %10'un biraz Ustiindeyken,26é& % 20’den az da
olsa buyuktir. Bu galimeler, yerli Gretimde, istihdamda, bliylimede,atikta,
kisaca makroekonomide dengesizlikleya ¢t etmektedir.

Insaat malzemeleri galimi icin elimizde zaman serisi yoktur ama en son
yayimlanan 2002 girdi-¢ikti cizelgesinden gorulgigil gibi, insaat kesiminin
aragirdileri icinde dialimdan gelenlerin paylr % 12 kadar olup bu aramali
digalimi irgaat kesimi ¢iktisinin % 7’sini ojturmaktadir. Ayni yilda igaat
kesimi, toplam dialimin % 4’Gna almaktadir.

Dogrudan dgalim verilerine dayanan bu oranlarin hepsikbakesimlerle
karsilastirildiginda diguk gibi goriinebilir. Ancak (dgrudan + dolayll) geriye
bag disalim etkilerine bakildiinda, igaat kesiminin nihai talebindeki bir arti-
sin butiin ekonomide uyafgl aramali dgalimi, hesaplamalarimizda buldu-
gumuza gore, s6z konusu anti % 17’sine kagilik gelmektedir.
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Cizim 5. Toplam Disalim ile Aramali Disaliminin GSYH’ye Orani (%)
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Bu sirecin altinda yatan Uretim kesimleri arasindagkileri gormek ama-
clyla, irsaat kesiminin hem istihdam, hem aramagatim uyarma gict Yapi-
sal Yol Cozuimlemesi (YYC) yontemi ile ortaya cikacaktir.

3. Yontem: insaat Kesimiicin Yapisal Yol Coziimlemesi
Girdi-¢iktt modelinde kesimlerin tretirgdyle gosterilir:
Xx=A;x+Yy, 1)

Buradax (cikti ya da Uretim)y, (yurtici nihai talep)n X 1) boyutlu vek-
torler, A4 ise kesimlerin bir birim tretimleri igin gerekengiudan yerli ara-
girdi gereksinimini gostere(m x n) boyutlu bir matristir. Bu gtli gi X'e gore
cozersek

x=(1-Ay) 'ya =Ry (2)
yerli katsayilarin Leontief ters matrisi ol&yi elde ederiz.

Bu calsma, nihai talep dgsmelerinin uyardii hem emek, hem aramall
disalimi gereklerini incelemeye yonelik olglundan, her iki gereksinmeye de
“tepki” adini veripu ile gbsterecgiz. Nihai talep dgismeleriyle uyarilan
tepkiler, bir birim kesim Uretimi icin gerekli goudan gereksinimleri olan
(uj;)lerin, kesim Gretim vektorix) ile carpilmasiyla bulunur:

ix =u(l - Ay) " 'ys =GRy, = Vy, (3)
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Buradaiti,n x n boyutlu kdegen matristirii birim matris olursaV ile R
aynidir. Bu durumd&’nin tipik bir elemani olany;,, k kesiminin nihai tale-
bi bir birim arttgindaj kesiminde uyarilan ¢ikti/emek/aragirdsaimi talebi-
dir. Bu calgma yalnizca igaat ([NS) kesiminin nihai talebindeki agin etki-
leriyle ilgilendiginden, burad&, INS kesimini gosterir.

Yapisal Yol Cozimlemesi icin temel olan Taylor amihi kullanarak
(Lenzen, 2003 ve 2007; Oshita, 2012; Wood ve Len26A9), k. (3) sdyle
yazilabilir:

Ry, = U(I — Ay) 'yy = tly, + UAgy, + UALY, + UASY, + -+ (4)

BuradauAly,, t'ninci Uretim gamasinda dgan tepkidir. . (4)'te veri-
len Taylor acinimini kullanilarak, emek ya da gilgaliminin yapisi bir gac
cizimiyle gosterilebilir. Aacin her dallanma noktasi bir sonraki Uretyanaa-
sina gegcildiini gosterir; bunlarin her birinde nihai talebinaughg! tepkinin
toplam tepkiye katkisi bulunur. Dallanma noktalarisayisi Ustel bicimde art-
tigindan her @madant+1 dallanma noktasi olur (Peters ve Hertwich, 2006).

Sifirinci gamada (= 0) uyariya katki
UkkYk (5)
kadardir. Birinci aamadakin2 tane dallanma noktasgagidaki gibi goste-
rilebilir:
WjjAg;, Vi (6)
Bu ifadek — j yoludur. Benzer bigimde ikincisamaninn® tane dallan-
ma noktassoyledir:

WiiQq;;Aa Vi (7)
Budak — j =i yolunun ifadesidir.

Yukarida aciklanan orunti bitligaanalar icin gecerlidir. Belli sayida Ure-
tim kesiminin arasinda sonsuz sayida yol bulunMCYher Uretim gamasin-
da bunlardan katkisi en 6nemli olanlari ortaya rgrtkéPeter ve Hertwich,
2006).1kinci uretim gamasina bir 6rnek vermek icinj, K''ye sirasiyla pet-
rol Urtinleri (PTR), madencilik (MDN), iaat (NS) diyecek olursakINS
kesiminin nihai talebinde bir ggsmeyle,INS -~ MDN - PTR yoluyla PTR
kesiminde uyarilan tepki,sE(7) kullanilaraksdyle hesaplanabilir:

UPTR,PTR dprr MpN adMDNJNS}’diNS

Es. (5-7) ile tanimlanan strecin, bir yol Gizerindeaulan dgrudan etkiyi,
I@HDP, yakaladgina dikkat edilmelidir. Bunun yanisira, bir Uretikesimi
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kendi icinde dongusel etkiler de uyarir. Bunlari igaren toplam etkiyi,
I(Tk_,j)p, hesaplamak i¢in Defourny ve Thorbecke (1984yolu onerir:

T )]
Iy, = 1k, Mp (8)

BuradaM,, yapisal yol carpanid(j, k = 1, ...,n; yolu gOstererp = 1,
..., P). Bir Urretim yolu kendi tzerinde etki yaratmiyonsa carpani bir olur.
Son olarak iki kesim arasindaki bitin yollarda ugar genel etki,lgﬁj),
sOyle ayrstirilabilir:

G _ T _ D
Iy = Zp=11(my, = Zp=11koy, Mp (9)
Bu ayrstirmanin tiretilmesi ild(Tk_)j)p toplam etkisinin ¢gtli yapisal yol
bicimlerine gére hesaplanmasi icin Defourny ve Bleake (1984)’e bakilabilir.

4. Veriler

Bu calsmada kullanilan veriler Tirkiyéstatistik Kurumu'nun (TUK) iki
kayngindan sglanmstir: Girdi-¢ikti cizelgeleri ile istihdam istatigteri. En
son yayimlanan 2002 tarihli girdi-cikti cizelgelarluslararasi standart sanayi
siniflamasinin 3. surimune (ISIC-Rev. 3) uyumlurgydadir. Bu gizelgeler-
de 59 Uretim kesimi icin hem vyurtici, hemsalim aragirdi lemleri sunul-
maktadir.

Bu calsmadaki istihdam verilerinin iki kayma vardir: Hanehalkisgucu
Anketleri (HHIA) ile Yapisalls istatistikleri (YiI). HHIA istihdam verileri,
ISIC-Rev. 2 temel alinarak, biri imalat sanayii akniizere dokuz Uretim ke-
simi ayrintisinda verilmekte, imalat sanayiininkafimlerindeki istihdam
rakamlari bulunmamaktadir. Cahamiz icin 6nce 2003 1Y istihdam verile-
rinin ve G-C cizelgelerinin siniflamalarini uyunthale getirdik, ardindan da
Yii verilerindeki goreli dgiimdan yararlanarak imalat sanayii istihdamini
imalat altkesimlerine dattik. Boylece 31 kesim (sekiz ana kesim ile 23-4ima
lat sanayii altkesimi) icin istihdam verileri elatik, 59 kesimli girdi-cikti
cizelgelerini de bu 31 kesime gore tophtiedik. Ayrintilar igin Gunluk-
Senesen v8enesen (2011)’e bakilabilir.

Uretim kesimlerinin adlarinin kisaltmalgtyledir:

TRM: Tarim KGT: Kagit MKN: Makine IEM: 2. El hammadde
MDN: Madencilik BSM: Basim OMK: Ofis makineleri EGS: Elektrik, gaz, su
BSN: Besin PTR: Petrol trlnleri EMK: Elektrikli makine INS: ingaat

TTN: Titlin KMY: Kimyasal mad. HBR: Haberlesme alet. TCR: Ticaret

DOK: Dokuma L+P: Lastik + plastik HAS: Hassas aletler ULS: Ulagtirma hizmetler
HGY: Hazir giyim DMO: Diger metal olmayan MTA: Motorlu araglar FIN: Finansal hizmetler
DER: Deri Uriinleri AMT: Ana metal DTR: Diger ulastirma arag. DSR: Diger hizmetler

AGG: Agag irinleri ~ MTU: Metal iirtinler MOB: Mobilya
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5. Bulgular

Yoéntem boluminde aciklangiiizere YYC'nin temelini ¢ikti / emek / @i
alim geriye ba carpanlari olgturur. Once bu carpanlarla ilgili genel bilgi
verilecek, daha sonra YYC bulgularina gecilecektir.

5.1.Istihdam Tepkileri

INS kesiminin geriye baemek katsayilari, & 3'teki V matrisiyle uyumiu
olaraksdyle yorumlanabilir:INS kesiminin nihai talebi 2002 fiyatlariyla bir
milyar TL degistiginde butin ekonomide 48000’e yakin istihdam uydu-
nun % 60'Indan fazlasiNS kesimindedir. Bu déismeden etkilenen o6bir
baslica kesimler, TCR (% 11,1), DMO (% 4,9), MTU (%64, TRM (% 2,9),
ULS (% 2,3)'dir. Cizim 6'da gosterildi gibi, TCR, ULS gibi hizmet kesim-
leriyle DMO, MTU, MDN, AMT gibi metal ya da metallmayan kesimler
basi cekmektedir. Turkiye ekonomisinde en yuksek thiimm payina sahip
olan TRM da bunlarin arasindadir. MDN, AMT,G&, HAN, L+P, EMK,
MKN, EGS, KMY kesimlerinin her birinin pay! %2'nialtindadir.

Cizim 6. INS Kesiminin Nihai Talebinde Bir Birimlik De gismenin
Baslica Kesimlerde Uyardgi Istihdam

iINS>INS = s
INS>TCR
iNS>DMO
iNS>MTU
INS>TRM
INS>ULS
INS>MDN
INS>AMT
INS>AGC
INS>FIN
INS>L+P
INS>EMK
INS>MKN
INS>EGS
INS>KMY

0 2,5 5 7,5 10 %

Yapisal Yol Coziimlemesi, uyarilan istihdamin % 88’yakinini INS ile
baglayip 15 farkli kesimde sona eren yollarda yakaganfi Bu 15 kesimin

® YYC uygulamamizda, biitiin ekonomide uyarilan 4800@ydoda §in % 0,1'i ik olarak
alinmstir, yani yalniz bu ggin Ustiinde uyari alan yollar izlemeye aligim
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tekil paylari, yuzde dgerlerdeki kicik farklar dinda Cizim 6’dakine c¢ok

benzer bir gorinim sergilemektedir. (Cizim 7). S@&xilimesi gereken tek
fark bir iki sira geriye dg§mus olan TRM kesimidir. Butin bulgular Cizelge 1
ve Cizim 8'de ayrintilariyla gosterilgir.

Cizim 7. YYC ile Cssitli Kesimlerde Yakalanan Istihdamin Biitiin
Ekonomideki Paylari (%)

.iNseiNS = %627
INS>TCR
iNS>DMO
INS>MUR
INS>ULS
INS>MDN
INS>AMT
INS>AGC
INSS>TRM
INS>FIN
INS>EMK
INSSL+P
INS>MKN
INS>EGS
INS>KMY

0 2,5 5 7,5 10

Cizelge 1'den gorllebilege gibi, YYC ile ortaya cikarilan yollar dort 6-
bektir. Bunlardan ilki,INS ile balayip baka hicbir kesimden gecmeden her
biri baska bir kesimde biten dokuz yalin yoldikinci 6bekteki dort yol (no.
10-13), INS cikis noktasinda ikiye ayrilip biri doudan, ébiri tglnci bir
kesime @rayarak ayni yerde sona erer. Uglincigiibekinciden farki, iki
yerine Ug iz birakmasidir. Burada da bir yogdwmlan, oburleri dolaylidir (no.
14). En karmgik olan dordincu tur dokuz dala ayrilir; dallarin dogrudan-
dir, ébarleri birer kesimegnar (no. 15).

INS—DMO vyolu (no. 2) DMO kesiminde uyarilan etkinin 92,9'Unu
(dogrudan % 80,0) yakalar. Bu da ekonomideki bitinnetkdo 4,5'idir.
INS—MTU (no.3) yolunun yiiksek yiizde gerleri (yakalama % 91,4, dou-
dan % 87,2) bir dnceki yola yakindir, batin ekoraeki etkinin % 4,1'i bu
yol iizerinde yakalanir. DMO ile MTUNS—AMT ile (no. 10)iINS—MDN
(no. 11) yolu Gzerinde de argraktir. Metal kesimleriyle metal olmayan mi-
neral kesimleri arasindaki yakinsHiler dikkat cekicidir. Madencilik faali-
yetleri de ayni ikki agi icindedir. Bu dort yolINS kesimi nihai talebindeki
degismenin butin ekonomide uyagdistindamin % 11,4’Gnu ofgurur.
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Cizim 8. lIstihdam Tepkisi (Uyarilan is Sayisi)

INS->ING e I 30084 is, Gizelge 1
iINS>TCR sutiin (4)
iINS>DMO
INS>MTU
INS>ULS
INS>MDN
INS>AGC
INS>AMT
iINS>TRM
INS>FIN
INS>EMK
INS>L+P
INS>MKN
INS>KMY
INS>EGS

@ Dogrudan
OGarpan

OYakalanamayan

nm.nnugg”!

o

1000 2000 3000 4000 5000

Not: Her Yol Uzerindeki Dgrudan, Carpan (= Toplam — Badan), YYC ile
Yakalanamayan (Butlin — Toplam) Etkiler (Yakalanaplam Etkiye Gore Siralan-
mistir)

INS—AGC yolu (no.4) AGC lizerindeki etkinin % 90,8'ini (% 78,0 go
rudan), butin ekonomidekinin % 1,4’Gnu yakalar. (Bltekonomi iginde
INS—EMK (no.5) ile INS—MKN (no.7) birlikte payr %1,0iNS—L+P (no.
6) ile INS—>KMY (no. 8) yollarinin birlikte payl %0,6'dir. Sogalin yol
INS—EGS (n0.9) icin bu pay % 0,1 ile coksdlktiir.

Ikinci 6bek 10-13 numaral yollardiiNS—AMT (no.10) iki dala ayrilr.
INS—AMT’nin dogrudan ve toplam etkileri sirasiyla % 51,1 ile %6ady.

INS—>MTU—AMT dali i¢in ayni oranlar sirasiyla %14,3; % 150! Bu iki
dal birlikte ekonominin bitindndeki etkinin % 1 Alilyakalar.
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Cizelge 1.Istihdam Tepkileri: Cesitli Yollarin Do grudan, Carpan,
Toplam Etkileri, Bunlarin YYC Ile Yakalanma Yuzdeleri

O 00 N O U B WN R

=
o

11

12

13

14

15

Yollar

INS—>INS
INS>DMO
INS>MTU
INS>AGG
INS>EMK
INS>L+P
INS>MKN
INS>KMY
INS>EGS
INS>AMT
INS>MTU->AMT
INS>AMT
INS>MDN
INS>DMO->MDN
INS>MDN
INS>TRM
INS>AGC>TRM
INS>TCR->TRM
INS>FIN
INS>TCR->FIN
INS>FIN
INS>ULS
INS>DMO->ULS
INS>TCR->ULS
INS>ULS
INS—>TCR
INS>MDN->TCR
INS>AGC->TCR
INS=>L+P->TCR
INS>AMT->TCR
INS>MTU->TCR
INS>DMO->TCR
INS>EMK->TCR
INS>ULS->TCR
INS>TCR

iN$->EKONOMI

Yakalanan
dogrudan
etki
(# kisi)
(1)

29531,5
1875,4
1886,8

586,7
298,0
245,3
212,3

65,0

56,2
532,2

116,4
415,8
654,6
250,7
403,9
408,9
226,8
182,1
359,3
51,5
307,9
561,0
62,5
49,1
449,4
3917,0
53,0
67,2
48,0
165,3
215,6
318,2
78,8
104,7
2866,2

Yakalanan
toplam
etki
(# kisi)
(2)=
(1)x(3)

30033,1
2164,1
1976,5

683,3
298,0
245,3
212,3
65,0
56,2
664,3
121,9
542,4
693,1
289,2
403,9
457,4
264,2
193,1
362,4
54,5
307,9
694,8
87,3
63,0

544,6
4282,8
53,0
82,9
48,0

221,0

239,3

388,6
78,8

134,2

3037,0

42888,6

Carpan

(toplam/

dogrudan)

(indeks)

3)

1,0170
1,1539
1,0475
1,1646

1,0474
1,3044

1,1537

1,1650
1,0606

1,0599

1,3958
1,2822
1,2118

1
1,2338
1
1,3370
1,1098
1,2212
1
1,2825
1,0596

1

R,k R e

Butiin
etki
(# Kisi)
(4)

30084,1
2344,8
2163,4

752,7
377,5
400,3
336,2
201,2
229,8

814,5

932,3

1375,9

692,4

1090,5

5328,3

47912,2

Butln tepki
icinde
yakalanan
dogrudan
etki
(%)
(5)=
(1)/(4)
98,2
80,0
87,2
78,0
78,9
61,3
63,1
32,3
24,5
65,3
14,3
51,1
70,2
26,9
43,3
29,7
16,5
13,2
51,9
7,4
44,5
51,4
5,7
4,5
41,2
73,5
1,0
1,3
0,9
3,1
40
6,0
1,5
2,0
53,8

Genel tepki
icinde
yakalanan
toplam
etki
(%)
(6) =
(2)/(4)
99,8
92,3
91,4
90,8
78,9
61,3
63,1
32,3
24,5
81,6
15,0
66,6
74,3
31,0
43,3
33,2
19,2
14,0
52,3
7,9
44,5
63,7
8,0
58
49,9
80,4
1,0
1,6
0,9
4,1
45
73
1,5
2,5
57,0

Ekonomi
icinde
yakalanan
kesim
toplami
(%)
(7)=
(4)/47912,2)
62,7
4,5
4,1
1,4
0,6
0,5
0,4
0,1
0,1
1,4
0,3
1,1
1,4
0,6
0,8
1,0
0,6
0,4
0,8
0,1
0,6
1,5
0,2
0,1
1,1
8,9
0,1
0,2
0,1
0,5
0,5
0,8
0,2
0,3
63
89,5
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INS—MDN yolunun (no.11) da iki dali vardiriNS—MDN ile
INS—DMO—MDN. Bu iki dalin toplam etkileri sirasiyla % 43i/@ % 31,0
olup bitin ekonomi etkisi icindeki ortak pay1 daly4'tr.

12.  yolun {NS—TRM) iki dali INSSAGC—TRM ile
INS-TCR—-TRMdir. Biitin ekonomideki etkinin birlikte % 1'iniTRM
Uzerindekinin ise yakkak Ucte birini yakalarlar.

Ikinci 6begin son yoluINS—FIN (no.13); INSS>TCR—FIN dallariyla
INS—FIN’den olwur. Bitiin ekonomideki etkiden yakalayabildikleranr%
0,8; HN Uzerindeki etkiden % 52,3 kadardir. Bu yolugedibir hizmet kesi-
mi olan TCR'yi de icerdii gorulmektedir.

Uclincii 6bgin tek 6rngi olan INS—ULS yolu (no. 14) ¢ dala ayrilr:
INS—ULS, INS>DMO—ULS, INS>TCR—ULS. Biitiin ekonomideki et-
kinin hep birlikte % 1,5’ini, UIS Uzerindeki etkinin % 63,7’sini yakalarlar.
Bu yollardan biri imalat, 6birt hizmet kesimlerimdgecer.

Butiin yollarin en karmggl olan son yolINS—TCR’dir. Bltiin ekonomi
etkisinin % 8,9'u bu yol Uzerinde yakalanir. Bu mmra 6nemli bir bélima,
dokuz daldan birinde, goudan olaninda toplanir (% 6,3); 6blr sekizi icin
toplam oran % 2,6'dir. TCR uzerindeki etkinin % 40, bu yolda yakalan-
mistir. Bunun %73,5'i dgrudan, kalani ¢gtli carpanlardan gelmgiir. Yol
Uzerindeki graklardan dérdi metal, metal olmayan mineraller Glanlari
isleyen kesimler (DMO, AMT, MTU, MDN), biri hizmet (LS), kalan ticui de
imalat sanayii kesimleridir (&C, EMK, L+P).

5.2. Girdi Disalimi Tepkileri

INS kesiminin girdi dgalimi geriye bg carpanV matrisine (K. 3) uygun
olarak soyle yorumlanir:INS kesimi nihai talebinde (2002 fiyatlariyla) bir
milyar TL desisme, butin ekonomide 170 milyon TL aragird§adimi uyarir.
Bunun % 40 kadardN$ kesimince uyarilir. Kalan % 60 kadarinin uyagidi
baslica kesimler AMT (% 12,6), PTR (% 8,0), MTU (% &,DMO (% 5,7),
EGS (% 4,4), TCR (% 3,5), KMY (% 2,7), EMK (% 2,I}P (% 2,6), A5C
(% 2,3), ULS (% 2,2) olarak sayilabilir.

Cizim 9'da gorildigi gibi, metal (AMT, MTU), metal olmayan mineraller
(DMO), PTR kesimleri bu acidan gpaekmektedir. TCR, U§ gibi bazi hiz-
met kesimleriyle EGS'ye ek olarak KMY, EMK, L+P G gibi kimi imalat
sanayii kesimleri bunlari izlemektedir. Bu 12 kesiiNS tarafindan Turkiye
ekonomisinde uyarilan butin aragirdgsaiminin % 93’e yakin bir bolimuni
olusturmaktadir.
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Cizim 9. Insaat Kesiminin Nihai Talebinde Bir Birim Degismenin
Baslica Kesimlerde Uyardg Aragirdi Di salimi Yuzdeleri
(Es. 3)

INS—>INS m %40
INS>AMT
iINS>PTR
INS>MTU
iINS->DMO
INS>EGS
INS>TCR
INS>KMY
INS>EMK
INS>L+P
INS>AGC
INS>ULS
INS>MKN
INS—>FIN
iNS>MDN
INS>KGT
INS>MOB

o
w
o)}
©o

12 15 %

Cizim 10. Batin Ekonomide Uyarilan Aragirdi Disalim
Gereksinmesinin YYC ile Yakalanan Kesim Paylari (%)

INS->INS W 9%40
INSS>AMT
INS>PTR
INS>MTU
iINS>DMO
INS>EGS
INS>TCR
INS>EMK
INS>AGC
INS>L+P
INS>KMY
INS>ULS
INS>MKN
iINS>MDN
INS>FIN
INSSKGT
iNS>MOB

o
w
o)}
©0

12 15 %
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YYC calismamiz uyarilan dalim etkisinin % 86,5'ini,INS ile balayip
farkli kesimlerde sona eren 17 yolla yakalayabitirl. Bu 17 kesimin tekil
paylari Cizim 9'da gosterilen oriintlintin cok berdieribkz. Cizim 10). S6zi
edilmeye dger bazi farkliliklar, birkag sira gerileyen KMY ile+tP kesimle-
ridir. Butin bulgular Cizelge 2'de ayrintili olargosterilmg, ayrica 17 ana
yol Cizim 11'de 6zetlenngtir.

Cizim 11. Aragirdi Disalimi Etkisi

NSNS mmm 68175 TL
IN3>AMT Cizelge 2
“LNSHPT_F_{ situn (4)
S>MTU
INS>DMO
INS>EGS
INS->TCR
INS>KMY W dogrudan
INS>EMK
INS>L+P Ocarpan
INS>AGC
INS>ULS Ovyakalanamayan
INS—>MKN
INS>FIN
iINS>MDN
INS>KGT
iINS>MOB

0 5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 TL

Not: Her yol (Uzerindeki dgrudan, carpan (= toplam - gwdan),
YYC ile yakalanamayan (bitin — toplam) etkiler (g&han toplam
etkiye goére siralanrgtir)

Istindam tepkilerini ele alan 6.1 altb6limunde g@tiiiz gibi, bazi yol-
lar yalindir, bazilarn ise birden ¢ok dallanma dergektedir. Bu yol ya da
altyollarin kimilerinde pg pese iki dallanma noktasi arasinda dongisel ¢evrim
bulunmaktadir. Cizelge 2'de carpangdd birden biyik olan satirlar bu don-
gulerin bulundgu noktalari gosterir.

" YYC uygulamamizda, biitiin ekonomide uyarilan (209atkariyla) 170.000 TL dolayinda
disalimin %0,1’i gik olarak alinmgtir, yani yalniz bu ggin Ustinde uyari alan yollar izle-
meye alinmytir.
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Cizelge 2'deki ilk yol butiiniyldNS kesimine ilskindir. INS kesiminin
nihai talebindeki bir birim d&smenin uyardil girdi disaliminin % 40'inin
yurtdisi INS kesiminden alingani gosterir. Bunun % 98,2’si doudan, %
1,6’s1 1,017 olarak goriinen carpan yoluyla oludaop % 99,8’e egmekte-
dir. Dikkat edilirse bu ylizdelerin hepsi istihdagpkilerindekilerle aynidir.
Bunun nedeni, &£ 4 incelenerek anddabilir. Bu ssitli ge gore, bglangic-biti
noktalarinin yani sira gegtikesimler de ayni olan yollar hem istihdam hem
disalim tepkisi incelemelerinde ayni yiizdeleri korurzakundadir.

Cizelge 2'deINS—INS disinda, INS ile balayip MTU, DMO, EMK,
AGC, MKN, FIN, MOB ile biten yedi yalin yol (no. 2—8) vardiNS—MTU
(no.2) MTU’de dgan etkinin % 91,4 (dgudan % 87,2) kadarini yakala-
maktadir. Bu da bitiin ekonomideki etkinin % 5,Gsikagilik gelir.
INS—DMO (no. 3) yolunun oranlari da buna yakindir @iy % 92,3; dg-
rudan % 80,0; % 5,3). Bu iki kesimin btlin ekonoakidetkinin %11 kadari-
ni olusturmasi dikkat gekicidir. MTU ayrichNS — KMY, INS — TCR,INS
— AMT (no. 14-16) yollarinin da grak noktasidir. DMO kesimi degtak
noktasi olma 6zelini su yollarda sergilemektediiNS — MDN, INS —
KGT, INS — EGS,INS — ULS, INS — TCR,INS — KMY, INS — PTR
(no. 10-15, 17).

Daha karmgk yollardan tuciINS—AMT, INS—PTR, INS—EGS, Tiir-
kiye ekonomisinin dalima bg&mllik yapisi icinde dnemli paylara (sirasiyla
% 11,4; % 6,1;,% 2,9) sahip olmalari nedeniyle dlggyi hak etmektedir.
INS—AMT yolu (no.16) biri d@grudan, her biri MTU, MKN, EMK INS ke-
simlerine @grayan doérdi dolayli Bealtyol icerir. Metal, makine, gaat ke-
simleriyle iligkilenen bu yol, uyarilan bitiin etkinin, % 70’e yakdagsrudan
olmak lzere,% 90’Iindan fazlasini igerir.

INS—PTR yolu da (no. 17) kealt yol icerir. Dort dolayl yolun graklari
MDN, DMO, TCR, ULS kesimleridir. Bu yol bitin etkinin % 75’'inden @o
nu (% 70 kadar dgudan) yakalar.

INS—EGS vyolu (no. 13) biri dgrudan, tcii DMO, AMT, TCR kesimle-
rinden gecgen dort daldan sinaktadir. Uyarilan bitin etkinin % 39'u gta-
dan olmak Uzere toplam Ugcte ikisi kadarini yakaltadar. Adi gecen son iki
yol, INS kesiminin enerji dalimina bgmliligini géstermektedir.

Metale ya da metal olmayan minerallergkilh kesimlerin yani sira kimi
imalat sanayii kesimleriyle hizmet kesimlerinindjidisalimi baglamindalNS
ile siki iligkiler icinde oldgu gorilmektedir. Madencilik ile enerji faaliyetle-
rinin de bu ilski agina girdii anlsgiimaktadir.
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Cizelge 2. Girdi Dsalimi Tepkileri: Cesitli Yollarin Do grudan,
Carpan, Toplam Etkileri, Bunlarin YYC ile Yakalanma

Yuzdeleri
Bitun Bitiin
etki etki Ekonomi
Yakalanan Yakalanan  Carpan icinde icinde iginde
dogrudan  toplam (toplam/ Butun dogrudan  toplam yakalanan
etki etki dogrudan) etki etki etki kesim
Yollar (TL) (TL) (indeks) (TL) (%) (%) (%)
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5)= (6) = (7)=
) A =(1x(3) (1)/(4) (2)/(4)  (4)/167037
1 INS->INS 66923 68059,7 1,0170 68175 98,2 99,8 40,0
2 INS>MTU 9146 9585,4 1,0480 10486 87,2 91,4 5,6
3 iINS>DMO 7789 8985,0 1,1535 9738 80,0 92,3 53
4 INS>EMK 3577 3910,8 1,0933 4531 78,9 86,3 2,3
5 INS>AGC 3088 3598,4 1,1653 3961 78,0 90,8 2,1
6 INS>MKN 1651 1651,0 1 2614 63,1 63,1 1,0
7 iINSFIN 927 927,0 1 2085 44,5 44,5 0,5
8 iINS>MOB 210 210,0 1 475 44,2 44,2 0,1
9 INS>L+P 2936 3222,7 4488 65,4 71,8 1,9
INS>L+P 3000,8 1,0912 61,3 66,9 1,8
INS>EMK->L+P 221,9 1,1930 4,1 4,9 0,1
10 INS>ULS 1734 2138,4 3693 47,0 57,9 1,3
INS>ULS 1842,4 1,2105 41,2 49,9 11
INS>DMO->ULS 296,0 1,3964 5,7 8,0 0,2
11 INS>MDN 1450 1534,2 2065 70,2 74,3 0,9
iNS->DMO->MDN 640,2 1,1535 26,9 31,0 0,4
iINS->MDN 894,0 1 43,3 433 0,5
12 iNS%KéT 614 669,9 1655 37,1 40,5 0,4
INS>KGT 250 1 15,1 15,1 0,1
INS>DMO->KGT 419,9 1,1535 22,0 25,4 0,2
13 INSEGS 2866 4867,3 7425 38,6 65,6 2,9
INS>EGS 2882,9 1,587487 24,5 38,8 1,7
INS->DMO->EGS 880,8 1,831241 6,5 11,9 0,5
INS>AMT->EGS 779,2 2,072297 51 10,5 0,5
INS->TCR->EGS 324,4 1,680895 2,6 4,4 0,2
14 INSS>TCR 3976 4339,4 5944 66,9 73,0 2,5
INS>TCR 3385,1 1,058840 53,8 57,0 2,0
INS>AMT->TCR 254,3 1,382204 3,1 43 0,1
iINS>DMO->TCR 4336 1,221422 6,0 73 0,3
INS>MTU->TCR 266,3 1,109712 4,0 4,5 0,2
15 INS>KMY 2422  2898,962 4572 53,0 63,4 1,7
INS>KMY 1692,3 1,145785 32,3 37,0 1,0
INS>L+P->KMY 358,8 1,250267 6,3 7,8 0,2
INS->DMO->KMY 630,5 1,321717 10,4 13,8 0,4
INS>MTU->KMY 217,4 1,200834 4,0 4,8 0,1
16 INS>OAMT 14915 19691,5 21474 68,6 90,6 11,4
INS>AMT 14311,0 1,305395 51,1 66,6 8,4
INS>MTU->SAMT 4198,7 1,368112 14,3 19,6 2,5
INS>MKN->AMT 394,2 1,305395 1,4 1,8 0,2
INS>EMK->AMT 544,5 1,368112 19 2,5 0,3
INS>INS>AMT 242,9 1,327567 0,9 1,1 0,1
17 INS>PTR 10156 11034,4 13656 70,3 75,6 6,5
INS>PTR 8869,7 1,060337 61,3 65,0 5,2
INS>MDN->PTR 253,4 1,060337 1,8 1,9 0,1
INS>DMO->PTR 962,6 1,223149 5,8 7,0 0,6
INS->TCR->PTR 232,4 1,122727 15 1,7 0,1
INS>ULS->PTR 716,2 1,283526 4,1 52 0,4

iNS->Ekonomi 147324,0 167037 86,5
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Basit girdi-¢iktt modelinin istihdam, ghlim ya da enerji gibi alanlari kap-
sayan daha ileri goziimlemeleri de, Leontief tersrisigle bulunan ¢ikti tep-
kilerini temel alir. Bu gamada YYC cagmamizin, istihdam ile galim bul-
gularinin birbirleriyle oldgu kadar cikti tepkileriyle ne kadar cstikgini gor-
mek ilging olabilir. Bu yonde yagiimiz bir denemenin 6zet bulgulari Cizelge
3'te verilmistir.

Yukaridaki agiklamalarimizdan harekelidsS ile balayip caitli kesimler-
de son bulan, geriye pacin 16 kesim, istihdam tepkileri icin 15 kesimi{C
zelge 1) ile aragirdi dalim tepkileri icin 17 kesim (Cizelge 2) bu yenzei-
gede bir araya getirilngiir.

Cizelge 3. Yakalanan Toplam Kesim Tepkisi / Butiin Eknomideki
Toplam Tepki (%)

Geriye Bag o
(Cikt) istihdam Aragirdi Dig Almi
1 INS 54.7 1 INS 62.7 1 INS 40.0
2 AMT 114
2 TCR 8.9
3 PTR 6.5
2 DMO 58 4 MTU 56
5 DMO 5.3
5% + 605 716 688
3 TCR 4.8 3 DMO 45
4 AMT 4.2 4 MTU 4.1
5 DMO 3.3
6 ULS 3.1
7 FN 29 6 EGS 29
7 TCR 25
8 EMK 2.3
9 AGC 2.1
8 MDN 1.6 5 ULS 15 10 L+P 1.9
9 EGS 11 6 MDN 14 11 KMY 1.7
10 AGC 11 7 AMT 1.4 12 UIS 13
11 EMK 11 8 AGC 1.4 13 MKN 1.0
9 TRM 10
1%+ 837 ) 86.9 845
12 PTR 0.9 10 N 0.8 14 MDN 0.9
13 L+P 0.7 11 EN 0.6 15 AN 0.5
14 KMY 0.6 12 L+P 0.5 16 KT 0.4
15 MKN 0.5 13 MKN 0.4 17 MOB 0.1
16 KGT 0.1 14 EGS 0.1
15 KMY 01
0.1%+ 865 895 86.5
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Bu kesimlerin neredeyse hepsi, birim matrisi kullanilarak gikti igin ya-
pilan YYC ile elde etfimiz 16 ana yolla ort§mektedir. Her ¢ tepki bici-
minde de kajgmiza en 6nemli kesim olardNS c¢ikmaktadir. Toplam geriye
bag (ciktl) tepkisinin % 55 kadari bu ice doniukgdadan etkiyle yakalan-
maktadir. Cizelge 3'te Ozellikle imalat sanayii ikelerinde dsalim tepkileri-
nin istihdam tepkilerinden yiksek olglu géze carpmaktadir. Buna keuk
hizmetler, tarim, madencilik gibi emek &m yurtici kesimlerde durum tersi-
nedir.

6. Genel Dgerlendirme

Insaat kesiminin 2000’lerin Tirkiye'sindeki gafémesi, oynak ama ge-
nelde yiiksek buyime hizlarinin yani sira gerek G)éfiek toplam istihdam
icindeki pay arglariyla giindeme gelnir. Insaat balica yatirim kesimlerin-
den biridir, ayni zamanda nihai talebin de énernnlbbesenidir. Son on yilda
kamu kesimi igaat kesimini buyik o6lcekli projelerle desteklgtini Ekono-
miye insaat kanaliyla midahale eden kamu politikasinin degnudan hem
dolayll girdi talebi yaratmasi beklenir. Butiin Gmedeki bu uyarilar, emek
talebini de yine hem dgwudan hem dolayli yollardan tetikler. S6z konusu
kamu politikasinin, Uretim kesimlerinin arasindgkk boyutlu etkilgimleri
¢oziimlemenin en iyi yolu girdi-cikti modelini kulenaktir. TUK'in yayim-
ladigi son girdi-cikti cizelgesi 2002 tarihli olgundan, bu cajmada
2002'deki Uretim yapisinin orta vadede ayni Kaldarsayillmaktadir. Ancak
2008’den bu yana suren bunalim ortami goz 6numeliginda, ekonominin
canlanma dénemine denk gelen bulgularimizgaahkesiminin ginimuizdeki
istihdam etkilerini oldgundan daha yuksek, ara girdsa@imi uyarma etkile-
rini ise oldgundan daha diik gosterdii sdylenebilir.

Insaatin 31 kesim arasinda 10. siradaki geriygulgstihdam uyarma kat-
sayisl yuksek sayillmaz. Bu katsayl kesimleraramlaona kadardir. YYC,
INS tarafindan uyarilan istihdam etkisinin buyiik Oletayni kesim icinde
kaldigini ortaya cikarngtir. Ne INS ile balayip INS ile biten yol baka bir
kesimde s6zu edilebilecek bir istihdam uyarmake&agda 6bir 14 énemli yol
tizerindeINS kesimine rastlanmaktadiiNS kesiminin nihai talebindeki bir
desisme, ilke ekonomisinde uyarilan istihdamin % 62,71¢$ - INS yolu
tizerinde kalmakta, bunun da neredeyse tamami (%998C ile yakalan-
maktadir. Uyarilan istihdamin kalan % 37,3’k balii 6bir 14 yola dal-
maktadir.

Insaat kesiminin ekonominin geri kalaninda istihdaramayadaki oldukca
zayif etkisi, aramal daliminin her alana yayllmasinagtenabilir. Dsalima
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bagimlilik, yuksek gsizlik ve cari agiin Turkiye ekonomisinin temel 6zellik-
leri oldugu disiinaldiginde bu konu daha da 6nem kazanmaktadir.

INS kesiminin dgalim geriye bg carpani da pek yiiksek gilir, yani 6-
bir kesimlerle kalastirildiginda burada da fazla gbze carpan bir kesim sa-
yilmaz. Ancak, dialim balantisinin % 87’sini yakalayan YYC kesimler arasi
islemlerde ilging kanallari ortaya cikamgtr. Insaat kesiminin biitiin ekono-
mide uyardgl aragirdi dsaliminin sadece % 40INS - INS yolu lzerinde,
yani kesimin kendi icindedir. Kalan s@limin énemli bir bolumi ana metal
(6zellikle demir-gelik), petrol Grtinleri, metal iméri, metal olmayan mineral
drtnleri, elektrik-gaz-su, ticaret kesimlerince ulaaktadir.

Bu calsmanin bulgularina bakaraki sdylenebilir: Belli bir kesimi des-
tekleyen herhangi bir kamu politikasinin etkisiryiayginligi, kesimler arasi
ili skilerin yerli Gretimdeki yapisina igadir. Bu etkilgimlerin istihdam, dya-
lim, enerji tepkilerinin ya da kirlilik, atik, suilg cevre tepkilerinin ¢ok bo-
yutlu yol haritasini ¢cikarmak, bunu da politikaadamada kullanmak ilgili
kamu politikasinin etkingini artirir.
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Comments on Prof. Colander's Paper, “What Should
Turkish Economists Do and How Should They Do [t?”

Fikret Sense§

1. Introduction

The evolution of economics as an academic dis@ghas come under in-
creasing scrutiny in recent years, marked by highitycal assessments of its
education as well as its research aspects. Thertigtate of these two aspects
of economics has also drawn the interest of Turkiskeholders, not only in
the economics community but also in the broaddnreé the social sciencés.
But now, perhaps for the first time, an internadilb renowned academic in
our field has written on the subject and directigudsed on the Turkish case.
Prof. Colander addresses himself to two specifit iaterrelated questions:
What should Turkish economists do and how shoudy tiho it? He argues
that the research Turkish economists carry outrituies far less than it
should to the solution of Turkey’s economic proldeide offers two sugges-
tions: i) To evaluate research, Turkish universigbould develop a new jour-
nal-ranking method focusing on a particular redeaiche, and ii) a voucher
system should be introduced that would give Turkdemanders of Turkish
economic research more direct control over whaanesh is done.

Let me give my overall view of Prof. Colander'sigtgful paper right at
the outset. He deals with a subject of immense itapoe but covers insuffi-
cient ground and thus misses out some of the manelaimental issues.
Moreover, his thoughtful recommendations, whileuadlle for generating a
lively debate on the subject, do not fully takeoimtccount the intricacies of
the Turkish experience. | shall devote the resthif commentary to articu-
lating my points of agreement and disagreement hiithh At the end, | shall
put forward answers to the questions that he poses.

Prof. Dr., Department of Economics, Middle Eastfrdcal University, Ankara, 06800;
fsenses@metu.edu.tr

1 See, for exampleSenses (2004), Tekeli and Teymur (2004), Uygur ardbgelu (2005),
and Senses, 2007).
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2. My points of Agreement and Disagreement
with Prof. Colander

Prof. Colander makes a significant contributionthie field when he ob-
serves that economic research in Turkey does rifitisutly concern itself
with the problems that the country faces. Withaertydng the large number of
useful studies done by Turkish academics of prolaesas like labor markets,
industrialization, poverty, and income distributidnfind myself in general
agreement with his assessment. However, Prof. Qefafails to explore the
main reasons for this state of affairs and instemsthes forward to suggest
ways and means of dealing with it. To use a medinalogy, his diagnosis is
right, but his prescription (in the absence ofradépth analysis of the causes
of the illness) only alleviates the symptoms, netreating the underlying
disorder. A more complete picture is necessaryandd only emerge from
intensive interaction with those in the social sci&s in general. In addition,
it is a given that the research and education &sméeconomics should be
viewed as interdependent and interactive problerasar

Unfortunately, economics as an academic discighias been dominated
by the notoriously apolitical and ahistorical neassicists, who have suc-
ceeded over the past 30 years-plus in elevating weld view to the status
of the dominant narrative, pushing all alternatypproaches to the side. This
rise of neoclassical economics and the accompansiimgad of neoliberal
economic policies to many parts of the world durthgs period, with their
emphasis on free markets and liberal internatitreadle and finance, have
been mutually reinforcing whirlwinds.

Part of this trend has been the greater emphasigiantitative techniques
in both the education and research spheres of edospto the detriment, if
not the neglect and total disappearance of, ttditiva of considering eco-
nomic phenomena from the perspectives of histony pwlitics. Indeed, in
many established universities, economics deparsnieave tended to elimi-
nate from the curriculum essential subjects, sieckha history of economic
thought, economic history, labor economics, andneguc development.
Going hand-in-hand with this shift in focus haveibéhe decision-makers in
economics publishing: articles built around higbklbyphisticated quantitative
techniques are sure to be featured in their joarmaving one the impression
that economics is fast becoming a sub-branch chrmohd mathematics. This
cultural transformation started in the United S{ated soon spread elsewhere;
the United Kingdom, continental Europe, and everispaf the developing
world, including Turkey. Now, following in the Westfootsteps, developing-
country universities (especially English-medium $nkave, in effect, made
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the very concept of quality in both teaching andneenic research synony-
mous with allegiance to quantitative treatmentsishew world of econom-

ics is now so entrenched that a qualitative papes ot stand a chance of
getting published in one of the so-called qualiyrpals, no matter how im-

portant a contribution it makes. The ever-risingistence on quantitative

techniques has been so irresistible that one wendeether even the work of
the founding fathers of our discipline could geblshed in those journals or

offered a post in one of the top-ranking US uniives

The problems caused by this wide-ranging mindsetsaif-perpetuating.
Academic economists who were trained in their fdiveayears at home and
abroad in mainstream economic theory, with a hedese of quantitative
techniques added on, often fail to come to gripgh wie challenges typical of
a developing country; to do so requires a deep rstatteding of the political,
social, and institutional settings underlying that®llenges. The best and
most capable minds spend a great deal of their éintk considerable effort
building complex econometric and macroeconomic nsodad engaging in
absurdly arcane debates over the most detailedhitedhissues imaginable.
There is no denying the academic value of suchcesess, and there is nothing
wrong per sewith using the most advanced of quantitative teghas. Nev-
ertheless, there is also the concept of too muchgifod thing. We have now
reached the inevitable stage where attention isgbéiverted away from the
real economic issues at stake, thus hurting th@tocpuGovernment policy-
makers are more likely to find little of value fibveir purposes when they look
at the latest economic research in print. Nor éd¢hmuch worthwhile waiting
for them on the shelf. For his part, the universggearcher manages to get
himself published, but that career-boosting featsdaothing to tackle the
country’s economic problems. This, in a nutshalthie supply bottleneck.
However, another, perhaps more fundamental, bettlefurks on the demand
side; this is so because even if problem-solvingnemic research exists,
complete with obvious policy relevance, the supgflyt does not necessarily
create its own demand. Prof. Colander optimistjcadlks about the deman-
ders of economic research as if they were readiljlable. If Turkish eco-
nomic planners and policymakers could come up with-defined problems,
| believe that the supply of research with satigfacanswers and solutions
would be forthcoming. In a way, it is more likelyat “demand will create its
own supply” rather than “supply will create its od@mand.”

There are other issues at stake. As Prof. Colanglaty notes, in Turkey
like elsewhere, “publication has become an endsklfi” This has no doubt
played a major role in eroding productive cooperatamong researchers,
discouraging multi-disciplinary research, and divey the attention of re-
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searchers away from problem-solving activities. theo factor instrumental
in distancing the academic researcher from thel@nab of his or her country
has been the basis on which many universities ragk@intments and pro-
motions. One common criterion is publication oficks in journals covered
by the Social Science Citation Index. There is dbing fundamentally
wrong with this, not least because research resuéispublished there in a
language other than the native one, most oftennigli€. This means that
such research findings are not accessible to @ Isegment of the relevant
country’s population. Moreover, to get publishedsirch a journal, the re-
searcher is often forced to choose a subject thaf little relevance to his
developing country. Instead, he will scrutinize tiyge of papers published in
these journals. Then he will find himself beingced to incorporate the high-
est-level quantitative techniques in any manusdr@sends in, as the editors
of these journals will look the other way if su@tliniques are not front and
center. Even worse, a researcher may devote sexeaed of his life to writ-
ing a book on an important problem that his coufdages, but it will be val-
ued far less than an article published in a tofxedrindexed journal.

| shall present my more detailed comments on REofander’'s observa-
tions and proposals under four main headings.

i) I would like to challenge Prof. Colander’s reagliof the utility function
of academics, based as it is on “survival withia itfnstitutional structure” and
“finding and holding a well-paying position.” This altogether too narrow a
perspective to bring to bear on our professionyritngly portrays the most
highly educated and, supposedly, one of the moeamic sectors of the
population as being aloof from the economic diffi@s of their countries,
instead seeking their self-interest and career ramhraent. A more accurate
picture consists of Turkish academics who workvery low salaries, much
lower than they could earn elsewhere, either inwside Turkey. Most of
them take joyful pride in learning that the stagtisalaries of their students
upon graduation are often a multiple of their owhe hypothesis of equal net
advantage applies here. It must be the high nooriexy advantages that
explain their choice of an academic post and ttefirsal to move elsewhere,
despite the considerable hardships they face, edlyein the newly estab-
lished universities in the less developed regiohsTarkey. These non-
pecuniary advantages include enhancing one’s ovawlaudge and under-
standing of the world around him, passing on oegfgerience and knowledge
through fruitful interaction with students, doingsearch, and contributing to
the community at large.

i) | also have several objections to Prof. Colafgleore specific reading
of the Turkish case. In citing the language baiEone of the obstacles con-



Fikret Senses 51

fronting Turkish economists seeking to get publishe top international

journals, he overlooks the fact that there arergelaaumber of economics
departments in Turkey where the medium of teactdrgnglish; likewise, he

disregards the tradition of Turkish economists,eesily those serving at
universities with a longer history, closely intdrag with their counterparts in
other countries through international conferenceficane and abroad and
over the Internet. | also find it hard to understavhy Prof. Colander men-
tions Islamic tourism and Islamic finance as thistfiwo possible niche sub-
jects for Turkish economic researchers. Econoneeshing and research in
Turkey has reached a level, one would have thowgitre it deserves niche
areas of specialization with much wider appeais livorth remembering that
Turkey is a country that has yet to complete ithsirialization and is bedev-
iled with pressing socio-economic problems, mogably deep distributional

dysfunctionalities at different levels.

Starting from the premise that economics is alsciance of trade-offs, |
would like to take issue with the proposals of P@blander in response to
his second question: what is to be done to makeogaiz research more rele-
vant for Turkish economic problems.

iif) The first of the two proposals that Prof. Cotler makes has some
merit for Turkey, but with some caveats. Its maldifdisadvantages notwith-
standing, the unduly rapid expansion of the Turldgstem of higher educa-
tion in recent years has produced a situationdffats a golden opportunity
for the many new universities. These institutizmmild do well to heed his
suggestion and specialize in certain niche sukiglises within economics.
Likewise, his proposal for developing a “new jourrenking method focus-
ing on a particular research niche and to useréimking to evaluate research”
addresses one of the central objections to theemugvaluation system, not
only in the field of economics but also in the sbdciences as a whole; in
effect, this system puts all disciplines and sugzigiines in the same basket.
Having long advocated the need for the creatiomiclie areas of teaching
and research in the newly established Turkish usities (which often give
the impression of being “jack of all trades, butsiea of none”), | find myself
in agreement with this Colander proposal for teddfiof economics. How-
ever, | am concerned about the difficulties of tifging and classifying the
niche areas to serve as the new metric for evalyatsearch. Moreover,
pushing this specialization objective too far, asi$pect Prof. Colander does,
would create a closed shop, with the staff memivessich a department pre-
occupied with the same set of issues. | fear thatwould lead to overspe-
cialization and, by and large, close the channélproductive interaction
among academics specializing in different sub-dnascof economics. Simi-
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larly, journal ranking for each niche would have thisadvantage of confining
the peer-refereeing process to a specific areduattter restricting this inter-
action. Last but not least, Prof. Colander's emjghas research being di-
rected toward community problems would divert tlergion of economic

researchers away from issues of national as wejl@asal concern. In other
words, this would carry the danger of the missibrumiversities narrowing

down to their local areas, academic interests baapimcreasingly parochial,
and academics swimming against the tide in a glohglworld.

iv) The second proposal of Prof. Colander is evemenproblematic. His
idea of taking away the research portion of acadensialaries and paying it
back only after relevant research output is preskig anon sequitur,not
least because such a deconstruction of educattivitias is difficult to make,
and academic salaries are very low in the first@laAccording to the stick-
and-carrot analogy, this proposal represents fiok. dt believe the “carrot”
aspect is what should be at center stage, featagagemics who are doing
relevant research being rewarded on top of theiicksalaries. In fact, several
universities in Turkey have introduced various sebg acting upon this prin-
ciple.

Prof. Colander’s suggestion for a voucher systeah‘tivould give Turkish
demanders of Turkish economic research more daeectrol over what re-
search is done” looks interesting on first sighowever, it raises two dis-
turbing questions. First, would such a control natém not put researchers
in a straitjacket and, more fundamentally, eveerfete with academic free-
doms? Would such a proposal lead to the productperation among eco-
nomic researchers being replaced by destructivepettion? Second, this
proposal does not take into account the fact tiexketis already some market-
based activity in the research sphere, with a nurabacademic researchers
in Turkey engaged in project work in collaboratwith domestic and inter-
national institutions. Third, if implemented, woulldis control mechanism
further deepen the ongoing privatization/marketiratprocess affecting the
system of higher education in Turkey and elsewhexgsrecess about which
some of us are greatly concerned?

3. What is to be Done?

Making economic research more relevant to the sborings unique to
the Turkish economy is not an easy task. It reguiteeper analysis of the
existing bottlenecks and more substantial effdmeEntProf. Colander’s two
proposals entail. Within the limits of this briebramentary, | can only point
in the direction that these efforts should takéheathan make more specific
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proposals. The education and research componergsamiomics should be
tackled comprehensively, with full recognition bktr close interaction. Cur-
ricula should be revised with more emphasis plamedcurrently neglected
subjects, such as the history of economic thougtite@onomic development,
with a spotlight on the Turkish economy. It is ambous that the Turkish
economy course should be limited, as an afterthipugha one-semester
course in the final year of a four-year undergraglygiogram in some univer-
sities and altogether excluded from graduate progreStudents should be
acquainted with the problems of the global andTthekish economy right at
the start and encouraged to write essays and ogitipers on the troubled
areas of the Turkish economy. Graduate programdurkey should be
strengthened with a view to reducing dependenci@ign programs. As a
first step in this direction, there should be mpregrams allowing doctoral
students to begin and complete their graduate esuidi Turkey while giving
them the opportunity to participate, say up to pear, in a relevant program
abroad. The cooperation among academics at diffdrerkish universities
should be strengthened so as to develop a dynaradeenic community with
close interaction amongst its memb%:@omplementing this would be a new
era of greater collaboration between academic relses and planning and
policymaking bodies in Turkey, thus boosting bdtle lemand and supply
sides of relevant economic research. Comparativdies of the Turkish
economy versus other countries’ economies shoulérnmouraged. Finally,
appointments and promotion criteria should be exli® reverse the current
obsession with citation-indexed publications andjite far greater weight to
the problem-solving type of research, specificallyrkish economic prob-
lems. Bearing in mind the misgivings | have voiadmbve, Turkish universi-
ties, especially those in the less-developed regishould be provided with
various incentives to specialize in relevant nieheas of economic research,
as outlined by Prof. Colander.

4. Conclusion

| welcome the contribution made by an academicrof.”Colander’s stat-
ure to the extremely topical issue of current ecaisaesearch’s relevance to
the problems afflicting the Turkish economy. Thidl wo doubt go a long
way towards overcoming the first and most formidatlirdle in front of us,
namely making the Turkish academic community—in sbeial sciences in
general and economics in particular—recognize tihertte is a “relevance of
research” problem. Once this hurdle is behindhes second pressing issue to

2 SeeSenses (2007:98).
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resolve will be finding a solution to that very ptem. Prof. Colander’s
treatment of this challenge, while presenting uasionteresting proposals,
falls short of providing a lasting solution—not $¢decause it fails to con-
sider the root causes. | have shared my resergatibaut certain of his pro-
posals for a solution (which he himself finds ingireal), especially in the
Turkish context. | have, however, strong expectetithat his paper will
stimulate the existing debate on the subject (hdlyeih this journal) and be
instrumental in coming up with a productive solatio the future. My rec-
ommendations should also be seen in the same &gld:modest contribution
to this debate.
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Comments on Prof. Colander’s Paper, “What Should
Turkish Economists Do and How Should They Do [t?”

Recep KoK

Professor Colander’s highly topical assessmenggedin his observations
of Economics departments in the US. He aptly olesethiat departments and
scholars in second-tier schools there may be mareessful by focusing on
topics/fields that are locally important insteadtrying to be generalists, like
the researchers in first-tier schools. In this vihgy can transform themselves
into top research and education institutions, @ach focused research area
(as in the example of Oil Economics), and havertbtidents and faculty
sought after. | fully agree with this assessment.

Extending this idea to the situation of Turkey'search institutions rela-
tive to the rest of the world, he proposes thakiehr economists focus more
on national-regional topics that would create vdioie Turkish society and
that Turkey develop new research-ranking metrisged of using the global
metrics. Specifically, he offers a market-based maesm that would incen-
tivize researchers to work on problems whose swoistiare demanded by the
market, which could be presumably determined bylifugppagencies.

First of all, for a developing country like Turkegmy sort of research ac-
tivity that later results in an appearance in a€i8ated publication should
be seen as a positive and value-adding achievemeatthat contributes, in
and of itself, to the development of human cagialimproving the meth-
odological training of graduate students and fgciurther, similar to build-
ing a pyramid, all research showing up in SSCledgmurnals goes toward
building the base of Turkish economics research.

Secondly, it is currently doubtful whether Colaridadea of a research
marketplace can be implemented in Turkey: theliegafficientdemand that
would be willing to pay for such university resdardo give an example, at

Y Professor, Dokuz Eyliil University, Faculty of Ecomios and Administrative Sciences,
Department of Economics, Izmir, Turkey. recep.kole@éddu.tr
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Dokuz Eylul University’s Social Sciences Institutjove have required since
2007 that all graduate theses (from approximat@@ BhD candidates) be
funded by projects, but only about 5% of them hinet this criterion. As a
result, faced with its dysfunctionality, we recgntid away with that regula-
tion. Frankly, | don't believe such a market foriugrsity research exists
anywhere, even in the developed countries.

Hence, the role of the market will have to be takear by the funding
agencies, such as Turkey’'s Tubitak (the Sciensintl Technological Re-
search Council of Turkey) and YOK (the Council afjker Education) and
the US’s National Science Foundation.

Meanwhile, Tiibitak, YOK, and TEK should form a coitiee to evaluate
the state of this country’s economic journals aesearch productivity and
then develop a strategy that 1) sets out prioggearch areas that are consis-
tent with Turkey’s strategic plans and 2) estalelisin incentive system to
spur researchers in our field to raise both thdityuand the productivity of
their efforts up to global standards.
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