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The Impact of the Minimum Wage on Wage Distribution
The Evidence from Turkey
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Abstract

In this paper, we investigate the effect of theimum wage on the entire
system of wage distribution. More specifically, agdress the issue of wage
inequality by taking into account the potentialtdisutional outcomes of
minimum-wage legislation. We decompose the wagerdiices and the vari-
ations in the wage inequality before and after simble minimum-wage
boost in 2004, following the methodology introdudgdDiNardo, Fortin, and
Lemieux (1996). We use a non-parametric reweighipgroach to decom-
pose the effects of the minimum-wage hike as welbther factors that may
have affected the wage distribution. Our main figgi confirm that the mini-
mum wage played a pivotal role in reducing wagejuradity for both Turkish
male and female wage earners between the yearsa2@023005.
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1. Introduction

Turkey’s stellar economic performance over the kestade has been
accompanied by a shift in its labor market—a risehie share of salaried
workers and a considerable decline in the agricailgpopulation (Ben Salem
et al., 2011). However, in tandem with the remalkajvowth rates that were
experienced after two severe economic crises, @ 20id 2001, the inequality
issue has arisen to occupy center stage in Turkeyh-+h political debate and
as a subject of economic research. An OECD repatitlesd Divided We
Stand: Why Inequality Keeps Risiamphasizes that the gap between the rich
and the poor widened after the global economids;rénd the social contract
has started to unravel even in OECD countries (OEZ21). According to
the inequality indicators of the OECD, Turkey, @hiend Mexico are the
emerging countries with the highest rates of incamguality.

Many economists argue that wage evolution is céndr@xamining in-
equality, claiming that the main reason for charigaéaequality is the move-
ment in the rate of wage dispersion (Houller et20112). Given that employ-
ment earnings constitute the greatest share dftiotesehold income among
the working-age population in most OECD countrtbs, correlation between
wage dispersion and rising inequality is not s@ipg (OECD, 2011). Conse-
quently, more economists are becoming interestethendynamics of the
changes in wage distribution, especially in thosantries where income
inequality is relatively higher, such as the USL.atin American economies.
In this study, we focus on the wage inequality imkey, where the share of
wage earners in total employment exceeds 67% 281af.

The economic literature on wage inequality in deped countries has
mostly concentrated on the role of increasing dehfanskilled labor due to
technological advances, international trade, amdsgarch frictions (Juhn et
al. 1993; Acemglu, 2002; Attanasio et al. 2004; Moore and Ranp005;
Kumar and Mishra, 2008; Mortensen, 2005). Thesdietuwsually ignore the
potential effects of institutional factors on ttaddr market. However, Bour-
guignon et al. (2007) highlight the importance woétitutional changes for
gaining an understanding of inequality trends, egjig in developing countries.
According to their results, the direction for reséainto inequality needs to
focus on the costs and benefits of public polisiesh as taxation, the social-
security system, subventions, or the minimum wage.

In their influential study, DiNardo et al. (1996jnphasize that labor-
market institutions, especially the minimum wage, as important as market
forces in explaining the changes in wage distriyuin the US in the early
1980s. Another important study, by Lee (1999), asgthat the erosion of the
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US federal minimum wage in real terms during th8QKaccounts for much
of the worsening in wage inequality in the lowar t¢d the distribution, par-
ticularly for women. Autor, Katz, and Kearney aldaim that the decline in
the real minimum wage is the primary source of riseng wage inequality
seen in recent decades in the United States (Attalr, 2005).

In their comprehensive paper on the effects ofnii@mum wage in the
UK, Butcher et al. (2012) have developed a modelitich the minimum
wage has an impact on wage inequality but no saamif effect on employ-
ment. Moreover, they suggest that the introductibthe UK minimum wage
in 1999 explains a key part of the evolution of eagequality in that country
between 1998 and 2010. In sum, there is growindeece that, under the
influence of an efficient minimum-wage policy, tddéference between high
and low wages becomes smaller, in favor of thedatt

The research on the effect of the minimum wage ageadistribution in
developing countries is scarcer than it is in depetl ones (Gindling and
Terrell, 2005). However, the limited evidence fremerging markets indi-
cates that the wage-compression side effect ofmih@amum wage is stronger
there than it is in developed countries (Lemos,9200he labor market in
these nations is mainly characterized by a larggpgrtion of informal
employment. In this framework, the commonly usedotitical model for
testing the distributional effect of the minimumgeais the Welch-Gramlich-
Mincer Two-Sector Model (Welch, 1976; Gramlich 19K6ncer, 1976).

Under the assumption that workers are perfectly iraplihis model
suggests that a higher minimum wage could push dbemwages in the un-
covered sector (meaning that the minimum-wage litips is not applied to
all sectors) due to the movement of workers from ¢bvered sector to the
uncovered sector. Thus, the expected effects ofmihénum wage on other
wages in both the covered and uncovered sectoirs the opposite direction.
However, contrary to the predictions of the TwoiBedlodel, the evidence
from (mostly) Latin American economies indicateattthe minimum wage
has a positive distributional effect not only ire ttormal sector, but also in the
informal one (Lemos, 2009; Cunningham, 2007; Majoaled Mendez, 2004;
Neumark et al., 2006; Fajnzylber, 2001; Khamis, 80Fajnzylber (2001)
highlights the seeming presence of minimum-wagectdfacross the whole
distribution, including informal salaried workersBrazil.

Maloney and Mendez (2004) point out the redistidnal impact of the
minimum wage on the wage distribution of formal anfibrmal workers in
Latin American countries. Furthermore, in theiedretical paper, Fugazza
and Jacques (2003) develop a model in which laksmket institutions,
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including the minimum wage, are efficient for reuhgcthe informal sector, and,
under certain circumstances, the labor earninghenformal and informal
sectors move in the same directfoEspecially in an emerging economy,
where there is substantial wage inequality, it asttvinvestigating the binding-
ness of the minimum wage. If a minimum wage is igdone could get a
preliminary idea of its enforcement or coverageedrtetically, enforced
minimum-wage legislation with high compliance wowédnerate a censored
distribution at the level of the minimum wage, with workers earning below
that level. Nevertheless, noncompliance is wideshrparticularly in developing
countries (Maloney and Mendez, 2004); thus, thedation at the minimum-
wage level may not be obvious. However, if a sgigpears around the mini-
mum wage in wage distribution, one can assumethgminimum wage is
somewhat binding (Cunningham, 2007).

This study investigates the effects of the minimuage on wage distribu-
tion in Turkey, based on the micro data of the Htadd Labor Force Sur-
veys (HLFS) provided by TURKSTAT. The Turkish labmarket is known
for its late but rapid adaptation to urbanizatiaerothe last several decades.
This urbanization process implied a major labofloeation from agriculture
to industry and services. As mentioned above stiee of wage-earners in
total employment jumped, from 50% to 67%, while share of unpaid family
workers plunged between 2003 and 2016. Howeven, msiny other parts of
the developing world, e.g., in Latin America, thypical process of sectoral
reallocation has been followed by persistently higiemployment in urban
areas and substantial levels of informal employraeming salaried workers.

Although we observe a slight decline in the slehri@formal employment in
recent years, this fact is due to the ongoing E®cd economic restructuring
from agriculture towards urban-based employmentosgcrather than the
result of a successful public policy to combat infality (Ben Salem et al.,
2011). A noteworthy share of salaried employeesuyradt 26% according to
the Labor Force Survey in 2010, is still outsidelaifor-market legislation,
i.e., have informal jobs. The evidence of laboreme differentials between
the formal and informal segments in the Turkishofaimarket confirms the
existence of an informal penalty. This is in linghathe traditional theory of
the formal salaried workers being paid more thanitifiormal ones (Tansel
and Kan, 2012; Baltagi et al., 2012). In a receaths Tansel et al. (2019)
identify the rising tide of wage inequality for tyears 2005 through 2011 in

2 |tis a common practice in the literature on dep@lg countries to use the terms uncovered
and informal interchangeably (Gindling and Terr2005); we use them in the same way in
this paper.
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Turkey, theorizing that this phenomenon could be tuweak labor-market
institutions, as well as weak enforcement, and spdead informality.

Over the past decade, Turkish wage earners hawfiteehfrom two hefty
raises in the real minimum wage. One of the higbestirred in 2004, when
the minimum-wage commission decided to raise i26y6% in real terms.
The second one was implemented more recently, inaig 2016: the net
minimum wage was upped from 1,000 TL to 1,300 TtheD increases that
were granted between 2004 and 2016 were minothisnpaper, we investi-
gate the effects of the big raise of 2004 on th&esprofile of Turkish wage
distribution. More specifically, we address theussf wage inequality by
taking into account the potential distributionalt@ames of the minimum-
wage legislation.

With the methodology introduced by DiNardo, Fortiand Lemieux
(1996—DFL hereafter), we decompose the wage diifage and the varia-
tions in wage inequality before and after the miummawage increase in 2004.
We use a non-parametric reweighting approach tordpose the impact of
the raise as well as other factors that may hafleeimced the wage distribu-
tion. Our main findings confirm that the minimum geaplayed a pivotal role
in reducing wage inequality for both male and fesnaurkish wage earners
between 2003 and 2005. We control for changesdrrttiividual characteris-
tics over two years and show that they do not Isgeificantly affect wage
distribution. This result seems reasonable, sinweoayear period is short for
a robust change in individual attributes.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows.i8e@ discusses the evo-
lution of the minimum wage in the Turkish labor keir over recent years.
Section 3 describes the data set and discussasdréssues. Section 4 pre-
sents a detailed explanation of the methodologyl,used Section 5 reports
our empirical results. Finally, Section 6 contathe conclusion and offers
suggestions for further research.

2. The minimum wage in Turkey over the past decade

After a severe economic crisis in 2001, Turkey gagba speedy recovery
ushered in by a single-party government that haggesdtin power since the
end of 2002. The economic growth rates reacheavarage of about 6% a
year between 2003 and 2016, even including 200&nwBGDP actually
contracted. We observed a similar recovery aft@924s well. The minimum-
wage increases also averaged about 6% during ithe gariod.

Figure 1 below presents the annual growth rat&Di®P and the minimum
wage in real terms during a period when the Justiee Development Party
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(abbreviated as AKP in Turkish) was in power (il &), between 2003 and
2016° Note that except for 2006 and 2007, the real mimimvage was raised
consistently. As mentioned above, the biggest jumpbhe mandatory mini-

mum wage in the wake of the AKP coming to power2B02 were put

through in January 2004, just before local elesticand in January 2016.
Although the total magnitude of the raising of thal minimum wage equaled
GDP growth between 2003 and 2016, this was moreflection of the big

boosts given in 2004 and in 2016. The main purpbdkis study is to inves-
tigate whether and to what extent the 2004 subatantrease in the mini-
mum wage affected wage distribution and counteragennequality.

Figure 1. GDP Growth Rates and the Real Minimum Wag
Increases (%, Per year)
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Source TURKSTAT and Ministry of Labor and Social Secwyrit

3 We exclude the economic crisis years 2000-2001thedirst year of the recovery period,
2002. The single-party government formed by AKP edmpower at the end of 2002 and
has provided a more stable macroeconomic environsiece 2003.

These are the monthly net minimum wages for warlegred 16 and older. The average of
the minimum wages was taken into account for ttegs/baving more than one adjustment,
and all wage levels were deflated by 2003 pricasguhie Consumer Price Index.
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For an international comparison of minimum wages,use the minimum
wage/mean and median-wage ratio. This ratio, aleovk as the Kaitz (1970)
index, is the most preferred indicator for crosaftoy studies, since it pro-
vides a basis for the relative level of the minimwage (Burkhauser et al.,
2000). Even though we have used both the mean @uliamwages as de-
nominators, opting for only the median wage asdieominator is superior,
as it omits extreme earnings (Maloney and Mend@@420ECD, 1998).

Table 1 below provides the ratio of the monthly iminm wage to both the
mean and median wage for full-time wage earneisyden 2003 and 2016 in
OECD countries. According to the previous literatua lower Kaitz index
indicates that the minimum wage is relatively weaid probably does not
affect a large number of employees, while a higkaitz index is generally
associated with a bigger share of minimum-wageezarn.e., a higher mini-
mum wage relative to other wages, which, in tuould have large ramifica-
tions on the labor market (Rycx and Kampelmann2201

Table 1 highlights Turkey’s position in first pladgehas the highest Kaitz
index among the countries listed. Other countreagry a relatively elevated
Kaitz index are France, Belgium, Ireland, New Zgnd|aAustralia, Slovenia,
and Latvia. According to OECD statistics, anothgnigicant point is that the
ratio of the minimum wage to the median wage isoaintdouble that of the
minimum wage to the mean wage. This may be duéh¢oeixistence of
extreme high wages and/or the compression of wage¢se bottom of the
distribution. Nevertheless, it should be kept imdhthat the OECD bases its
estimates of the mean and median wages on thet8&uwaf Earnings Survey.

These data, which are provided by TURKSTAT, coeemployees who
are registered wage earners in all establishmentdoging 10 and more
employees. Thus, the estimated wages, especialpn meages, might be
upwardly biased, given that wage earners in the $SBtte informal employees
are not covered in this data base. With the notalsheup in the Turkish
minimum wage in 2004, the Kaitz index for the caymhanged dramatically.
The ratio of the minimum wage to the median wagaresh from 58% to
75%, and it has not deviated much from that sihea.tEven the more recent
increase of 2016 did not alter the minimum wagméan/median wage ratios.

Therefore, it is worth examining the distributiomdiects of the minimum
wage in the Turkish labor market, where the bitehid economic factor is
significantly deeper than in the other countrie® #tus on the effects of the
hike of 2004 by measuring the changes in wageildigion in the country
between 2003 and 2005.
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3. Data

We use the 2003 and 2005 HLFS annual micro datéded by TURK-
STAT. In Turkey, the HLFS is the main data sourmeldbor-market statistics
as it collects detailed information from the lalsopply perspective and as-
sembles a broad range of facts on the socio-ecanconiditions of both for-
mal and informal workers. The definitions and dfésstions of the variables
in the HLFS have been harmonized with internaticstahdards, as deter-
mined by Eurostat and the ILO. Economic activiiesl occupations are coded
at four-digit levels, according to the NACE and (388 classifications, and
results are given within nine main groups. These dagularly survey the
main demographic and socio-economic characteristitshouseholds’
members, such as age, gender, marital status,-madédet status, tenure,
hours worked, income from paid employment, inforreahployment, and
unemployment duration.

Thus, the HLFS enables us to control for certailevwant individual
characteristics that may affect wages. Being thdymt of standardized sampling
and weighting methods, these data are designe tegresentative of the
whole non-institutional population of Turkey. Thanaal results are pub-
lished as a cross-sectional design. Of coursegadize that the lack of longi-
tudinal data structure over this period somewlmaitdi the empirical research;
nevertheless, we make up for this by taking adwgentd the large sample size
of the HLFS and using appropriate estimation nmaghior repeated cross-
sectional data.

A question about earnings from paid employment added to the HLFS
in 2003. However, the date of inclusion of thisieiddal information does not
pose a problem since our period of interest cemer2004, when the massive
boost was enacted. By taking into account the piadeime-lagged effects of
this increase, we investigate changes in wagdhlisons from 2003 to 2005.

Note that our sample includes full-time wage eariernon-agricultural
activities among the working-age population (theggeed 15 to 65) who
declare a net positive salary in the reference mdme simply exclude those
wage earners who work less than 30 hours per wa&ekpart-time workers.
This restriction is completely conventional for @asch into wage structure
(Katz and Murphy, 1992; Verdugo et al., 2012).

Furthermore, the percentage of part-time emplogessng all wage earners
is miniscule (about 0.8% in 2004 and 1.4% in 20@;ording to the labor
surveys provided by TURKSTAT,; there was no specdieestion about
employment type in 2003), contrary to industriatizeountries. Since the
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minimum wage and the reported employment earningee HLFS are on a
monthly basis, we prefer to work with monthly wagEmally, we exclude

observations of the lowest 1% as well as the high¥sof the wage distribu-
tion in order to avoid the effect of outliers orethstimation. Consequently,
our sample comprises 33,023 men and 8,821 wom2@d8, and 53,978 men
and 13,476 women in 2005. Table 2 reports the susnsiatistics of the

sample.

Table 2. Characteristics of Full-time Wage Earnersn Turkey (%)

Men Women
2003 2005 2003 2005
Average age 33.5 33.8 30 30.5
Years of schooling 8.5 8.5 10.5 10.3
Education
llliterate 1 1 1 2
Literate, but not completed 1 2 1 2
any school
Primary school 41 39 23 22
Secondary schoql 15 17 9 10
High school, vocational oy 27 27 32 31
technical high schoq|
University, faculty or uppe 15 14 34 33
Married 76 75 48 46
Urban population 78 84 85 89
Tenure (year) 19 19.3 13.5 14.2
Sector
Industry 31 33 31 30
Construction 9 9 1 1
Services 60 58 68 69
Unskilled 13 13 10 12
Informal wage earners 27 28 22 25
Below minimum wage 13 14 17 16
At or near the min. wage 9 16 13 20
Number of obs. 33,023 53,978 8,821 13,476

Source The HLFS, 2003 and 2005; own calculations

We do not observe any significant changes in treratdteristics of full-
time wage earners from 2003 to 2005 for either memwomen. It is not
surprising given the fact that a two-year periodimfe is not long enough for
any structural changes in a labor market to shamgelves. However, the
workforce has become more educated. The sharaemsérschool graduates
has declined slightly, while the average years abfosling have remained
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unchanged. The most remarkable shift has occurred in theeslodrurban
workers. The urbanization rate has gone up througtiee country, and the
urban population among wage earners has expandegspgondingly while
the sectoral decomposition has remained stable.

The share of unskilled wage earners has increaseth@women, from
10% to 12%. Another key indicator is the informatpoyment rate, which
has remained almost stable among male wage easmiilg, it has moved
upward among women, from 22% to 25%, over two years

The proportion of workers who earn at or near theimum wagé has
jumped from 9% to 16% and from 13% to 20% amongeraald female wage
earners, respectively. In light of the minimum-wénglee in 2004, this growth
in the minimum-wage population seems plausiblenEsg an unusual feature
is puzzling: the proportion of workers paid beloe tminimum wage has
stayed almost unchanged.

Furthermore, according to the data provided by TISRKT, the un-
employment rate did not worsen; on the contrargipped slightly between
2003 and 2005. The total unemployment rate was’d{$3.8% nonagricul-
tural) in 2003 and 10.6% (13.5% nonagriculturalpd05. By gender, it was
10.7% (12.6% nonagricultural) in 2003 and 10.5%4%2nonagricultural) in
2005 for men, while it was 10.1% (18.9% nonagrimalt) in 2003 and 11.2%
(18.7% nonagricultural) in 2005 for women.

In order to get a more detailed picture of workems,divide our sample into
two sub-groups: formal wage earners who are covbyed social-security
program due to their primary jobs and informal wageners who are not
covered. Those having social-security coverage reweth23,857 males and
6,811 females in the 2003 sample; and 38,848 naalds10,055 females in
the 2005 sample. The informal wage earners’ sammmheprises 9,166 men
and 2,010 women in 2003; and 15,130 men and 3,42den in 2005.

Tables 3 and 4 provide the individual and job cbmastics of these
workers separately.

We do not go into detail on the comparison betweate and female workers within our
framework. However, we would like to highlight thigmale wage earners are younger,
more urbanized, and more educated than male wagerea64% of female full-time wage
earners have completed high school or above, cadpgar41% of males.

Following the previous literature, we define ainear minimum wage those workers whose
monthly salaries are between 0.95 and 1.05 of thermam wage (Lemos, 2004b).
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Table 3. Characteristics of Formal Full-time Wage B&rners
in Turkey (%)

Men Women
2003 2005 2003 2005
Average age 34.5 34.7 30.5 31.1
Years of schooling 9.3 9.2 11.4 11.4
Education
llliterate 0 0 0 0
Literate, but not completeg 0 1 0 1
any school
Primary school 33 33 16 16
Secondary schoqdl 14 15 7 8
High school, vocational oy 33 32 35 33
technical high schoaol|
University, faculty or upper 20 19 42 42
Married 81 80 51 50
Urban population 79 84 86 90
Tenure (year) 19.2 19.5 13,1 13.7
Sector
Industry 33 35 27 26
Construction 4 4 1 1
Services 63 61 72 73
Unskilled 12 12 8 9
Below minimum wage 4 3 6 4
At or near the min. wage 9 16 14 20
Number of obs. 23,857 38,848 6,811 10,055

Source The HLFS, 2003 and 2005, own calculations

Similar to the entire population of Turkish wagereas (and ignoring the
growth in the urban population), the characterssti€ formal and informal
wage earners did not change markedly over the 2003-period. However,
the minimum-wage variables display a noteworthyiatem over the same
period. Note that a non-negligible segment of tifermal wage earners are
paid near the minimum-wage level. In fact, fullyfhed informal female wage
earners and around 40% of informal male wage esuarerearning below the
minimum wage. In addition, among formal full-timeage earners, 3-4% of
men and 4-6 % of women declared that their salay l@ss than the mini-
mum wage. This could reflect a measurement error.

On the other hand, keeping in mind that a lowerimmirm wage (around
85% of the adult minimum wage) is typically giventhose under the age of
16, one can assume that certain percentage of thabers are between 15
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and 16. Another explanation could be over-reporting disoms due to the

other advantages of being registered in the seaalrity system, such as
retirement or health insurance. After all, it isanlly seen that the 2004 wind-
fall widened the proportion of minimum-wage earneys/% and 8% among
formal and informal wage earners, respectively.

Table 4. Characteristics of Informal Full-time WageEarners
in Turkey (%)

Men Women
2003 2005 2003 2005
Average age 30.8 31.5 28 28.7
Years of schooling 6.4 6.7 7 7.1
Education
llliterate 2 2 5 6
Literate, but not completeg 2 5 4 7
any school
Primary school 62 52 48 40
Secondary schoql 17 21 15 19
High school, vocational or 13 17 23 23
technical high schoqgl|
University, faculty or upper 2 3 5 5
Married 62 61 37 35
Urban population 76 83 82 86
Tenure (year) 18.4 18.9 15 15.6
Sector
Industry 28 28 42 41
Construction 22 21 1 1
Services 50 51 57 58
Unskilled 15 17 19 21
Below minimum wage 37 39 56 51
At or near the min. wage 7 15 11 19
Number of obs. 9,166 15,130 2,010 3,421

Source The HLFS, 2003 and 2005, own calculations

The other way to measure bindingness of the minimage is to examine
the distribution of wages. In order to see if thanelatory minimum wage is
binding, and how the wages are distributed, we takeommonly used
graphical approach. Kernel density plots providelesrer representation of

" Unfortunately, we could not exclude them becahsse age groups are determined as 15-19

in the LFS. However, the share of the 15-19 agemamong formal wage earners who are
paid less than the minimum wage is only about 14%regy men and 19% among women.
Thus, the wage earners aged between 15 and 16td®@m to be overrepresented in this

group.
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wage levels and spotlight where the minimum-wadesdi Kernel density
estimators are essentially a continuous versiomdistrete histograms and
approximate the density f(w) based on observationhey smooth a line
between each observation along the x-axis within a selected bandwidth.
More formally, Kernel density estimation can bereggsed as:

w — Ww;

A =0,
faw) = Y K=
i=1

where n is the size of the classss the sample weight of observation i, h
is the bandwidth, K(.) is the kernel function, andome point along the x-
axis. Kernel function simply estimates the dengjtgx) from the fraction of
the sample that is close toixg,.the fraction that falls into the bandwidth, h.

Thus, the choice of the bandwidth is critical sikbernel estimation is
sensitive to the bandwidth chosen to smooth. & phaper, we use 2,000 point
estimates and the GausSidternel estimator. The optimal bandwidth is
specified with Sheather and Jones’ selector base&ilverman’s method
(Silverman, 1986.

Figure 2 and Figure 3 display Kernel estimateshefreal monthly wages
of full-time workers by gender in 2003 and 2005.

It is clearly seen that the minimum wage is soméwilireding in Turkey;
however, it is not necessarily enforced as a whmg®.fA considerable num-
ber of full-time workers are subminimum earnersialhis similar to the situ-
ation in other developing countries. It is wortHing that the minimum wage
produces a sharper spike in the wage distributfomoonen than of men. This
difference indicates that the wages of female wiarkege more concentrated
around the minimum-wage level, which accords wlith tesults presented by
Calavrezo and Pelek (2011) in their research iotw-Wwage workers in
Turkey.

The most significant change over the two yeardias the left side of the
wage distribution has shifted to the right while ttight side has remained
almost stable.

The Gaussian Kernel function is a conventionaliahan literature. However, the use of
other functions does not change the results draelbti

For a more detailed explanation of Kernel estiorgtisee Deaton (1997), Maloney and
Mendez (2004), and Cunningham (2007).
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Figure 2. Kernel Density Plots of Full-time Male Wae Earners
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Figure 3. Kernel Density Plots of Full-time Femalé&Vage Earners
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Figures 4-7 display the wage distributions of thierfal and informal wage

earners by gender.
Figure 4. Kernel Density Plots of Full-time FormalMale Wage

Earners
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Source The HLFS, 2003 and 2005, own calculations
Figure 5. Kernel Density Plots of Full-time FormalFemale

Wage Earners
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Source HLFS 2003 and 2005, own calculations
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Figure 6. Kernel Density Plots of Full-time Informd Male
Wage Earners
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Figure 7. Kernel Density Plots of Full-time Informd Female
Wage Earners
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The minimum wage clearly truncates the wage distidim of the formal
wage earners. The spikes at the minimum-wage air both for men and
women. A significant wage increase is observechathiottom of the wage
distribution of the formal wage earners, while tn@arning high wages did
not vary notably from 2003 to 2005. The shift isrkea only on the left side
of the wage distribution. Therefore, the minimumgeaike in 2004 seems
particularly important for the distribution of wagyamong formal workers. At
the same time, the minimum wage is not well enfdras a wage floor in
Turkey, given that a great number of wage earnersiat registered with the
social-security system and earn below the minimuagey as mentioned
above. However, although informal workers are raseced by labor legisla-
tion, the spikes are observed around the minimumgew&@he wage curve of
the informal wage earners as a whole shifted toritifg between 2003 and
2005, unlike formal ones.

Cumulative density plots provide an alternativastration of wage distri-
bution. Bear in mind that no assumption about badithws required for plot-
ting cumulative density distribution. If a visibkertical “cliff” appears around
the minimum-wage level, one can assume that theliison of wages is not
continuous, the minimum wage truncates (or probahltiplies) the wage
distribution, and, thus, it is binding. If all enogees are paid at least the
minimum wage, this suggests that the minimum wagmforced perfectly.

In the Appendix, we plot the cumulative density dtions of the real
monthly wages of full-time workers by gender in 3Ghd 2005.

The vertical cliffs around the minimum wage becoohearer in 2005.
Both for male and female wage earners, the verttfis around 2003’'s
minimum wage are not remarkable. Nevertheless,otteervednumeraire
(ripple) effects are very small, and so are nepl&in the wage distribution.
Cumulative density functions do not indicate tHa¢ wage distribution in
Turkey has cliffs at three times the minimum waggile only a barely visible
vertical line appears around two times the mininwage. This evidence is in
line with the assumption that minimum wages maagnfigct the earnings of
those who are paid at or below that level (Brow899, DiNardo et al., 1996).

As for the wage inequality trend in the Turkishdaimarket over the period
under study, we observe that wage inequality deedkaubstantially between
2003 and 2005 according to the standard inequalidycators. Table 5
summarizes the inequality measures for full-timgevaarners.

The standard deviation of log wages; the differsrinehe 9% and %' per-
centiles, between log wages at thd @bd 18 percentiles, the $0and 56
percentiles, the 75and 2% percentiles, the 5and 58' percentiles, the 50
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and %" percentiles, the 3Dand 18 percentiles, the S0and 28 percentiles;
the Gini, Theil, and Atkinson coefficients of reehges indicate that the wage
inequality decreased over the period both for mah \@omen. It should be
noted that inequality decreases are sharper folother tail of the distribu-
tion.

Table 5. Inequality Measures of Full-time Wage Earers

Men 2003 2005 Difference 2010
Standard Deviation* 0.583 0.527 -0.055 0.519
p95-p5** 1.877 1.723 -0.154 1.691
p90-pl0** 1.437 1.240 -0.196 1.258
p90-p50** 0.826 0.729 -0.097 0.759
p75-p25** 0.865 0.731 -0.134 0.763
p75-p50** 0.476 0.421 -0.055 0.435
p50-p5** 0.860 0.811 -0.049 0.803
p50-p10** 0.610 0.511 -0.099 0.497
p50-p25** 0.389 0.310 -0.079 0.302
Gini*** 0.326 0.287 -0.039 0.294
Theil*** 0.175 0.135 -0.04 0.142
Atkinson*** 0.084 0.066 -0.018 0.069

Women 2003 2005 Difference 2010
Standard Deviation* 0.617 0.565 -0.051 0.558
p95-p5** 1.948 1.871 -0.077 1.883
p90-p10** 1.500 1.369 -0.131 1.345
p90-p50** 0.858 0.810 -0.049 0.867
p75-p25** 0.957 0.781 -0.176 0.837
p75-p50** 0.565 0.508 -0.057 0.548
p50-p5** 0.890 0.862 -0.028 0.729
p50-p10** 0.642 0.560 -0.082 0.550
p50-p25** 0.392 0.273 -0.119 0.223
Ginj*** 0.341 0.306 -0.035 0.312
Theil*** 0.190 0.153 -0.037 0.159
Atkinson*** 0.092 0.074 -0.017 0.076

Source The HLFS, own calculations

* Standard deviation of log wages;

**Difference between the 90th and the 10th perdestof the log wage distribution.
Similar for the other measures.

*** Gini, Theil and Atkinson coefficients of real ages.

For instance, the wage gap between the log wagike &3 and 16' per-
centiles decreased considerably, while the wagebgapeen the 90and 56
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percentiles did not change notably. The Gini, Thedl Atkinson coefficients
went down almost by the same amount for male anmhlie wage earners. In
sum, all inequality measures suggest that the wagee compressed from
2003 to 2005, both for men and women. Moreoverjribguality measures of
the year 2010 show that this equalizing trend Hetdthe following years.
Although the inequality measures are slightly highe 2010, it should be
noted that wage inequality lessened sustainabledfier. Thus, we suggest
that the change in wage inequality occurring betw2@03 and 2005 was not
illusory. The compression of the wage distributioay arise from a relative
increase in the real wages in the lower tails, wagmo remarkable change
appears in the upper tails of the wage distribstion

In order to refine the descriptive analysis, we orepthe inequality
measures for formal and informal workers in Tablan® Table 7, respec-
tively. As these tables indicate, the wage inetyatends have gone in the
opposite direction for formal and informal wagereas during the 2003-2005
period. The wage gap plummets vis-a-vis all ineigpiaheasures among
formal wage earners, while this evolution is nosetved among informal
wage earners.

This fact strengthens our contention that the msedn the minimum wage
played a key role in easing wage inequality betw2@d3 and 2005, even
though the minimum-wage laws only cover registenaitkers. Among in-
formal wage earners, only the differences betweendg wages around the
middle of the wage distributions are slightly lowehile the gap between the
top and bottom of the wage distribution is somewhiater. This result is in
line with the Kernel density estimations, indicgtithat the minimum wage is
located somewhere in the middle of the wage digiién in the informal sec-
tor. However, we must not lose sight of the thmeeguality parameters, the
Gini, Theil, and Atkinson coefficients, which arditde lower in 2005 than in
2003, both for male and female informal wage eatner

In sum, these results suggest that the minimum-vbageis of 2004 was
accompanied by a reduction in wage inequality, esfig among formal
wage earners. However, a part of this equaliziagdrcould be attributable to
changes in the individual characteristics of waskén the next section, we
estimate a hypothetical density that assumes tieaintlividual characteristics
of workers remain at the 2003 level in order tcestigate the potential effects
of this compression of the wage distribution. DERY6) methodology allows
us to decompose the effects of institutional fagt@uch as the minimum
wage or unions, and the individual characteristicsvage distribution under
specific assumptions. We present the methodologyetail and discuss the
assumptions of the model.
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Table 6. Inequality Measures of Full-time Formal Waye Earners

Men 2003 2005 Difference
Standard Deviation* 0.536 0.468 -0.067
p95-p5** 1.631 1.411 -0.220
p90-p10** 1.373 1.158 -0.215
p90-p50** 0.697 0.630 -0.067
p75-p25** 0.853 0.743 -0.111
p75-p50** 0.411 0.372 -0.039
p50-p5** 0.759 0.588 -0.171
p50-p10** 0.676 0.528 -0.148
p50-p25** 0.443 0.370 -0.072
Ginj*** 0.301 0.263 -0.038
Theil*** 0.146 0.111 -0.035
Atkinson*** 0.071 0.054 -0.017
Women 2003 2005 Difference
Standard Deviation* 0.546 0.486 -0.060
p95-p5** 1.632 1.444 -0.188
p90-p10** 1.354 1.185 -0.169
p90-p50** 0.657 0.655 -0.002
p75-p25** 0.929 0.795 -0.134
p75-p50** 0.398 0.386 -0.011
p50-p5** 0.779 0.589 -0.190
p50-p10** 0.697 0.530 -0.167
p50-p25** 0.531 0.409 -0.122
Ginj*** 0.306 0.273 -0.033
Theil*** 0.152 0.120 -0.032
Atkinson*** 0.073 0.058 -0.015

Source LFS, own calculations;

* Standard deviation of log wages;

**Difference between the 90th and the 10th perdestof the log wage distribution.
Similar for the other measures.

*** The Gini, Theil and Atkinson coefficients of a¢wages

4. Methodology

We follow the decomposition method developed by &, Fortin, and
Lemieux (1996), as mentioned above. The DFL ismai-parametric decom-
position approach, which is an extended versionthef standard Oaxaca
Blinder method (OB hereafter). The OB analyzes ahéy/ counterfactual dif-
ferences in mean wages, while the DFL generalizesrtethod to the whole

distribution.
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Table 7. Inequality Measures of Full-time InformalWage Earners

Men 2003 2005 Difference
Standard Deviation* 0.462 0.471 0.009
p95-p5** 1.586 1.601 0.015
p90-p10** 1.138 1.160 0.022
p90-p50** 0.540 0.531 -0.008
p75-p25** 0.526 0.530 0.003
p75-p50** 0.260 0.265 0.005
p50-p5** 0.873 0.882 0.008
p50-p10** 0.598 0.629 0.030
p50-p25** 0.267 0.265 -0.002
Ginj*** 0.253 0.249 -0.004
Theil*** 0.116 0.108 -0.008
Atkinson*** 0.055 0.052 -0.003
Women 2003 2005 Difference

Standard Deviation* 0.452 0.476 0.024
p95-p5** 1.515 1.581 0.065
p90-p10** 1.155 1.192 0.037
p90-p50** 0.478 0.448 -0.030
p75-p25** 0.541 0.597 0.055
p75-p50** 0.226 0.201 -0.025
p50-p5** 0.783 0.947 0.164
p50-p10** 0.677 0.744 0.067
p50-p25** 0.315 0.396 0.080
Ginj*** 0.256 0.251 -0.005
Theil*** 0.127 0.114 -0.013
Atkinson*** 0.058 0.055 -0.003

Source LFS, own calculations;

* Standard deviation of log wages;

**Difference between the 90th and the 10th perdestof the log wage distribution.
Similar for the other measures.

*** The Gini, Theil and Atkinson coefficients of a¢wages.

The estimated counterfactual distributions &hdne called “the density
that would have prevailed if individual attributead remained at their level
and workers had been paid according to the wagedsid observed in.”
(DiNardo, Fortin, and Lemieux, 1996). In our regbame obtain the counter-
factual distributions that give the density of waga 2005 (assuming the
characteristics of workers are the same as thosenadd in 2003. Therefore,
the difference between the actual density of wag@605 and the counterfac-
tual density estimated by DFL methodology reflébts potential effect of any
factor, e.g., the minimum wage, the unionizaticie ratc.. Before getting into
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the details of the methodology, we will give a loaskplanation of wage de-
composition.

The standard assumption in the OB decompositiothas the outcome
variableY of two groupsA andB is linearly related to the covariates, and
the error ternv is independent oX:

Ygi = ﬁgo + Zgzlxik.ggk + 17gi ng,B (1)

whereE(v,;[X;) = 0 andX is the vector of covariates for each observa-

tion i. Thus, the overall difference in average outcobesveen two groups
can be written as:

Bo=Yz - Y,

K K
Ay= (.3;0 - .B/A\O) + Z X (ﬁBk - ﬁAk) + Z(X — Xai)Bar
k=1 Bk k=1 Bk
A,= As + Ay 2)

where ,Bgo andﬁgk are estimated intercept and slope coefficientpeae-

tively. The j_i[St term in Equation (2) is typicaligferred to as /tﬂwage struc-
ture effect(Ag) , and the second term is tbemposition effedA ), which is
is also called thexplained effednh the OB decomposition.

In their comprehensive review, Firpo et @010) suggest that the wage-
structure effect could be interpreted as a treatnwdfect that captures
observed changes in a policy over time, such aenwation status or a
minimum-wage hike. In this study, we attempt toatepose the changes in
wage distribution into two components: the compaositeffect based on
individual attributes and the wage-structure effigked to the minimum-
wage boost of 2004.

An important limitation of OB decomposition is thiatsometimes esti-
mates the wage structure and composition effecthenaverage outcome,
which is linear. However, going beyond the meanrged by many econo-
mists in order to get a more detailed idea of tfieces of a treatment on
overall distribution. DFL methodology serves thiggose via a reweighting
procedure, which will be summarized below.

We begin with the illustration of each observatama joint density func-
tion f over (w, z, mw,, t); wages, individual attributes, minimum wages, and
dates. In this study, our groups are determinadrims of datet andt-1. The
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density of wageg; (w) at a given date, can be expressed as the integral of
the density of wages at datg conditional on a set of individual attributes
and the minimum wagew,, over the distribution of individual attributes

at datet,,.

fo(w) = f FWlzmwe by, = DAF(2lt, = ©)

ZEND,

= f(w;mwy, ty, =t t, =t) (3)

where (), is the domain of definition of the individual chateristics. Un-

der the assumption that the distribution of indidtcharacteristics does not
depend on the level of the minimum wage, the hygtathl density of wages
that would have prevailed if the individual attries had remained as they
were at timg — 1 can be expressed as:

e = [ f vl ty = G mw AR (et = £ = 1)

= Jyen, f Wiz ty = Emw),(2)dF (z]t, = 1) (4)
where the reweighting functioh. (z) in Equation (4) is defined as:
Y,(z) = dF(z|t, =t — 1)/dF (z|t, = t). (5)

One can see that the unobservable counterfactnaltgés identical to the
actual density at except for the reweighting functiog, (z). Therefore, the

critical point is the estimation of this reweigrgifunction,tlj(z).

Applying Bayes'’s rule, this reweighting functionncae specified as in
Equation (6):

__ Pr(t;=t-1|z) Pr(t,=t)
¥2(2) = Pr(t,=t|z) Pr(tz=t—1) (6)

The probability of being in periog given individual attributeg, could be
estimated using a simple probit model:

Pr(t, = t|z) = Pr(e > ~f'H(2)) = 1 — $(—f'H(2)) @)

where in Equation (7) is the cumulative normalriisttion, andH(z) is a
vector of covariates that is a functionzof
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Consider the actual density function for a groujpibging to date, f, (w)

and the counterfactual densiﬂzt'l(w)- We can decompose the overall

changes into the composition effect and the wagestsire effect by the fol-
lowing specification:

Ao= few) = fe—1(w) 8
Bo=(fiw) — 772 W)) + (77 W) — frea (W)

where the first term in Equation (8) is the compoai effect and the se-
cond term is the wage-structure effect, referrmghie minimum wage in our
case. The obtained results are presented in tHesaetton.

5. Results

To decompose the effects of the changes in the dmgebution, we ob-
tain a counterfactual distribution by keeping timglividual characteristics
constant, as of 2003. The individual attributesduisethe probit regressions
are educational level, marital status, living afedban or rural), experience,
experience squared, activity (industry, construgtand services), occupation,
and being registered with the social-security systéigures 8 and 9 plot ac-
tual Kernel density estimations of full-time wagem®ers in 2003 and counter-
factual Kernel density estimations in 2005, assigninat the individual
characteristics remained constant from 2003.

The figures below show that the bottom part of wase distribution has
shifted to the right even if the individual chaextdtics kept constant to their
2003 level. Thus, the wage-structure effect seamsetthe driving force in
this equalizing period, both for male and femalitime wage earners. We
suggest that if the measurable characteristicsulbitiine wage earners in
2005 had been the same as in 2003, we would obsgjai@ a remarkable
shift to the right of wages located at the bottart pf the wage distribution.

In order to clarify the counterfactual analysise @an estimate the inequality
measures by using the hypothetical density of wadeble 8 reports the
inequality measures in 2005, which were obtaineckdsping constant the
individual attributes in 2003.
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Figure 8. Kernel Density Plots of Male Full-time Wakers in 2003
and 2005, with 2003'’s Individual Attributes
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Figure 9. Kernel Density Plots of Female Full-timéVorkers in
2003 and 2005, with 2003’s Individual Attributes

0 |
- Mw 2003 | Mw 2005

T T
54 6.4
Log real wage

4.4
2005 with 2003's individual attributes




44 Ekonomi-tek Volume / Cilt: 7 No: 1 Ocak / Januari 20

Table 8. Estimated Inequality Measures of Full-timéVage Earners
Using Counterfactual Density in 2005

Men 2003 2005CF Difference

Standard Deviation* 0.583 0.526 -0.056
p95-p5** 1.877 1.713 -0.164
p90-p10** 1.437 1.237 -0.199
p90-p50** 0.826 0.726 -0.101
p75-p25** 0.865 0.733 -0.132
p75-p50** 0.476 0.421 -0.055
p50-p5** 0.860 0.810 -0.050
p50-p10** 0.610 0.511 -0.099
p50-p25** 0.389 0.312 -0.077
Gini*** 0.326 0.286 -0.04
Theil*** 0.175 0.133 -0.042
Atkinson*** 0.084 0.065 -0.019

Women 2003 2005CF Difference
Standard Deviation* 0.617 0.562 -0.055
p95-p5** 1.948 1.861 -0.087
p90-p10** 1.500 1.341 -0.159
p90-p50** 0.858 0.800 -0.059
p75-p25** 0.957 0.781 -0.176
p75-p50** 0.565 0.503 -0.062
p50-p5** 0.890 0.862 -0.028
p50-p10** 0.642 0.541 -0.101
p50-p25** 0.392 0.278 -0.114
Gini*** 0.341 0.303 -0.038
Theil*** 0.190 0.150 -0.040
Atkinson*** 0.092 0.073 -0.019

Note: 2005 is weighted to individual characteristic2003.

* Standard deviation of log wages.

**Difference between the 90th and the 10th perdesif the log wage distribution.
Similar for the other measures.

*** The Gini, Theil, and Atkinson coefficients otal wages.

The estimated inequality measures confirm thatwhge-structure effect
has played a key role in this equalizing period,the composition effect. For
both women and men, the differences between thgalaand hypothetical
inequality measures are very small, even closesto.zThese results suggest
that the changes in the structure of wages haddh tawger impact on wage
distribution than shifts in individual attributesrfall wage earners. Keeping in
mind that a period of two years is insufficient #orobust evolution of indi-
vidual or demographic attributes in a labor markes, are not surprised to
find that the wage-structure effect lies behindatrthe total change in wage
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distribution. Another interesting point is that theage differentials in the
lower percentiles were mostly reduced among meilgvehsimilar shrinkage

for women occurred in the middle percentiles.

Similar to the descriptive part, we prefer to rapear analysis for two
sub-groups of full-time wage earners. Figures 1(fhd Table 9 report the
results for full-time formal workers. Figures 12-a48d Table 10 report those
for full-time informal workers. We keep the sameiahles to control for the

individual attributes in probit regressions.

Figure 10. Kernel Density Plots of Male Full-time ermal Workers
in 2003 and 2005, with 2003’s Individual Attributes

\
Mw 2003 \\ Mw 2005

T T

4.4 54 6.4 7.4
Log real wage
2003 ————- 2005 with 2003's individual attributes

The results for full-time formal wage earners confithat the wage-
structure effect played a key role in bringing atitve changes in wage distri-
bution between 2003 and 2005. For both males andlés, the Kernel plots
do not evince any notable change, while the indigid¢haracteristics are kept
constant with their 2003 levels. The estimated uladity measures suggest
that the change in the measurable individual charnatcs explains only a
tiny part of the changes in wage distribution. @a dther side, we argue that
low wage earners in formal jobs benefited from hi@imum-wage hike in

2004.
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Figure 11. Kernel Density Plots of Female Full-timé&ormal Workers
in 2003 and 2005, with 2003’s Individual Attributes
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The wage differentials between the upper and lotads of the wage
distribution were reduced substantially for bothnmend women. Minor
changes show up on the upper side of the wagebdistm when we control
for the individual attributes, designating themramaining as they were in
2003. For instance, the wage differentials in tl¢hSand 50th percentiles
become positive among females, albeit not muchekexo. For both male and
female wage earners, the major declines were settre ilower percentiles of

the wage distribution.
As mentioned above, the changes in the wage disiits of informal
wage earners are small in comparison with the fbinas. Differences in

individual attributes explain a part of this vaidat Note that this result is
plausible, given that the wage-structure effectsdoa extend to the informal

sector.

If wage differentials are taken as a measure @juabty, one could expect
wage inequality among female informal workers to dhightly higher—if
individual characteristics had remained unchangéiesr 2003 levels.
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The estimated measures for men have mostly negsitims, though they
approach zero, indicating that the wage differénti@creased over the period
under study. However, the shift in the wage distitn of informal workers
needs to be explained by other labor-market facsush as low-high produc-
tivity or supply-side changes.

Table 9. Estimated Inequality Measures of Formal Flirtime Wage
Earners Using Counterfactual Density in 2005

Men 2003 2005CF Difference
Standard Deviation* 0.536 0.469 -0.066
p95-p5** 1.631 1.408 -0.223
p90-p10** 1.373 1.158 -0.215
p90-p50** 0.697 0.625 -0.072
p75-p25** 0.853 0.748 -0.106
p75-p50** 0.411 0.372 -0.039
p50-p5** 0.759 0.593 -0.166
p50-p10** 0.676 0.533 -0.142
p50-p25** 0.443 0.375 -0.067
Ginj*** 0.301 0.263 -0.038
Theil*** 0.146 0.111 -0.035
Atkinson*** 0.071 0.054 -0.017
Women 2003 2005CF Difference
Standard Deviation* 0.546 0.486 -0.060
p95-p5** 1.632 1.440 -0.192
p90-p10** 1.354 1.175 -0.179
p90-p50** 0.657 0.660 0.003
p75-p25** 0.929 0.792 -0.137
p75-p50** 0.398 0.394 -0.003
p50-p5** 0.779 0.578 -0.201
p50-p10** 0.697 0.515 -0.182
p50-p25** 0.531 0.398 -0.134
Ginj*** 0.306 0.272 -0.034
Theil*** 0.152 0.120 -0.032
Atkinson*** 0.073 0.058 -0.015

Note: 2005 is weighted to individual characteristic2003.

* Standard deviation of log wages.

**Difference between the 90th and the 10th perdesf the log wage distribution.
Similar for the other measures.

*** The Gini, Theil, and Atkinson coefficients otal wages.
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Figure 12. Kernel Density Plots of Male Full-time hformal Workers

15

in 2003 and 2005, with 2003’s Individual Attributes
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Figure 13. Kernel Density Plots of Female Full-timénformal Workers
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Table 10. Estimated Inequality Measures of InformalFull-time
Wage Earners Using Counterfactual Density in 2005

Men 2003 2005CF Difference
Standard Deviation* 0.462 0.464 0.002
p95-p5** 1.586 1.576 -0.010
p90-p10** 1.138 1.147 0.008
p90-p50** 0.540 0.518 -0.022
p75-p25** 0.526 0.523 -0.003
p75-p50** 0.260 0.258 -0.002
p50-p5** 0.873 0.878 0.005
p50-p10** 0.598 0.629 0.030
p50-p25** 0.267 0.265 -0.002
Gini*** 0.253 0.243 -0.010
Theil*** 0.116 0.102 -0.014
Atkinson*** 0.055 0.049 -0.006
Women 2003 2005CF Difference

Standard Deviation* 0.452 0.473 0.021
p95-p5** 1.515 1.579 0.064
p90-p10** 1.155 1.190 0.035
p90-p50** 0.478 0.448 -0.030
p75-p25** 0.541 0.612 0.070
p75-p50** 0.226 0.206 -0.020
p50-p5** 0.783 0.957 0.174
p50-p10** 0.677 0.743 0.065
p50-p25** 0.315 0.406 0.091
Gini*** 0.256 0.248 -0.008
Theil*** 0.127 0.109 -0.018
Atkinson*** 0.058 0.053 -0.005

Note: 2005 is weighted to individual characterisiic 2003.

* Standard deviation of log wages.

**Difference between the 90th and the 10th perdesiof the log wage distribution.
Similar for the other measures.

*** The Gini, Theil, and Atkinson coefficients otal wages.

These results verify the findings of previous reskainto the wage-
compression effect of the minimum wage in otherntoes. Autor et al.
(2010) point out that the decline in the real vadfighe minimum wage in the
UK is responsible for 30-50% of the growth of lowaill inequality there.
Butcher et al. (2012) propose that the fall in wageguality in the bottom
half of the wage distribution has been most maikeitie lowest segments of
the labor market, which is consistent with the iise¢he national minimum
wage in Turkey. Lemos (2004a) indicates that ame@mse in the minimum
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wage strongly compresses wage distribution in Br&uir results are in line
with these studies.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we focus on wage distribution inkKeyr, a developing country
with a dynamic labor market. We assess the chamgyegge distribution
between 2003 and 2005. We find this relatively speriod interesting as an
area to investigate due to the remarkable minimwgeauptick of 2004. The
wage distribution indicates that the minimum wages@mewhat binding in
Turkey.

However, a significant part of full-time wage easare paid less than the
minimum wage due to the informality issue. Furtheme Turkey has the
highest Kaitz index among all OECD countries, iatiing that wages are
clustered around the minimum wage to some extdr. résults obtained by
using the HLFS data suggest that the minimum wagepcessed wage distri-
bution in Turkey between 2003 and 2005. Wage inldguzearly improved
over the period.

We argue that the driving force of this lessenihgvage inequality is the
rise of wages in the lower tail of wage distributi@aused by the minimum-
wage hike. The results also signal that higher wdgeve not varied notably.
We estimate a counterfactual distribution by kegpive measurable individual
attributes constant at their 2003 level. The ecatdmresults confirm the
influence of the 2004 generosity on easing wageuakty in the country,
with this wage-structure effect being especiallgible in the formal sector.
The changes in the individual attributes do notespgo have any impact on
the wage-distribution trend over the period undadg—not surprising con-
sidering the two-year period was insufficient faick an effect to manifest
itself.

However, the lighthouse effect of the minimum wagethe informal sec-
tor seems to be small. Also, the distributiona¢effof the minimum wage has
not been reflected on the informal side of the tabarket. As for the gender
issue, the results indicate that the equalizingdrs observed almost to the
same degree among male and female wage earners.

Nevertheless, we would like to emphasize the needdditional and bet-
ter research into wage inequality in Turkey, peshajth different databases
and methodologies. Since empirical studies are Goatpd by the limited
availability of panel data, the way forward appdarbe investigations under-
taken conjointly into the employment and distriboal effects of the mini-
mum wage. At the same time, future researcherglcmek out the impact of
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the minimum wage on inequality in a broader semseyeas like poverty or
income inequality. In this paper, we argue thatrtti@mum wage is an effec-
tive tool for reducing wage inequality despite ot having found any evi-
dence of its ameliorating income inequality in Teyk
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Appendix

Figure A1l. Cumulative Density Function of Log ReaWages of
Men in 2003
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Figure A2. Cumulative Density Functions of Log RealWages of
Formal and Informal Male Workers in 2003
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Figure A3. Cumulative Density Function of Log ReaWages of
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Figure A4. Cumulative Density Functions of Log RealWages of
Formal and Informal Male Workers in 2005
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Figure A5. Cumulative Density Function of Log ReaWages of
Women in 2003
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Figure A6. Cumulative Density Functions of Log RealWages of
Formal and Informal Female Workers in 2003
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Figure A7. Cumulative Density Function of Log ReaWages of
Women in 2005
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Figure A8. Cumulative Density Functions of Log RealWages of
Formal and Informal Female Workers in 2005
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