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Feminization of poverty:
Does it really exist in Turkey?

Ummuhan Gékovah
Aysun Danigsman

Abstract

This paper discusses two issues, the first being whether “feminization
of poverty” in Turkey exists at all, and the second the reasons behind
the feminization of poverty. The Household Budget Survey (HBS) for
the years 2004 and 2006 serves as data to investigate similarities and
contrasts between men and women in terms of poverty and other socio-
economic and demographic factors. Furthermore, econometric estima-
tion techniques (logit and probit) have been employed to find out the
determinants of poverty for men and women separately and together.
Findings indicate that feminization of poverty does indeed exist in Tur-
key; however, a number of social, economic and demographic factors are
universal determinants of poverty indifferent to sex.

Keywords: Poverty, feminization of poverty, alleviation of poverty, Turkey,
Household Budget Survey

Introduction

Although rates of poverty around the globe have been declining over
the last several decades (except for Sub-Saharan Africa), the share of
people living on less than $1-a-day accounts for 21 percent of the world
population—that is, approximately one billion people—and there are
substantial “inequalities among and within countries and regions.”! The
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poorest 20 percent, approximately equal to the population living on less
than $1-a-day, receive 1.5 percent of world income, whereas the poorest
40 percent, approximately equal to those under the $2-a-day poverty
threshold, receive 5 percent of the world income.?

In recent decades, women have been overrepresented among the
world’s poor, and the term “feminization of poverty,” coined by Diana
Pearce,® has been the major perspective through which to explain this
phenomenon. “Feminization of poverty” emphasizes the fact that pov-
erty has progressively turned into a women's problem in that an increas-
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ing share of women and their children are falling below the poverty line.
Single motherhood and households headed by women seem to be ex-
planatory factors as to why so many women live below the poverty line.

The feminization of poverty is a worldwide issue, although women
in developing countries experience more severe conditions than their
counterparts in developed countries. There are several indicators that
can signal the feminization of poverty, such as gender differences in em-
ployment status, wage and education level. The rate of employment for
women is less than that of men; one of the reasons behind this stems
from the interaction between the sides of demand and supply. If and
when women find jobs, it is more likely that they will be paid less. Hey-
zer has suggested that there exists a gender gap in earnings across almost
all employment categories and that in developing countries women are
employed in the informal sector more than in the formal sector.* Within
the informal sector, women's working conditions are insecure, and they
are poorly paid. Furthermore, around the globe women are less educat-
ed, and women account for about two-thirds of adule illiteracy.® The
severity of the conditions for women further increases in developing
countries that experience economic crises. Women are the most likely
group to be made redundant during crises.

The literature concerning poverty in general and the feminization of
poverty in particular begins to fill the gap in our understanding of the
reasons behind poverty in Turkey; however, several important aspects of
this understanding remain underdeveloped. In particular, most research
within the area of female-headed families has focused on the sociologi-
cal aspects of poverty.® As far as we know, there are no empirical stud-

2 UNDP, “Beyond Scarcity: Power, Poverty and the Global Water Crises,” Human Development Report
{New York, 2006), 269.

3 Diana Pearce, “The Feminization of Poverty: Women, Work and Welfare,” Urban and Social Change
Review 11, no. 1 (1978).

4 Heyzer, “Poverty and Women's Work in the Informal Economy.”

5  UNDP, “Beyond Scarcity: Power, Poverty and the Global Water Crises.”

6 For instance, see Bora Aksu, “Olmayanin Nesini Idare Edeceksin? Yoksulluk, Kadinlar ve Hane," in
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ies that investigate the determinants of poverty among female-headed
households in Turkey.

This paper puts forth two important questions with respect to the
feminization of poverty in the country: Does feminization of poverty
exist in Turkey? The second question follows the first one: If this is in-
deed the case, what are the main factors behind this trend? For this pur-
pose, we have used the Household Budget Survey (HBS) for the years
2004 and 2006.-We have investigated determinants of the feminization
of poverty by employing regression techniques. Specifically, logit and
probit regression techniques have been utilized to measure the effects of
socio-economic, employment and demographic characteristics of house-
holds on poverty rates of women. Separate and combined regressions for
women and men have been estimated for Turkey by using the HBS. The
second section of the article briefly reviews trends in poverty around the
world and Turkey. The third section reports the empirical investigation
and the results.

Trends in poverty

There are a number of controversies concerning the definition of pov-
erty and its measurement. Absolute poverty (measured according to
what households need in order to meet their basic food needs and/or
non-food needs) and relative poverty (measured in relation to the overall
distribution of income or consumption in a country) are two different
measures in this regard. While measuring absolute poverty, the cost of
minimum calorie intake requirement (food energy intake) or the basic
requirements approach (food energy intake plus the costs of other ne-
cessities such as clothing, shelter, and the like) are calculated, whereas
in measuring relative poverty, the mean income level is taken as a refer-
ence.

Measurement techniques based on economic criteria only have been
criticized on the grounds that human needs are not limited to food,
shelter and clothing, but that these include access to electricity, clean
water, healthcare and education. Hence, it has been proposed that so-
cial, cultural and even political criteria should be included in poverty
measurements. Table 1 reports the poverty head count ratio for all world
regions. Figures indicate that almost all regions have been able to de-
crease their poverty rates over the years. However, poverty rates in Sub-
Saharan Africa and South Asia are so high that, as of 2005, over 70

Yoksulluk Halleri: Turkiye'de Kent Yoksullugunun Toplumsal Gériinimleri, ed. Necmi Erdogan (Istanbul:
de ki, 2002).
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percent of people there live under the $2-a-day threshold. More than
half of the population in sub-Saharan Africa and more than one-third
of the population in South Asia live on $1.25-a-day. The most striking
development has taken place in East Asia and the Pacific region. The
poverty rate measured at $1.25-a-day dropped by almost 38 percentage
points (from 54.7 to 16.8), whereas the poverty rate measure based on
$2-a-day dropped by 41.2 percentage points.

Europe and Central Asia have the lowest poverty rates among all re-
gions and over time. However, there are slight increases in poverty rates
based on both measurements. The poverty rate based on $2-a-day in-
creased from 7.1 percent to 9.2 percent in 2005 for the whole region.

NEW PERSPECTIVES ON TURKEY

Table 1: Poverty Headcount Ratio by Regions (PPP) (% of Population)

1990 2002 200§

Countries $1.25-a- | $2-a- | $1.25~a-| $2-a- | $r.25-a-| $2-a-

dayt day® day day day day

East Asia and the Pacific 54.7 79.8 27.6 51.9 16.8 38.6

Europe And Central Asia 2.0 71 4.8 12.5 3.8 9.2
Latin America and the Caribbean 1.3 21.9 10.7 21.5 8.2 173
Middle East and North Africa 4.3 19.7 3.6 17.6 3.6 16.8
South Asia 51.7 82.6 43.8 77.0 40.3 73.9
Sub-Saharan Africa 57.6 76.0 55.0 75.6 50.9 72.8

Source: World Bank, http://ddp-ext.worldbank.org/ext/DDPQQ/showReport.do?method=showReport
(24 September 2009).

(1) Population below $1.25-a-day is the percentage of the population living on less than $1.25-a-day at
2005 international prices.

(2) Pooulation below $2-a-day is the percentage of the population living on less than $2-a-day at 2005
international prices.

There are very few studies on poverty in Turkey. These studies usually
calculate poverty rates by using different measurements. The absolute
poverty rate was estimated to be around 32 percent in 1973, 25 percent
in 1978, and 30 percent in 1983.7 The absolute poverty ratio, based on
consumption expenditure at the household level in 1987, was around
25.54 percent.? Erdogan has found that around 19.31 percent of house-
holds were poor according to this basic requirements cost approach by
using the 1994 household income and consumption survey.® By using
the same survey, the World Bank found that 2.4 percent of the popula-

7  Merih Celasun, “Income Distribution and Domestic Terms of Trade in Turkey, 1978-1983: Estimated
Measures of Inequality and Poverty,” METU Development Studies 13, no. 1-2 (1986).

8 Ercan Dansuk, “Tiirkiye'de Yoksullugun Ol¢iilmesi ve Sosyo-Ekonomik Yapilarla lligkisi” (Thesis for
Planning Expertise, Devlet Planlama Teskilati, 1997).

9  Gozin Erdogan, Tirkiye'de Yoksulluk: Boyutu ve Profili, Arastirma Dizisi (Ankara; DIE, 1998).
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tion is poor and living under the $1-a-day threshold, whereas 18 percent
of the population is poor and living under $2-a-day.!% All these figures
indicate that, over the years, poverty rates in Turkey have been declin-
ing.

There are several studies that have specifically dealt with the differ-
ences of poverty rates across different regions in Turkey. The eastern
and southeastern regions, followed by Central Anatolia, were found to
be the poorest according to the poverty ratio based on consumption ex-
penditure for 1987.1! Similar findings were evident for 1994; East and
Southeast Anatolia, followed by Central Anatolia, were the poorest re-
gions according to absolute poverty ratios based on the minimum calorie
intake requirements,!? and the basic needs and food ratio approach.!?
The Aegean and Marmara Regions had the lowest poverty ratios among
all regions for 1987,1% and for 1994.15

Overall, empirical findings for Turkey suggest that poverty rates are
higher in rural than in urban areas, for less educated people, for casual
workers (or workers without social security) when compared to people
with regular wages/salaries,'® for unemployed people, for people who
have serious illnesses, for elderly people,’” and for those who work in the
informal sector.'®

Feminization of poverty
More recently, many scholars have investigated the feminization of pov-
erty.!® Moghadam (2005) has suggested that “women are severe victims

10 World Bank, Turkey Economic Reforms, Living Standards and Social Welfare Study (Report no. 20029-TU,
2000).

11 Dansuk, “Turkiye'de Yoksullugun Olgiilmesi ve Sosyo-Ekonomik Yapilarla lliskisi.” _

12 Recep Dumanli, “Yoksulluk ve Turkiye'deki Boyutlan® (Thesis for Planning Expertise, Devlet Planlama
Tegkilat, 1996); Guizin Erdogan, “Turkiye'de Bélge Aynminda Yoksulluk Simiri Uzerine Bir Galisma”
(Expert Thesis, DIE, 1996).

13 Erdogan, “Tuirkiye'de Bélge Aynminda Yoksulluk Sinin Uzerine Bir Caligma.”

14 Dansuk, “Turkiye’de Yoksullugun Olgilmesi ve Sosyo-Ekonomik Yapilarla lligkisi.”

15 Dumanh, “Yoksulluk ve Tiirkiye'deki Boyutlan”; Erdogan, “Turkiye'de Bélge Aynminda Yoksulluk Sinirni
Uzerine Bir Galisma.”

16  Dansuk, "Turkiye’de Yoksullugun Olgiilmesi ve Sosyo-Ekonomik Yapilarla lliskisi”; Erdogan, Tiirkiye'de
Yoksulluk: Boyutu ve Profili.

17 Erdogan, Tirkiye'de Yoksulluk: Boyutu ve Profili.

18  Dansuk, “Turkiye'de Yoksullugun Olgtiimesi ve Sosyo-Ekonomik Yapilarla iligkisi.”

19 There are some arguments about the definition of the feminization of poverty. For example, Sakiko
Fukuda-Parr has argued that the “incidence of income poverty among female-headed households is
an unsatisfactory measure of feminization of poverty.” (Sakiko Fukuda-Parr, “What Does Feminiza-
tion of Poverty Mean? It Isn’t Just Lack of Income,” Feminist Economics 5, no. 2 (1999): 102.) Rather,
Fukuda-Parr has suggested using standardized indicators of human poverty, which show gender dis-
parities in deprivation. Sylvia Chant has also suggested that there are deficiencies in the definition
of the feminization of poverty based on income measure: Sylvia Chant, “New Contributions to the
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of poverty in at least three ways."?® First, women’s entitlements and ca-
pabilities in many countries are low compared to that of men. Second,
although women work longer, they still earn less than men. Third, wom-
en’s capacity to escape poverty is further constrained by cultural, legal
and labor market conditions.

Most of the findings indicate that there is a gender gap between men
and women, which is more pronounced across ethnic groups in some
countries.?! Mobility out of poverty over time has declined for female-
headed households; this is more pronounced for black females in the
US.22 Also, an intergenerational inheritance of poverty exists.?? Sev-
eral factors cause the feminization of poverty, such as changes in fam-
ily structure and household composition (marital disruption and single
parenthood), and an increase in the propensity to establish indepen-

dent households.?* Empirical findings suggest that inequalities in wage
26
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rates,?® female employment in low wage occupations,?® as well as lower
wage rates in female occupations,?’ are the main determinant factors of

the feminization of poverty.

Analysis of Poverty: Methodological and Conceptual Challenges to Understanding Poverty from a
Gender Perspective,” (Santiago de Chile: Unidad Mujer y Desarrollo, 2003). In another study, Chant
has suggested to use the term “feminization of responsibility and obligation,” instead of feminiza-
tion of poverty: “Re-Thinking the “Feminization of Poverty” in Relation to Aggregate Gender Indices,”
Journal of Human Development 7, no. 2 (2006).

20 Valentine M. Moghadam, “The Feminization of Poverty and Women's Human Rights,” Papers in Wom-
en’s Studies/Gender Research (UNESCO, Social and Human Sciences Sector (SHS), 200s), 3.

21 Elizabeth M. Almquist, “Labor Market Gender Inequality in Minority Groups,” Gender and Society 1, no.
4 (1987); Yuval Elmelech and Hsien-Hen Lu, “Race Ethnicity, and the Gender-Poverty Gap,” (The Levy
Economics Institute of Bard College, 2002); Sara S. McLanahan and Erin L. Kelly, “The Feminization of
Poverty: Past and Future,” in Handbook of Gender Sociology, ed. ). Chafetz (New York: Plenum, 1999).

22 Ann Huff Stevens, “The Dynamics of Poverty Spells: Updating Bane and Ellwood,” The American
Economic Review 84, no. 2 (1994).

23 Sara S. MclLanahan, “Family Structure and Dependency: Early Transitions to Female Household,”
Demography 25, no. 1 (1988); Kelly Musick and Robert. D. Mare., “Family Structure, Intergenerational
Mobility, and the Reproduction of Poverty: Evidence for Increasing Polarization?,” Demography 41, no.
4 (2004).

24 Lynne M. Casper et al., “The Gender-Poverty Gap: What We Can Learn from Other Countries,” Ameri-
can Sociological Review 59, no. 4 (1994); Mary Daly, “Europe’s Poor Women? Gender in Research on
Poverty,” European Sociological Review 8, no. 1 (1992); Sara S. McLanahan et al., “Sex Differences in
Poverty, 1950-1980," Signs 15, no. 1 (1989); Musick and Mare, “Family Structure, Intergenerational
Mobility, and the Reproduction of Poverty: Evidence for Increasing Polarization?"

25 Casper et al., “The Gender-Poverty Gap."; Daly, “Europe’s Poor Women?.”; Leslie McCall, “Spatial
Routes to Gender Wage (in)Equality: Regional Restructuring and Wage Differentials by Gender and
Education,” Economic Geography 74, no. 4 (1998).

26 Casper et al., “The Gender-Poverty Gap.”; Daly, “Europe’s Poor Women?."; Sara Lichtenwalter, “Gen-
der Poverty Disparity in Us Cities: Evidence Exonerating Female-Headed Families,” Journal of Sociology
and Social Welfare 32, no. 2 (2005).

27 Casper et al., “The Gender-Poverty Gap."; Daly, “Europe's Poor Women?."; David A. Macpherson and
Barry T. Hirsch, “Wages and Gender Composition: Why Do Women's jobs Pay Less?,” Journal of Labor
Economics 13, no. 3 (1995).
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In order to measure the extent of these gender disparities exist,
several indexes have been calculated. Two of the most widely used in-
dexes are the Gender-Related Development Index (GDI) and the Gen-
der Empowerment Measurement Index (GEM). These two measures
were introduced in the 1995 Human Development Report. The GDI
is based on the Human Development Index (HDI) and adjusted for
gender inequality, whereas the GEM is based on women’s participation
in economic, political and professional life compared to the same partici-
pation of men. Other widely used indexes are the Human Poverty Index
(HPI) and the Gender Parity Index (GPI). The HPI was introduced in
the 1997 Human Development Report in order to build a composite
index by using three basic elements of human life: survival, knowledge,
and decent standard of living. This index is calculated separately along
the division between developing countries (HPI-1) and a group of select
high-income OECD countries (HPI-2).28 The GPI, on the other hand,
tries to measure “progress towards gender parity in education participa-
tion and/or learning opportunities available for women in relation to
those available to men”;? however, this index can be calculated for any
other indicators.

GDI values across countries for the year 1992 reveal several emerg-
ing facts. First,“no society treats its women as well as its men.”? Second,
there is no strong relationship between gender equality and the income
level of a country. Third, although there has been significant progress
from 1970 to 1992, there still exists gender inequality across countries.?!
The HDR (1995) estimates values for GEM as well. Index values for
the GEM are very low in most countries, whether they are industrial or
developing. The HDR reports that “women are not yet allowed into the

corridors of economic and political power.”?

Table 2 presents HDI, GDI and GEM values for the year 2005. The
HDI and GDI are highest for Iceland, Norway, Australia, and Cana-
da.?® Turkey is ranked 84® among 177 countries in the HDI and 79%

among 157 in the GDI.>* There is a somewhat different trend in terms

28 UNDP, (2009), http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics findices/hpi/.

29 UNESCO, (2009), http://www.uis.unesco.org/glossary/Term.aspx?name=GENDER%20PARITY%20
INDEX%20%28GPI%29&lang=en.

30 UNDP, Gender and Human Development, Human Development Report (New York: 1995).

31 bid.

32 1bid., 86.

- 33 The HDI is the lowest for Mali, Niger, Guinea-Bissau, Burkina Faso, and Sierra Leone, whereas the
GDlI is the lowest for Burkina Faso, Niger, Guinea-Bissau, and Sierra Leone.

34 UNDP, “Fighting Climate Change: Human Solidarity in a Divided World,” (Human Development
Report, 2007/2008).
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= Table 2: Development Indices for the Year 2005
E Human  |Gender-Related] Gender  |Human Poverty | Human Poverty
; Development | Development | Empowerment tndex Index
) Index Index Measure {HPI-) (HPI-2)
"
‘é Countries Rank | Value ﬁank Value { Rank | Value | Rank V(a:;::)e Rank V(a;;e
Ié High Human Development
a |iceland 1 0.968 1 0.962 5 0.862
E Norway 2 0.968 3 0.957 1 0.910 2 6.8
Australia 3 0.962 2 0.960 8 0.847 13 120
Canada 4 0.961 4 0.956 | 10 | 0.820 8 10.9
Ireland 5 0.959 15" o940 | 19 | 0.699 18 16
Medium Human Development
Dominica n 0.798
Saint Lucia 72 0.795 66 | 0.502 8 6.5
Kazakhstan 73 0794 | 65 | 0792 | 74 | 0.469
Venezuela 74 0792 | 68 | 0.787 | 56 | 0.542 21 8.8
Colombia 75 0.791 66 | 0.789 | 69 | 0.496 4 79
Turkey 84 07751 79 | 0.763 | go | 0.298 22 92
Lowest Human Development
Mali 173 | 0380 [ 151 | o3n 07 56.4
Niger 174 | 0374 | 155 | 0355 104 1 547
Guinea: 175 | 0374 | 156 | 0355 99 | 448
Burkina Faso | 176 | 0370 | 154 | 0.364 106 | 55.8
Sierra Leone 177 | 0336 | 157 | 0.320 102 517

Source: UNDP, Fighting Climate Change: Human Solidarity in a Divided World, Human Development
Report 2007/2008, pp. 229-333.

of the GEM, which is highest for Norway, Sweden, Finland, Denmark,
and Iceland, and lowest for Yemen, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Turkey.>®
Turkey is classified within medium human development groups; how-
ever, in terms of the GEM Turkey did worse than in the HDI.36 Indeed,
among 93 countries, in terms of the GEM, Turkey is ranked 90,

The Human Poverty Index (HPI-1) for developing countries indi-
cates that Turkey is ranked 22" among 108 countries. The HPI for

35 ibid.

36 As of 2007, in terms of economic participation rate, the rank of Turkey is 183 among 189 countries,
whereas these figures are 181 for women and 132 for men (UN, (2009), http://unstats.un.org/unsd/
Demographic/products/socind/inc-eco.htm.}.
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developed countries (HPI-2) ranks Sweden, Norway, the Netherlands,
Finland, and Denmark as the highest among 19 countries.

There are several studies on the feminization of poverty in Turkey.
One of the findings posits that there exists a gender difference in favor of
men in terms of educational attainment, employment status and type of
work,37 and wage earnings in the manufacturing sector.3® Furthermore,
there is an indication that gender discrimination occurs between men
and women in hiring.? Poverty as calculated for basic needs expendi-
ture was higher for women than for men,* and most of those who re-
ceive poverty alleviation aid were women who live in absolute poverty.*!

Table 3 presents individual poverty rates for all of Turkey, includ-
ing urban and rural areas for the latest years, where data was available.
Compared to 2002, poverty rates declined in 2007. This decline is most
pronounced for the urban areas in comparison to rural areas. One ex-
planation for the reason of decline in complete poverty rates may be the
pronounced increase in economic growth in these years. The 2002 rates
must be considered in the light of the 2001 financial crisis in Turkey.
Hence, figures pertaining to 2002 may partly represent the effects of
the crisis. The rate of economic growth was -9.5 percent in 2001. From
2002 ro 2008, Turkey experienced a boom cycle in its economy. Indeed,
economic growth averaged about 7 percent for the years between 2003
and 2007; this was the most probable reason for the decrease in poverty
rates, especially in urban areas.

37 Fikret Adaman and Caglar Keyder, “Turkiye’nin Biyiik Kentlerinin Gecekondu ve Cokiintii Mahallele-
rinde Yaganan Yoksulluk ve Sosyal Diglanma,” Tes-ls Dergisi (2007); Ayse Bugra Kavala and Gaglar Key-
der, “Kent Niifusunun En Yoksul Kesiminin istihdam Yapist ve Geginme Yéntemleri,” (TUBITAK Proje-
si, 2008); Giilfer Dikbayir, “Gender and Poverty: Further Data Requirement to Measure the Gender
Dimension of Extent and Incidence of Poverty,”(2000), http://www.portal-stat.admin.ch/iaos2000/
dikbayir_final_paper.doc; ipek ilkkaracan and Raziye Selim, “The Gender Wage Gap in the Turkish
Labor Market,” Labour 21, no. 3 (2007); Serap Palaz, “Discrimination against Women in Turkey: A Re-
view of the Theoretical and Empirical Literature,” Ege Akademik Bakss 2, no. 1 (2002); Raziye Selim and
Ipek llkkaracan, “Gender Inequalities in the Labor Market in Turkey: Differentials in Wages, Industrial
and Occupational Distribution of Men and Women," (2002), http://www.econ.utah.edu/~ehrbar/
erc2002/pdf/P40s.pdf..

38 llkkaracan and Selim, “The Gender Wage Gap in the Turkish Labor Market.”; Palaz, “Discrimina-
tion against Women in Turkey: A Review of the Theoretical and Empirical Literature.”; Selim and
likkaracan, “Gender Inequalities in the Labor Market in Turkey: Differentials in Wages, Industrial and
Occupational Distribution of Men and Women."”

39 llkkaracan and Selim, “The Gender Wage Gap in the Turkish Labor Market.”; Selim and Ilkkaracan,
“Gender Inequalities in the Labor Market in Turkey: Differentials in Wages, Industrial and Occupa-
tional Distribution of Men and Women."

40 Dikbayir, “Gender and Poverty: Further Data Requirement to Measure the Gender Dimension of Ex-
tent and Incidence of Poverty.”

4 Songill Sallan Gill, “Esitsizlik, Yoksulluk ve Yoksullufun Kadinsitagmasi: Ankarali Yoksul Kadinlar”
(paper presented at the Degigen Diinya ve Tuirkiye'de Egsitsizlikler: IV. Ulusal Sosyoloji Kongresi, Sivas,
16-18 October 2003).
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On the other hand, relative poverty based on expenditure has re-
mained almost the same. However, this trend is different between urban
and rural areas. An increase in relative poverty based on expenditure
in rural areas has been outweighed by a large decrease in this ratio for
urban areas. Poverty rates for females are slightly higher than that of
males for the years considered. Poverty rates for both genders are almost
equal in urban areas, whereas they are slightly higher for females in rural
areas for the same period. Those employed in the agriculture sector ex-
perience higher poverty rates compared to those employed in either the
manufacturing or services sectors.

Empirical investigation for Turkey
We have used the Household Budget Survey of the years 2004 and
2006 for our empirical investigation.*? People are considered poor if
their household’s disposable income is less than 50 percent of the mean
of the disposable income for all households.*? Differences in family size
are adjusted by using an equivalence scale developed by the OECD.*
Table 4 presents several summary statistics for 2004 and 2006. There
were 8,544 households surveyed in 2004, of which 10.55 percent were
female-headed households. Overall, the poverty ratio was calculated as
27.6 percent; this ratio breaks down to 27.4 percent and 27.6 percent
for women and men, respectively, for the year 2004, The gender-poverty
ratio is 0.99. In 2006, there were 8,558 households surveyed, of which
10.14 percent were female-headed households. Overall the poverty ratio
declined in 2006 to 24.6 percent; however, this ratio increased to 28.6
percent for women and decreased to 24.2 percent for men, as observed
for the year 2006. Therefore, the gender-poverty ratio increased to 1.18.
Although the total poverty rate dropped by 3 percentage points, this
ratio increased for women while it decreased for men in 2006 compared
to 2004,

Although the poverty rate declined in 2006 compared to 2004, some
universal facts remained the same.*> The poverty rate is lower for those

42 The Household Budget Survey has been conducted regularly since 2002 in order to obtain not only
information about consumption expenditure, but also about income distribution. The sample size of
the Household Budget Survey varied in 2002 and 2003. Since in 2004 the sample size of the survey
was 8,640. The Household Budget Survey is representative of all of Turkey.

43 We employed the relative poverty measure for the head of households.

44 Equivalence scale assigns to each household type in the population a value in proportion to its needs,
by taking into account the size of the household and the age of its members. For more information see
OECD, “What Are Equivalence Scales?,”(2009), http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/61/52/35411111.pdf.

45 There are differences among poverty rates reported by TURKSTAT in Table 3 and ours reported in Table
4. The reason is the fact that TURKSTAT calculated poverty rates based on consumption expenditure,
while our poverty measure is based on net disposable income.
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Table 4: Summary of Statistics of the Data {2004-2006)

>
w
=
> Above the Poverty | Below the Poverty .
. . Ratio (2
; Line Line Grand| Poverty (%)
o Total
° Women| Men | Total [Women| Men | Total Women | Men | Total
>
= |Number of
b h:x::e:cral:ls 655 5533 6188 247 2109 | 2356 8544 27.4 27.6 27.6
“ (620) | (5833) | (6453) | (248) | (1857) | (2105) | (8558) | (28.6) | (24.2) | (24.6)
« |headed by
a
3 |Number of
2 |persons with 582 4774 | 5356 104 766 8j0 6226 15.2 13.8 14
social security | (537) | (5137) | (5674} | (93} | (697) | (790) | (6464) | (:4.8) [ (n.9) | (12.2)
coverage
Number of
green card 4 59 63 4 342 | 383 446 911 853 | 859
holders (24) | (052) | (76) | (82) [ (644) | (726) [ (902} | (77.4) | (80.9) | (Bos)
Number
of persons 69 700 769 102 1001 103 1872 59.6 58.9 58.9
without social [ (59) (544) | (603) (73) (516) | (589) | {192} | (55:3) | (48.7) { (49-4)
security
Numbe
ofuilliter;te 158 99 257 133 268 401 658 45.7 73.02 | 60.9
8 . 63. R
persons 033) | 023) | (256) | (128) [ (214) | (342) | (598) | {49.04) | (635) [ (57-2)
Number of
ith
IF:::‘:::HWI 368 3407 3775 105 1680 | 1785 5560 22.2 33.02 | 321
high school (389) | (3728) | (an7) [ (13) | (1494) | (1607} | (5724) | (22.5) ] (28.6) | (28.)
education
Number
of persons
with high 129 2027 | 2156 9 161 170 2326 6.5 7.4 73
schooland/ | (98) |(1982) | (2080) | (1) | (49) | (356) | (2236) | (67) | (69) |
or university
degree
Number of '
pet:nesrv:ho 5 55 106 5 18 23 129 8.9 24.7 17.8
rever married | B9 | ©) | o0 | & | 02 | 07 | 008 | (43) |(64) | (57)
Number
f
:)n::ir::r; 102 5366 | 5468 67 2042 | 2109 7577 39.6 27.6 27.8
in domestic (1s) | (5680) [ (5795) | (8s) [ (1807) | (1892} | (7687) | (42.5) | (24.1) | (24.6)
partnerships
Number of
widowed 434 82 | 516 145 43 | 88 | 704 | 2504 | 344 | 267
persons (392) | (68} | (460) [ (30) [ (5} [ (165) [ (625) | (24.9) | (33.9) | {26.4)
Number of
divorced 53 27 8o 15 5 20 100 220 15.6 20
persons (61) (19) | {80) (7) U] (8) | (98) (20.8) (55 | (8.4
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Number
of persons
separated
from their
spouses

15 3 18 15 1 16 34 50 2§ 47
(22) (5) (27) W) @ (3) | (40) (33.3) | (28.6) | (325)

Number

of persons
17 620 637 29 642 6n 1308 58.7 50.9 5.3

o
working In 29) | (640 | (670 | 51 | (542) | 599) | (1260) | (66.3) | 458) | (a7.2)

agriculture or
mining

Number
of persons

working in the 19 8o 820 7 200 207 1027 26.9 19.9 20.2

. | €9 |02 | 022 | @ | 072 | 079) | mon | @s9) |06en | (63)

ing sector

Number
of persons n 1600 6N 10 370 380 2051 12.3 18.8 18.5
workinginthe| (s2) | (1726) | (1778) | (:8) (348) | (366) | (2144) | (257) | (16.8) | (17.1)
service sector

Number

of persons 10 1090 | 1100 4 439 443 1543 28.6 28.7 28.7
working in (1) Mm77) | (m92) (2) (413) | (415) | (1607) .8) (25.9) | (25.8)
other sectors

Number of 66 86 . 8.0

persons with 95 37 3601 37 1275 1312 5173 26.03 253 25.4
ckilled labor (99) | (4077) | (4176} [ (65) | (ns7) | (1222) | (5398) | (39:6) | (22.1) | (22:6)
Number of

22 345 367 3 376 389 756 373 522 [ S8

ith
persons wit| 7) 369) | (386) (19) 37 | (36) | (722) (52.8) | (46.2) | (46.5)

unskilled labor

Number of
persons who 561 4190 479 154 1080 | 1234 59385 21.5 20.% 20.6

live in urban (504) [ (4396) | (4900) | (M8} | (912) | (1030) | (5930) | (18.9) | (17:2) [ (17-4)
areas

Number of
persons who 94 1343 | 1437 93 1029 | mzz | 2559 49.7 | 434 | 439
live in rural (M6) | (1437) | (s53) [ (30) | (945) [ (1o75) [ (2628) | (52.8) | (39.7) | (40.9)

areas

Source: Authors’ own calculations from HBS, 2004-2006.
* The first figures in the cells belong to HBS 2004, and the figures in the parentheses belong to HBS
2006.

who have social security coverage, which includes healthcare benefits,
when compared to green card holders (free healthcare for the poorest
segments of the population) or to those who do not have any social se-
curity at all. The educated, the skilled, and urban dwellers experience
lower poverty rates when compared to the uneducated, the unskilled,
and rural dwellers. Unmarried persons experience lower poverty rates,
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whereas persons living alone have higher poverty rates. However, these
figures differ between men and women. Women living apart (separated
but not divorced) from their husbands have much higher poverty rates
when compared to men. Divorced women and women who are married
or live with a partner also have higher poverty ratios compared to men,
as can be seen from Table 4. Furthermore, people who work in the agri-
culture or mining sectors have a higher poverty ratio compared to people
who work in any other sector.

NEW PERSPECTIVES ON TURKEY

Determinants of poverty in Turkey

The reasons for poverty can be grouped into two categories.*® The first
is related to household (HH) and an individual’s private characteristics
(such as income, education, and age), where an individual’s circumstanc-
es both victimize the person as well as perpetuate poverty. The second
category is related to the economic, political, and social characteristics
of the country. These can include inefficient employment opportunities,
low wage rates, insufficient resources for and opportunities to access to
education and health facilities,*” and inequalities in income distribu-
tion.*® The types of available jobs and methods of employment in the
informal sector are the other reasons for poverty.*

Considering the scholarly literature on the subject, other empirical
studies, and the availability of the data, three sets of independent vari-
ables are of special interest here. These are: family structure, human cap-
ital, and labor market characteristics. Family structure includes variables
such as age of the head of household, marital status, and the number
of persons in the household. Human capital characteristics include the
level of education attained (illiterate, less than high school, high school,
and more than high school), whereas job characteristics include the sec-
tor of employment (agriculture, manufacture, service, and other sectors)
and social security coverage (with social security coverage, green card
holders, and without social security). Other employment characteristics
include the type of skills needed to do a job. Hence, jobs are grouped
as skilled and unskilled ones and include regressors. Further, to control
the effects of urban and rural areas, a dummy variable has been used.
The model has been estimated for women and men separately, as well as

46 Fikret Senses, Kiiresellesmenin Oteki Yiizii Yoksulluk (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlan, 2002).

47 Adaman and Keyder, “Turkiye'nin Bilyilk Kentlerinin Gecekondu ve Gékiintii Mahallelerinde Yasanan
Yoksulluk ve Sosyal Dislanma”; Senses, Kiiresellesmenin Oteki Yizii Yoksulluk.

48 Raziye Selim, “Turkiye’de Bir Gelir Dagiimi Esitsizligi Olgusu Olarak Yoksuliuk,” Iktisat Dergisi, no.
418-419 (2001).

49 Bugra Kavala and Keyder, “Kent Niifusunun En Yoksul Kesiminin [stihdam Yapisi ve Geginme Yontem-
leri.”
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pooling them together, by employing both logit and probit models for
the years 2004 and 2006.° Tables 5 and 6 present the estimated results.
According to estimation results for 2004 and 2006, it can be stated that
the sign and significance level of the coefficients are almost similar.
Combined estimation results indicate that age has negative and sig-
nificant coefficients in all models for both years. This indicates that, as
the age of the household head increases, the probability of becoming
poor decreases. This must be so because, as age increases, employment
opportunities as well as experience increase so that becoming poor will
be less likely. On the other hand, as the size of household increases, the
probability of becoming poor increases as well. Obviously, more people
in the household means that more income is needed for food, shelter
and clothing; therefore, it increases the probability of becoming poor.
Education attainment has negative and significant coefficients, as ex-
pected for all models for both years for pooled regressions. Illiterate per-
sons are taken as the reference group. Persons with less than high school
education and persons with high school diplomas or higher education
degrees have less of a probability of being poor when compared to the
illiterate. Furthermore, people who work in the manufacturing, service
and other sectors are less likely to be poor when compared to people
who work in the agriculture and mining sectors, which were also used
as the base dummy variable. Coefficients on skilled labor are all negative
and significant, indicating that people who hold skilled jobs have less
of a probability of becoming poor when compared to those who hold
unskilled jobs. Unskilled jobs were used as the base dummy variable.
People with social security coverage have less of a probability of being
poor when compared to people without coverage. Yet, green card hold-
ers have a higher probability of being poor when compared to people
without social security. Lack of social security has been used as the base
dummy variable. This is not a controversial result, because the green
card scheme is designed for those who live in significant poverty. In all
models, people who live in urban areas are less likely to be poor when

50 Due to the characteristics of our data, a standard estimation technique of linear regression is not ap-
propriate. Our dependent variable takes the value of 1 if the household is below the poverty line and o
otherwise. When the dependent variable takes the value of either o or 1, the linear regression model is
not appropriate, since OLS creates the following problems: (i) it may give non-normal error terms, (ii)
it may yield unbounded predictions, (iii) even the predictions can be constrained within the prediction
range (0 or 1}, and the error term will be heteroscedastic, and (iv) functional form is not appropri-
ate. Rather, maximum likelihood estimation is used. If the distributions of errors are assumed to be
normal, then the probit model is used; on the other hand, if the distributions of errors are assumed
to be logistic, then the logit model is used ). Scott Long, Regression Models for Categorical and Limited
Dependent Variables (Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, 1997).
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- Table 5: Estimation Results for the Year 2004
x
g Variable Logit Coefficients Probit Coefficients
'z' Women Men Combined | Women Men Combined
o A 0.1 -0.0g%*¥ -0.0g¥** -0.0g%** -0,05%%* -0.06%**
§ 8¢ {0.05) (0.02) (0.02) (o.03) (0.01) (0.01)
E i 0.26%** 0.3g9%** 0.38%%x O.1g¥k% 0.22%*% 0. 21%*%
v I
Y Household size (0.06) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
w
x R dedde .27 RR s R Firk i Hhk R etk
& |Less than high school 104 123 116 o.6o on 0.67
3 (0.23) (0.16) {0.13) (013) (0.09) (0.07)
w
z . -2.0g%** -2.2g%%% .2.22%% SLoghRx 1.2g%¥* 125%E
High school and ab
'gh schootand abovel 552) (019) (0:16) (0.26) o) (0.09)
. 0.65 017 0.01 0.32 0.2 0.02
Unmarried
(070) (033) (030) (036} (019) (017)
i 0.57% 0.08 0.7 0.28 0.04 0.09
Widowed
(0.33) (0:25) (013) (018) (014) (0.07)
. 0.49 -0.62 -0.0§ 0.24 -0.36 -0.002
Divorced
(0.53) (0:56) {034) (0-27) (03) (019)
. 1.22%% 0.63 0.88%* 0.64%* 0.33 0.48%
Living alone
& (057) (0.74) (0-45) (032) (0.47) (0.25)
Manufacturin -0.20 -0.37%%% -0.36%%* -0.16 -0,22%%¥ -0.22%%¥
anufacturing (058) (0.12) {0.12) (0.32) {0.07) (0.06)
1.04%% -0.58%¥* -Q.5Q*H -0.62%* -0.34%¥% -0.35% %
Service
(0.52) (0.09) (0.09) (0.27) {0.06) (0.05)
0.20 -0.49%*¥ -0.49% %% 0.14 -0.29 -0.28%¥%*
Other sectors
(0.85) (0.09) (0.09) (0.46) {0.06) (o.05)
- - Fehd - kel o - Tk - Hdk
Skilled labor 0.43 0.91 0.87 0.34 0.53 0.51
(0.58) {o0.10) {010) (0.32) (0.06) (0.06)
Social security cover- 1.73%F% 1.56% ¥ SLggHER -1.OO¥** -0.g2%¥¥ -0.g2¥¥*
age (0.24) (0.08) (0.07) (0.14) (0.04) (0.04)
1.gg¥HE 1.29%%% 1.36%%n 116%w* 0.75¥H* 0.79%¥*
Green card holders
(0.56) (0.7) (0.16) (0.31) (0.09) (0.09)
,0.97*** ‘0'43*** .0.48*** .0.57*** _0_25*** .0.27***
Urban
{0.22) (0.07) (0.07) (0.12) (0.04) (0.04)
2.34 1.76 175 1.46 1.04 1.04
Constant
(0.88) (0.28) (0.25) (0.49) (0.16) (0.14)
N 902 7642 8544 902 7642 8544
Wald chi2(is) 209.25%%% | 1766.53%%* | 1969.39*** | 265.68%** | 1g72.50%** | 2220.53%%*
Pseudo R2 0.3244 0.3373 0.3337 0.3257 0.3385 0.3348
AIC 747.4761 5998.647 6737.39 746.1079 5988.4 6725.579

Note: Numbers in parenthesis are robust standard errors. The signs ***, ** and * indicate significant at
1 percent, 5 percent and 10 percent, respectively.
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Table 6: Estimation Results for the Year 2006

Variable Logit Coefficients Probit Coefficients
Women Men |Combined| Women Men [Combined
Age -0.07 -0.18% % -0.16%%* -0.0§ -0.10%%* -0.0g¥***
€ {0.06) (0.02) {0.02) {o.03) {o.01) (o.0)
Household size 0.32%%% 0.31%%% 0.31%%* 0.1g%** 0.18%#** 0.18¥%¥w*
(0.06) {0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (o.01) (0.01)
Less than high school agrEx -1.03%** -1.06%%* -0.6g*¥* -0.5g%F¥ .0.61%%%
(0.24) (017) (0-13) (0.13) (0.09) (0.07)
High school and above <2.29%%% -2.01%%% -2,02%%% 1.2g%#¥ BRELLL 14 F%
(0.59) {0.19) {0.16) (0.29) (o) (0.09)
Unmarried 0.0 -0.66* -0.45 0.02 -0.3g% -0.26
(0.64) (038) (0.32) (035) {0.21) (018)
Widowed -0.22 O.51%* 0.01 -0 0.29%* 0.0
. (0.32) (0.25) (0.13) (0.17) (0.14) (0.07)
Divorced 0.08 -2.00 -0.16 0.09 -0.89 -0.08
(0.44) (1.41) (036) (0.23) (0.67) (019)
Living alone -0.83 1.02 -0.49 -0.44 0.55 -0.26
(059) (0.79) (057) (032) (0.47) (0-29)
Manufacturing 0.42 -0.36% %% -0.24% 0.24 0.2V HFF -0.14%%
{0.61) (0.03) {0.13) (0.33) (0.07) (0.07)
Service 0.68 -0.57% %% 0. 45 FF 0.35 -0.33%%* -0.26%*%
(0.46) {o.m) {0.10) (0.25) (0.06) {0.06)
Other sectors -0.39 -0.38%*% -0.2g%F* -0.14 -0.227%#% -0, 17F*%
{1.36) {o.n) {o.10) {0.58) {0.06) {0.06}
Skilled labor 0.06 -0.56%** -0.49¥ ¥ 0.02 -0.31%*F -0.28%#¥
(0.35) (0-09) (0.09) (0.19) (0.05) (0-05)
Social security cover- L GgEEE Bl S1.G2%FF -0.92% %% -0.8g**¥ -0.8g*¥¥
age {o.25) {0.09) {0.08) {0.14) {o.05) {0.05)
Green card holders 0.7g%* 1R 1.0g%*% 0.45%* 0.66%** 0.64%%*
(0.35) (012) (om) (019) (0.07) (0.07)
Urban S1.21%EK -0.64%%* -0.72%¥* -0.7FE% -0.36%%* -0.41%%%
(0.21) {0.08) (0.07) (0.12) (0.04) (0.04)
Constant 138 2.09 1.89 0.84 119 1.09
{0.65) (0.29) (0.25) (0.36) (0.16) (0.14)
N 868 7690 8558 868 7690 8558
Wald chiz(1s) 214.67%** [ 1750.7g%** 1975.51 267.84 2051.1g%%* | 2333 aB¥#*
Pseudo R2 0.3379 0.3227 0.3202 0.3408 0.3254 0.3230
AlC 719.638 5790.53 6523.203 716.6934 5§767.322 6495.944

Note: Numbers in parenthesis are robust standard errors. *¥**, ** and * indicates significant at per-

cent, 5 percent and 10 percent, respectively.
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compared to people who live in rural areas (the rural area has been used
as a base dummy variable).

In all the estimations for both years for women, those with education,
those who have social security, and those who live in urban areas are
less likely to be poor. However, women who are green card holders and
heads of larger households are more likely to be poor when compared to
households without social security coverage and to smaller households.

In terms of the difference between female and male estimates, there
is an indication that women who live alone have a higher probability of
being poor when compared to women who live with a partner, according
to the 2004 survey. However, this result is not confirmed for women in
the data for 2006. A higher probability of being poor for men who live
alone is not confirmed for either year.

There is no indication that either labor characteristics (skilled labor)
or sectors in which women work matters. Only in the estimation for
2004, women who work in the service sector have less of a probability
of being poor when compared to women who work in the agriculture
and mining sectors. In other estimates, coefficients on sectors in which
women work are not significant.

Estimation results indicate that, irrespective of gender, widowed per-

NEW PERSPECTIVES ON TURKEY

sons have a higher probability of being poor when compared to those
married/living together with a partner. Estimation results for the year
2004 indicate that women who live alone have a higher probability of
being poor. However, this result has not been verified for the year 2006.
On the other hand, empirical findings suggest that unmarried men have
less of a probability of being poor for the year 2006.

Since in our dataset the number of households headed by men is
large (almost 90 percent), combined estimation results are, by and large,
similar to those obtained for men from the logit and probit models for
both years. Therefore, arguments made for combined estimations are
applicable to the results of the estimations for men.

Conclusion

Investigation of household survey data for the years of 2004 and 2006 and
the results of our econometric calculations yield some robust results as
far as the determinant factors of poverty and the feminization of poverty
are concerned. Three main findings merit attention. First, family struc-
ture matters for both men and women as determinants of poverty. There
is some indication that marital status only matters for women. That is,
women who live alone are more likely to be poor when compared to their
married counterparts. This is not a surprising result, because married
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women (or women who live with a partner) have the opportunity to ac-
cess more income from their husbands (or partners).>!

Second, human capital characteristics matter for both men and wom-
en. As education level increases, people are less likely to be poor. Increase
in education level is the common factor that decreases poverty rates ir-
respective of gender. The other common factor indifferent to gender is
social security coverage. This result indicates that, as more people are
included in the social security system rather than the green card scheme,
poverty rates can be decreased. Social security coverage acts as an indica-
tor of employment in the formal sector as well. Hence, increase in health
coverage reads as an increase in employment in the formal sector. It also
means decreasing the share of employment in the informal sector.

Third, labor market characteristics matter only for men. Sectors in
which people work and in which their job characteristics have significant
coefficients are only relevant for men. No empirical support has been
found for women. This result may be due to the fact that women's labor
force participation rate is very low in Turkey, and therefore it is difficult
to acquire any statistically meaningful results.

Data analysis and empirical findings indicate that there is some evi-
dence as to the feminization of poverty in Turkey. However, when look-
ing at the broader picture, it may be concluded that poverty is an issue
concerning the general population, rather than being feminized. Hence,
policies should be designed to cover first the overall population; then,
specific policies can be designed for women.

Macro-economic aspects of poverty reduction should not be forgot-
ten. Macro-economic instabilities directly affect poverty because of de-
clining economic growth rates. The subsequent effects of slow growth
are fewer employment opportunities, decreased transfer payments and
expenditures on basic health and education facilities. Hence, a stabilized
and growing economy is a first condition for fighting poverty in provid-
ing employment opportunities, access to healthcare, and education.

In our analysis, lack of social security coverage is found to be one
of the most robust determinants of poverty. Hence, policies aimed spe-
cifically at the expansion of the social security system, which includes
healthcare benefits, is a potential policy proposal that emerges from our
data analysis. Furthermore, healthcare policies specifically designed to
cover more women would not only be beneficial to women, but also to
the children who are under their care.

51 This finding is in line with what Casper et al. has found for Italy. See Casper et al., “The Gender-Poverty
Gap."
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The other robust finding of our study pertains to the effects of ed-
ucation on poverty. As education level increases, poverty rates decline.
This finding is supported by both HBS data and the results of all esti-
mations for the years considered. Hence, government action is needed
in this area. Compulsory education should be extended from the current
eight years to eleven or twelve years, However, the extension of compul-
sory education on its own is not enough. Vocational education should be
expanded, and vocational training made available through government
support in order to increase the skilled labor force. Further steps, in ad-
dition to the existing government campaigns to increase the schooling of
gitls, are necessary to raise the education level of women in Turkey.?

Particular to women, there are at least two ways to decrease the pov-
erty rate. First, the labor force participation of women should be promot-
ed. The labor force participation rate greatly differs between men and
women in Turkey. It was calculated at around 80 percent and 33 percent
in 1992 for men and women, respectively, and declined to around 71.5
percent and 24.9 percent in 2006.> The labor force participation rate
by gender differs according to education level as well. The labor force
participation rates of men and women who have less than high school
education are 70 percent and 21 percent, respectively, for the year 2008,
These rates are 75 percent and 34 percent, respectively, for persons who
have high school diplomas. University degree holders have higher labor
force participation rates; however, gender difference remains an impor-

tant issue. The labor force participation rate of university degree holders
54
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for women is 72 percent, whereas it is 84 percent for men.

One of the main reasons for the feminization of poverty is the low
labor force participation rates of women. Hence, in order to decrease
poverty, government action targeted at increasing the participation rates
of women is needed. Gender equality should be prevalent in every as-
pect of social as well as political life. Monetary and fiscal policies should
be prepared accordingly.®® Since poverty is not just defined according
to low income, but includes other aspects of life (such as dignity, self-

52 For an excellent discussion of how education and healthcare policies can be used to alleviate poverty,
see Fikret Senses, “Yoksullukla Micadelenin Neresindeyiz? Gézlem ve Oneriler,” in iktisat Uzerine
Yazilar. Kiiresel Diizen: Birikim, Devlet ve Siniflar, eds. A.H. Kése, F. Senses, and E. Yeldan (Istanbut:
Hletigim Yayinlan, 2003). For an excellent discussion of how social assistance policy complemented by
free educational supplies and free meals at school can be used to alleviate poverty, see Ayse Bujra and
Gaglar Keyder, “New Poverty and the Changing Welfare Regime of Turkey,” (UNDP Report, 2003).

53 TURKSTAT, (2010}, http://nkg.die.gov.tr/goster.asp?aile=2.

54 KEIG Platformu, “Turkiye’de Kadin Emegi ve istihdami Sorun Alanlan ve Politika Oneriteri," (KEIG,
2009). :

55 For instance, see the recommendations of the Women's Labor and Employment Initiative ibid. http://
www.keig.org.
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esteem and power), other policies are needed to decrease the poverty of
women. These are “public support for parenting, equalization of respon-
sibilities and power among parents, and bolstering the socio-economic
status and rights of female heads of household.”*®

Single parenthood is increasing in Turkey. The percent share of fe-
male-headed households increased from 8.7 percent in 1990 to 12.2
percent in 2003, and then decreased to 11.3 percent in 2004.57 This
situation affects women's poverty rates much more than that of men’s.
The empirical findings of this study suggest that women living alone
are more likely to be poor when compared to those who are married
or living with a partner. It is more likely that the poverty threshold for
women is higher than that for men due to the discrepancy between the
wage rates of men and women and the effects of dependent children
on female-headed households. In order to decrease the poverty rate of
female-headed households, in addition to the above-mentioned policy
actions, the public sector should assume a larger role in providing free
or subsidized childcare and healthcare. To fight against poverty in gen-
eral and the feminization of poverty in particular, the optimal solution
involves measures regarding all of the above-mentioned policies. The in-
cidence rate of poverty in Turkey should be considered a crucial warning
to policy-makers.
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