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Abstract 

The aim of this paper is to investigate the main determinants of the participation decision of females 
in the labour force in Turkey. Turkey is a particularly important case as, unlike in many other 
countries, female labour force participation has shown a decreasing trend in the last 50 years. This 
paper aims to elaborate on the causes of this decrease. In addition to the main determinants found 
in previous literature, this paper adds a new variable that influences female labour force 
participation in Turkey: Conservatism and the role of traditional and social norms. An original proxy 
for conservatism is created by using a unique data set about perceptions. Four indices that might 
influence conservatism are formed: Tradition, social norms, men's decision power, and conservatism. 
The results are in accordance with the previous literature in emphasizing that urbanization, and 
education level play an important role in the participation decision of women. However, these 
factors are not sufficient to explain the decline in female labour force participation. This paper 
presents a new concept by showing that social norms, tradition and men's higher bargaining power 
play a negative role in the probability of women working in urban areas, while they do not have any 
significant influence in rural areas. Furthermore, this paper shows a new possible explanation for the 
link between urbanization and female labour force participation. Higher urbanization causes higher 
conservatism, which leads to lower female labour force participation. 

Keywords: female labour force participation, gender, conservatism 
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I. Introduction 

This paper aims to determine the influence of conservatism on female labour force 
participation, mainly on the contribution of women to their households in Turkey. Turkey 
is chosen as it shows a particularly different trend than many other countries regarding 
female labour force participation (FLFP). Over the last 50 years, Turkey's FLFP has been 
decreasing.1 Moreover, according to the Global Gender Gap Report 20092. Turkey has the 
6th lowest global gender gap index and the 5th lowest rank in economic participation and 
opportunity for women.3 The only countries among the 130 in the sample that perform 
worse than Turkey are Saudi Arabia, Benin, Pakistan, Chad and Yemen. A closer 
examination of the gender gap sub-indices shows that Turkey has the 10th  lowest female 
labour force participation rate and the 12th lowest share of women in ministerial positions 
among 130 countries.4 Worst of all, Turkey has the lowest gender gap index ranking in the 
upper middle income group that it belongs to. It is important to elaborate on the reasons 
behind this fact in order to determine future policies both for Turkey and for those other 
developing countries potentially facing similar problems. Furthermore, being a link 
between the East and the West both geopolitically and culturally, Turkey plays an 
important role in the region's economy and politics. Especially during the integration 
process of Turkey with European Union, it is essential to identify such problems and to 
propose possible solutions. 

Figures 1 to 3 present the evolution of fertility, female education and female labour force 
participation rates, respectively. While the level of education increases, the fertility and 
female labour force participation rates decrease over time. Accordingly, neither of these 
factors can be responsible for the decreasing trend in female labour force participation.  

There is a huge amount of literature on the subject of female labour force participation in 
an international framework. Tzannatos (1999) examines the level of and changes in 
female and male participation rates, employment segregation and female wages relative to 
those of male wages across the world economy. He finds sufficient evidence to support 
the view that labour markets in developing countries are being transformed relatively 
quickly in the sense that gender differentials in employment and pay are narrowing much 
faster at present compared to the corresponding processes that occurred previously in 
industrialised countries. 

Blau and Kahn (2007) investigate married women's labour supply from 1980 to 2000, 
finding a large rightward shift in their labour supply function for annual hours in the 
1980s, with a little shift in the 1990s. There are also studies done on the female labour 

                                                             
1 Fernandez and Fogli (2005) 
2 World Economic Forum (Geneva, Switzerland 2009. 
3 When gender gap index equals to one it means equality between males and females. In 2009 Iceland has the 
highest ranking with an index of 0.8276. The index value for Turkey is 0.5828. 
4 It is interesting to observe such a trend in Turkey, especially when we consider the fact that it was one of the 
first countries where women received their right to vote and to be voted (1930, 1934). 
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force participation rate in Turkey and some of them try to explain the decline observed in 
recent decades.5  

In addition to the main determinants found in the previous literature, this paper adds a new 
variable that influences the contribution of females to their households in Turkey: 
Conservatism and the role of tradition and social norms in Turkey. An original proxy for 
conservatism is created, using a unique data set about perceptions in Turkey. Three 
indices potentially influencing conservatism are formed: Tradition, social norms, and 
men's decision power, which are combined to see the general influence of being 
conservative in social terms. 

The idea of explaining economic outcomes by social norms, religion and tradition is not 
new in the literature. Fernandez and Fogli (2009) emphasise that Turkey is the only 
OECD country in which FLFP has decreased over time, but this issue is not their main 
concern. They make use of a 1970 census and their sample consists of women born in the 
US but whose parents were born elsewhere. They use past FLFP and ancestral fertility 
rates as cultural proxies and find a positive and significant power of this proxy for 
decisions of members of the current generation about work and fertility. They claim that 
neither unobserved human capital nor networks are likely to be responsible for this 
causality. 

Recently, there has been an increasing trend in the number of papers that combine 
sociology and economic outcomes. The economic literature is enriched by papers that 
investigate the relationship between religion and economic performance (Iannaccone, 
1998; Noland, 2005; McCleary and Barro, 2006; Becker and Woessmann, 2009), 
intergenerational transmission of ethnic and religious traits (Bisin and Verdier, 2000), the 
relationship between social norms and female labour force participation (Hazan and 
Maoz, 2002; Vendrik, 2003; Fernandez and Fogli, 2004; Burda et al., 2007), the 
connection between culture and economic outcomes (Guiso et al., 2006; Giavazzi, 2009), 
and the correlation between culture and institutions (Greif, 1994; Tabellini, 2005). This 
paper connects such literature with the one on female labour force participation. To my 
knowledge, it is one of the first attempt at creating indices specifically aimed at explaining 
conservatism in Turkey. Furthermore, this study aims to disentangle the roots of 
conservatism, and identify the relative influences on women’s contribution to the 
household income o three factors, tradition, decision power and the existence of strong 
social norms.  

The outline of this paper is as follows: The next section is devoted to the literature review 
and discussion on female labour force participation in Turkey. In section 3, I give a brief 
explanation about conservatism in Turkey and in section 4, I describe the model. The data 
are explained in section 5, while section 6 presents the methodology and section 7 the 
estimation results. Section 8 is devoted to robustness analysis while the final section 9 
concludes. 

                                                             
5 More information about these studies can be found in the next section. 
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II. Literature Review and Discussion on Female Labour Force Participation in 
Turkey 

Here I mainly focus on FLFP in Turkey as this is closely related with the contribution of 
females to their household incomes. If a woman does not work, her contribution to the 
household real income would be zero unless she has some property that she can lend out. 
Also, the contribution of females gives us an idea about the wage gaps between males and 
females. In spite of working, a woman may still earn less than her husband, which would 
cause a lower bargaining power at home. Lastly, because it is easier to find information 
about FLFP than female’s contribution to the household, the literature mainly focuses on 
this. Although, here, I give general information on FLFP in Turkey, the overall aim of this 
paper is to investigate the share of female’s income to the total income of the household.  

The recent literature on FLFP in Turkey categorises the main reasons of the decrease in 
FLFP into six groups. One main reason frequently emphasised is urbanisation (Ilkkaracan, 
1998; Başlevent and Onaran, 2002). In Turkey, there has been a continuing migration 
from rural to urban areas since 1950s, the various reasons for which  are outside the scope 
of this paper, but it is mainly due to the lack of importance and support given to the 
agricultural sector in Turkey. A few decades ago, Turkey was an agricultural country, but 
with the increase of industrialisation, the resources shifted to the industrial sector. The 
second reason discussed in the literature is availability and affordability of childcare 
institutions (Acar, 2008). Though I agree that this is an important aspect, I do not concur 
that in itself it can fully explain the decreasing trend in FLFP. Childcare institutions have 
been improving in Turkey and one year of pre-school education has recently been made 
compulsory. Moreover, the fertility rate in Turkey has been decreasing. 

Another factor that is claimed to be the reason for decreasing FLFP is the U-shaped 
characteristic of labour force participation (Çagatay and Özler, 1995; Tansel, 2002). 
Tansel (2002) explains this pattern as follows: "the participation of women in the labour 
force is higher when agriculture is the dominant form of the economic activity. With 
development, economic activity shifts from home based production to market based 
activities. Markets' expansion and new innovations causes income to increase, hence 
decreases FLFP. Women may not be able to compete with men in the new sectors due to 
lack of education and due to tradition, culture and household responsibilities. Moreover, 
when the education level and real wages of women start to increase we pass to the upward 
sloping part of the U-shaped curve." Turkey might indeed currently be on the downward-
sloping part of the curve, but as also emphasised by Tansel (2002), tradition and culture 
play an equally important role in this process, and these are the focus of this paper. 
Furthermore, Ecevit (1998) claims that globalisation and liberalisation have caused a 
decrease in FLFP by dismantling labour markets and by breaking all regulations in order 
to access a source of low paid, unorganized labour. 

Dayıoğlu (2000) and Ince and Demir (2006) indicate that the main reasons for the decline 
in female labour force participation are economic crises and the low education level of the 
female population. Figure 2 however presents the increasing level in female education in 
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Turkey. It is true that the average female education level is still lower than the male, but 
this gap is closing and it can therefore not be the sole reason for the decrease in FLFP. 
Economic crises are shocks to the economy, causing widespread unemployment. 
Furthermore, during such shocks it is more difficult to find a job, especially for women. 
As Adamopoulos and Akyol (2009) emphasise, assuming leisure to have the same value 
for both men and women and taking into account the fact that women have a comparative 
advantage in home production, it can be concluded that the elasticity of labour supply for 
women will be higher than for men, so women will react by changing their labour supply 
more readily than men in the event of economic shocks. Though I accept that all these are 
important factors, this mechanism can only partially explain of the decline in female 
labour force participation. 

Lastly, unequal division of labour at home is emphasised as a factor that discourages 
women from working (Moghadam, 1998; Ilkkaracan, 1998). They claim childbearing, 
early marriage and women being seen as only housewives are the main reasons for low 
FLFP in Turkey. This is in accordance with the arguments presented in this paper, that 
social norms are an important factor in the participation decision of women. 

III. Conservatism in Turkey 

It is generally agreed that conservatism in Turkey is on rise, but as it is a qualitative 
concept, it is not easy to prove statistically. In this section I attempt to illustrate that there 
is an upward trend in Turkey in terms of conservatism. 

In their book, Çarkoğlu and Kalaycıoğlu (2009) explain the rising tide of conservatism in 
Turkey, arguing that religiosity plays a major role. Indeed, when the web page of The 
Presidency of Religious Affairs in Turkey is checked for the number of Qur'an courses 
and the number of students that follow these courses, one can observe the increasing 
trend. Figures 4 and 5 show the Qur'an courses and number of students in recent years, 
respectively. 

Çarkoğlu and Kalaycıoğlu (2009) claim that the increasing trend in conservatism is caused 
by long-term socio-political modernisation, industrialisation, the increased pace of social 
mobilisation, and contemporary regional turbulences due to the changes taking place in 
the international system since the end of the Cold War. In the post-1980 era, Turkish 
society became increasingly more urban and relatively more affluent. At the same time the 
population started to become highly sensitive to the uncertainties of socioeconomic and 
socio-political changes occurring in and around the country. In the empirical section of 
their book they show that almost 40% of the population of Turkey desires to go back to 
the "good old days" and turn back to the traditional social norms. In a survey they 
conducted in 2006, 51% of the respondents are clearly closer to being very conservative, 
while only about 22% remain closer to being not conservative at all. A shift from leftwing 
to rightwing in terms of politics can also be seen. 

The aim of this paper is neither to prove the increasing trend in conservatism nor to 
determine the reasons behind this trend. Rather it aims to investigate whether or not 
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conservatism has any influence on the decreasing trend in FLFP. For this reason, only a 
brief explanation of the trend in conservatism in Turkey is given in this section, as well as 
some possible reasons. 

IV. Model 

With the exception of small number of recent papers, labour market participation of 
women is assumed to depend on their evaluation of the market wage against their 
reservation wages. This paper assumes, in contrast, that women do not make decisions in 
isolation, but that the environment and the social norms in that environment also play a 
role in the decision-making process. 

There are three links through which social norms and conservatism influence the 
participation decision of women. The first one is education. Up to a certain age, parents 
make the decisions about their children's educational attainment; only the first 8 years of 
education are compulsory in Turkey at present. If parents decide not to invest in the 
education of their children after this period even if the children desire it, university 
education is impossible.  Following Tansel (2002), in an another paper I show that there is 
a gender bias against girls in Turkey in educational investment (Göksel, 2010). If the 
social norms in a society oppose female participation in the workforce, and women are 
perceived as housewives and carers, then the girls living in such a society are less likely to 
have a high level of education and less likely to find a job in the future, even if they want 
to. 

The second link is through marriage. In conservative societies, women have less freedom 
to choose their partners, resulting in less bargaining power in the household. In a sense, 
instead of their fathers, they have to obey their husbands after marriage. Fernandez et 
al.(2004) prove that the number of men being brought up in a family in which the mother 
also worked has been a significant factor in the increase of female labour force 
participation. In a conservative society, a woman is much less likely to encounter such a 
situation, so her husband will most likely also have the same norms as her father. Having 
low bargaining power means women do not have any influence on decision about fertility 
(Rasul, 2008), increasing their chances of having more children than they prefer, and thus 
reducing opportunities for participation.  

The third link concerns the labour market. In a conservative society, social norms that 
discourage working women means employers set lower wage for females. Tansel (2005) 
states that this is indeed the case in the private sector in Turkey. As a result, returns to 
education for females are lower than for males and this strengthens the first link. 

In this paper, the main focus is on married women. The reason for this choice is to be able 
to observe the effects of all of above-mentioned links. In the robustness section the 
analysis is repeated for single, and divorced women in order to highlight contrasts. 
Throughout this paper, conservatism is associated with the power of men to influence the 
actions of women. 
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V. Data and Descriptive Statistics 

In this paper, I mainly use 2006 Household Structure Survey conducted by the State 
Institute of Statistics (SIS) of Turkey, a unique data set about perceptions. This survey is a 
product of joint research by the State Institute of Statistics of Turkey and the General 
Directorate of Family and Social Studies on the household structure of Turkish families, 
consisting of more than a hundred questions about the household structure, perceptions 
and habits of Turkish families. To my knowledge, this study is one of the first academic 
papers to exploit this survey, details of which are explained in a later section. 

Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics. In the table, education represents the number of 
years spent on education, while daughters and sons show the number of girls and boys in 
the household, respectively. Grandmother is a dummy variable that takes the value one for 
the presence of a grandmother in the household. Loghusbandincome is the logarithm of 
the husband's income. Urban is a dummy variable that takes the value one if the 
population of the location is higher than 20,000.  

In the 2006 HSS, the individuals are asked directly whether they think it is appropriate 
that women work or not. This variable is not used in the analysis as it is totally 
endogenous, but figure 6 presents the proportion of men who do not approve of women 
working. 63% of all men who oppose women working justify their belief on the ground 
that "The woman's main duty is to take care of the children and do the domestic work". 

VI. Methodology 

Though the 2006 Household Structure Survey (HSS) is a unique data set about the 

perceptions of Turkish people, it unfortunately lacks one of the fundamental pieces of 

information needed in this paper: Whether the woman concerned works or not. 

Fortunately however, it contains information about the incomes of individuals and the 

total household income. I am aware of the fact that an income does not necessarily 

indicate being employed, as rent from inherited land or real estate may account for this. 

Still, I have a reason to believe the proportion of women with such properties is relatively 

low in Turkey. Using the information available in the data set I form the variable Share 

Income, used as a proxy for female labour force participation. This variable also allows 

some opportunity in a way to control for the wage differences between genders. It might 

be the case that though both husband and wife are doing the same job the wife earns less.  

In order to make use of the questions in the 2006 HSS, factor analysis is used to form 3 

different indices. The first index, called the tradition index, makes use of seven questions 

in the survey. The first question for this index concerns the reason for opposing women 

working. I formed a dummy that takes the value one if the individual’s reason was 
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“Because it is against our tradition”. The other variables used for this index are whether 

they had the following traditional concepts or not: Arranged marriage, religious marriage, 

henna (kına) night6, religious ceremony, bride money7 and close-relative marriage. The 

more traditional the family, the higher the value the index takes. 

 

The second index concerns the decision power in the household. In the literature, it is 

usually assumed that this is proportional to the income the individual earns  and estimated 

accordingly. In the 2006 HSS, there are questions concern who in the household makes 

the final decision regarding the following: choice of the house, choice of the house style, 

children, shopping, relations with relatives, relations with neighbours, holidays and 

entertainment. Higher values of this index show a greater control of the decision making 

process by men in the household concerned. 

 

The last index formed from the 2006 HSS concerns social norms. Unlike the previous two 

indices, which are at household level, this one operates at an individual level. There are 

many questions about social norms in the 2006 survey, but a few are selected to form the 

index both according to their individual performance in the regression, and also to the 

correlation matrix.8 Dummies are formed using the answers to the following questions: 

“Would the existence unmarried cohabiting couples in your neighbourhood disturb you?”, 

"Is the wife not doing housework properly a sole reason for divorce?", "Do you agree with 

the statement: The continuation of a generation is guaranteed only by a son?", “ Do you 

agree with the statement: Having a son increases the respectability of a mother”, and "Do 

you agree with the statement: The best marriage age for a woman is between 15-19". Each 

dummy takes the value one if the answer to the relevant question is positive and takes the 

value zero if negative. Using factor analysis with these dummies, a social norm index is 

formed, assigning higher values to individuals with stronger social norms. 

 

                                                             
6 Traditionally (in Turkey, at least), henna night, or kına gecesi is a women's party that usually takes place the night before the wedding. The 
bride's closest friends and female family members gather to eat, dance, and sing. They dye their hands with henna. 
7 According to traditions, the parents of the groom have to pay bride money to the parents of the bride. It might be cash as well as some 
animals or land. In return the bride brings a dowry to her new house. 

8 Choosing other combinations of the variables do not change the results significantly. 
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Lastly, an index of conservatism is formed using all the variables mentioned above to see 

the total influence of being conservative. This index provides us with a general idea of the 

effect of conservatism on FLFP, while previous indices can provide more detail on the 

relative importance of the role played by each of the issues. 

 

As explained before, the HSS gives no information about the employment condition of 

women,  only information regarding income. For this reason, I use the share of the 

woman's income in the household as the dependent variable for the analysis of this data 

set. Accordingly, the following OLS regression is run. 

ShareFemaleIncomeijk = α0 + α1Xi + α2Rj + α3Iik + εijk     (1) 

where X is a vector of individual and household characteristics, R is the region dummies 

and I represents the indices. 

 

In the data set, the age is given between intervals, so the median of the interval is taken 

when determining age. Sons and daughters are the number of the sons and daughters of 

the mother, respectively. Grandmother is a dummy, that takes the value one in the case of 

a grandmother living within the household. In the dataset, income is also given in 

intervals. For all intervals except the last, the median is taken; but the last interval is given 

as higher than 2501YTL. In order to find an appropriate representative for this interval, a 

quantile method is used, as suggested in Ligon (1989) and the upper bound is found to be 

2,953YTL. Urban is the dummy that takes the value one if the individual is living in the 

city. Loghusbandincome is the logarithm of the husband's income. For brevity's sake, only 

the results for the conservatism index are shown in this table, and the results are discussed 

in the next section.9 

 
VII. Results 

The previous literature has generally found that urbanisation plays an important role in the 

decrease of female labour force participation, which is also one of the conclusions of this 

paper. In order to observe the differences between urban and rural Turkey, the regressions 

are run separately. I expect different results for urban and rural areas due to difference in 

                                                             
9 The results of for the other variables are available from the author. 
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their way of life; in rural areas women traditionally work while this is not the case in 

cities. Table 2  presents the OLS regression results for both urban and rural areas. 

As expected, age and education have positive and highly significant effect, while 

husband’s income and husband’s conservatism have highly significant negative influence 

in urban areas. Interestingly enough, the number of children and the presence of a 

grandmother at home do not have significant effects. This may show that in the previous 

literature these variables were capturing part of conservatism and now as I have it 

separately these variables do not have any significance any more.  

On the other hand, in rural areas, only husband’s income has a significant and negative 

influence. It might be argued that in such areas, women do not really have an official 

income, but in fact in the data set, most seem to have some level of income. It is not 

surprising that in rural areas we see no significant effect of conservatism, as in these areas 

women traditionally work. The fact that an area is rural means that the probability that 

women work remains unchanged, even where such areas are conservative. 

Another question might be whether the education combination of couples matter or not. In 

order to analyze this, couples are divided into three groups: Those with same education 

levels, those in which husband has a higher education level, and those in which wife is 

more educated. The results are shown in tables 3, 4 and 5. 

The husband’s conservatism index maintains its negative significant effect when the 

couples have the same education level, while it loses its significance whenever one has 

higher level of education. It might be concluded that higher education weakens the 

influence of conservatism. The same test could be also done by interacting the education 

variable with the conservatism variable, but in the regression I control for wife’s 

education and therefore, in order to interact I should also control for husband’s education, 

which would be highly correlated with husband’s income.  

Furthermore, when analyzing the disentangled version of the indices for urban areas, 

decision and tradition indices both take negative and significant values, with tradition 

being more than twice as influential as decision. In rural areas none of them is significant, 

as conservatism index itself is not significant.  The results are presented in table 6.  
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VIII. Robustness  

Two additional tests are performed in order to make the results more convincing. For 

reasons previously explained, only married women are considered in the analysis. If these 

reasons are valid, then the same analysis performed should produce different results for 

single and divorced women. If a woman is single10 but still living with her family then we 

might expect to observe a higher influence of conservatism, as she is still under the 

control of the father, and she is not able to live independently of her family without 

marrying. On the other hand, the opposite would be expected for divorced women. 

Divorce is against social norms and traditions. Divorced women show kind of a reaction 

against conservatism, as in a conservative environment divorce is impossible. So it may be 

assumed that the environment of divorced women is not either very conservative, or they 

do not consider the environment important, which would cause the influence of 

conservatism index to be insignificant. As in this case the variable of husband’s 

conservatism cannot exist, another variable, called mean conservatism is formed. This 

variable is the mean of conservatism index of all the individuals in the household in which 

the woman lives in. Moreover husband’s income variable changed into household’s 

income. In order to make a comparison, the analysis with these new variables is repeated 

for married women.  

Table 7 and 8 present the results for urban and rural areas, respectively. For single women 

there are two separate regressions. In the first case, the number of other single children in 

the household is controlled, and in the second, the regression is run without these 

variables, as these children do not belong to the woman. As expected, the conservatism 

index takes a much higher value for single women. On the other hand, again as expected, 

it loses its significance for divorced women.  

Throughout the paper it is claimed that urbanization plays an important role in the 

decreasing trend of female labour force participation and the main reason, this paper 

argues, is the fact that people also carry their social norms with them when they migrate. 

In order to confirm this theory, the same analysis is carried out in the three major cities of 

Turkey, Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir, as these are most affected by migration. A higher 

coefficient for conservatism index than in the previous analysis would confirm this theory. 

Table 9 presents the result for the OLS regression. In the first column, whether the women 
                                                             
10 A woman is considered single woman if she is not married and she is above 21 years old. In Turkey usually 
people finish their university education when they are 21 years old.  
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are living in an urban area or not is not controlled as the amount of rural space is very 

limited.11. In the second column, residence in an urban area is also controlled. In the third 

and fourth columns the results are given for the individuals that live in an urban area and 

rural area, respectively. In these regressions city rather than region dummies are used. As 

expected, the influence of conservatism is greater for these three major cities.  

IX. Conclusion 

This paper analysed the determinants of mothers' contribution to the household income 

and the impact of conservatism on this issue using the 2006 Household Structure Survey 

in order to determine the main influencing factors. To my knowledge, this is the first 

academic study to benefit from the 2006 Household Structure Survey, a unique data set 

about perceptions in Turkey. Based on this data set and factor analysis, three indices, and 

one index combining all three are formed. The tradition index measures extent to which 

people sustain and follow their traditional values. Men's higher decision power is 

measured by the decision index, which takes higher values in families where men make 

the final decision on family issues. The last index is the social norm index, which is 

calculated by taking into account the answers to some questions about perceptions in the 

data set. The conservatism index is formed by using factor analysis, taking into account all 

the variables used to form the previous indices. 

 

This paper reveals the important role of social beliefs and behaviours on women's decision 

to work. Women do not take decisions in isolation, the environments they live in affect 

their behaviour. Women in conservative and traditional environments where men have a 

higher decision power, and which have stronger social norms tend to stay at home, as 

expected by society, and become housewives. 

Education plays an important role in women's decision to work through two channels. The 

first relates to the obvious benefits of higher education in finding a job. The second is the 

effect of a high level of education in weakening conservatism, as shown in this study.  

 

Urbanization is one of the most important reasons for the decline in female labour force 

participation, not only because of the lack of job opportunities for women in cities but also 

because conservative men's attitudes differ between urban and rural areas. While Çarkoğlu 
                                                             
11 Only 100 women live in rural areas. 
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and Kalaycıoğlu (2009) have already argued that urbanization is one of the reasons for the 

increasing trend in conservatism, this paper emphasizes another aspect: The link between 

conservatism and female labour force participation. Higher urbanization causes higher 

conservatism, which leads to lower female labour force participation. 

 

If Turkey decides to revise this decreasing trend and to encourage women increased 

female labour force participation, authorities must have to give more importance to 

education, not only for children but for adults as well. Education does not mean simply 

literacy in this case; rather it means the reform of the education system in such a way as to 

allow the recognition of women’s rights to participate in family decision making as 

equals.  

Last but not the least, this chapter shows that conservatism and social norms play a very 

important role in females' contribution to the household income. The only way to improve 

this, again, is through education. A nationwide education campaign aimed at the whole 

population, would seem to be the most effective way of purging society of its reactionary 

perceptions of the role of women. While I recognise the utopian nature of this course of 

action, I feel that it represents the best hope of introducing real change.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



15 
 

 

Figures 

 

 

 



16 
 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Percentage of men that answered negatively to the question "whether it is 

appropriate that women work or not" in 2006 HSS. 

 

 

 

0
0,05

0,1
0,15

0,2
0,25

0,3
0,35

0,4
0,45

0,5

Urban

Rural



17 
 

 

 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 

 Mean Standard Deviation 

Age 43.57 13.48 

Age2 0.11 0.47 

Education 4.94 4.20 

Grandmother 0.06 0.24 

Sons 1.01 1.07 

Daughters 0.84 1.04 

LogHusbandIncome 6.31 0.65 

LogHouseholdIncome 6.46 0.69 

Share Income (married) 0.12 0.28 

Share Income (single) 0.01 0.03 

Share Income (divorced) 0.01 0.04 

Husband’s Conservatism 0.10 0.47 

Mean Conservatism 0.01 0.40 

Urban 0.58 0.49 

  Source: Author’s own calculations using 2006 HSS 
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Table 2: OLS Regression Results 

 Urban Rural 
 Coefficient  Standard Error Coefficient  Standard Error 
Age 0.0022 *** 0.0003 0.0008  0.0005 
Age2 -0.0238 *** 0.0059 -0.0455 *** 0.0093 
Education 0.0200 *** 0.0019 0.0038 * 0.0023 
Grandmother 0.0162  0.0190 0.0326  0.0246 
LogHusbandIncome -0.0220 *** 0.0062 -0.0576 *** 0.0095 
# of Boys -0.0005  0.0035 0.0044  0.0060 
# of Girls -0.0042  0.0034 0.0066  0.0062 
Conservatism -0.0250 *** 0.0079 -0.0008  0.0123 
Constant 0.0410  0.0421 0.3694 *** 0.0686 
Region Dummies Yes 

4142 
0.1282 

Yes 
N 2866 
R2 0.0677 
Note: *, **, and  *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1%, respectively. Indicated standard errors are 

robust. 

Table 3: OLS Regression Results for the Couples that have same education level 

 Urban Rural 
 Coefficient  Standard Error Coefficient  Standard Error 
Age 0.0019 *** 0.0005 0.0002  0.0008 
Age2 -0.0427 *** 0.0086 -0.0822 *** 0.0135 
Education 0.0280 *** 0.0019 0.0127 *** 0.0040 
Grandmother 0.0190  0.0100 0.0291  0.0331 
LogHusbandIncome -0.0327 *** 0.0100 -0.0741 *** 0.0150 
# of Boys -0.0102  0.0055 0.0041  0.0094 
# of Girls -0.0108  0.0061 -0.0044  0.0102 
Conservatism -0.0330 *** 0.0117 -0.0088  0.0185 
Constant -0.0929  0.0686 0.4487 *** 0.1009 
Region Dummies Yes Yes 
N 1948 1364 
R2 0.1917 0.0697 
Note: *, **, and  *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1%, respectively. Indicated standard errors are 

robust. 

 

 

 

 



19 
 

 

 

Table 4: OLS Regression Results for the Couples in which husband is more educated 

 Urban Rural 
 Coefficient  Standard Error Coefficient  Standard Error 
Age 0.0017 *** 0.0004 0.0013  0.0008 
Age2 0.0007  0.0074 -0.0148  0.0146 
Education 0.0091 *** 0.0018 -0.0039  0.0035 
Grandmother 0.0301  0.0257 0.0328  0.0381 
LogHusbandIncome -0.0151 * 0.0084 -0.0439 *** 0.0136 
# of Boys 0.0036  0.0044 0.0032  0.0082 
# of Girls -0.0012  0.0037 0.0141 * 0.0082 
Conservatism -0.0117  0.0089 0.0088  0.0172 
Constant 0.0593  0.0518 0.3141 *** 0.1065 
Region Dummies Yes Yes 
N 1827 1355 
R2 0.0385 0.0858 
Note: *, **, and  *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1%, respectively. Indicated standard errors are 

robust. 

 

Table 5: OLS Regression Results for the Couples in which wife is more educated 

 Urban Rural 
Coefficient  Standard Error Coefficient  Standard Error 

Age 0.0034 ** 0.0014 0.0037 * 0.0021 
Age2 -0.0102  0.0231 -0.0226  0.0280 
Education 0.0249 *** 0.0054 0.0113  0.0101 
Grandmother -0.1006 * 0.0522 0.1857  0.1502 
LogHusbandIncome -0.0382  0.0235 -0.0612  0.0380 
# of Boys 0.0226  0.0181 0.0249  0.0251 
# of Girls 0.0208  0.0164 0.0021  0.0307 
Conservatism -0.0459  0.0314 0.0021  0.0546 
Constant -0.0553  0.1686 0.1692  0.2317 
Region Dummies Yes Yes 
N 367 147 
R2 0.1213 0.1705 
Note: *, **, and  *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1%, respectively. Indicated standard errors are 

robust. 
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Table 6: Summary OLS Regression Results for Other Indices 

 Urban Rural 
Coefficient  Standard Error Coefficient  Standard Error 

Decision -0.0093 *** 0.0003 -0.0024  0.0066 
Social Norm -0.0078  0.0050 -0.0095  0.0084 
Tradition -0.0226 *** 0.0074 0.0090  0.0118 
Note: *, **, and  *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1%, respectively. Indicated standard errors are 

robust. 

Table 7: Urban  

 Married Single Single Separated/Widow 
Age 0.0020 

(0.0003)*** 
0.0065 

 (0.0017)*** 
0.0098 

 (0.0016) 
0.0024 

(0.0012)** 

Education 0.0160 
(0.0010)*** 

0.0191 
(0.0034)*** 

0.0248 
(0.0034)*** 

0.0160 
(0.0037)*** 

Grandmother 0.0082 
(0.0179) 

-0.0504 
(0.0471) 

0.0019 
(0.0480) 

-0.3579 
(0.0294)*** 

LogIncome 0.0370 
(0.0060)*** 

-0.0364 
(0.0249) 

-0.0612 
(0.0248)** 

-0.0988 
(0.0204)*** 

# of Boys -0.0019 
(0.0036) 

-0.0550 
(0.0141)*** 

 -0.0653 
(0.0141)*** 

# of Girls -0.0045 
(0.0036) 

-0.0512 
(0.0108)*** 

 -0.1024 
(0.0160)*** 

Mean Conservatism -0.0298 
(0.0093)*** 

-0.1155 
(0.0361)*** 

-0.1390 
(0.0376)*** 

0.0326 
(0.0341) 

Constant -0.3335 
(0.0391)*** 

0.1472 
(0.1822) 

0.0459 
(0.1826) 

1.1924 
(0.0157) 

Region Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes 
N 4142 633 633 1032 
R2 0.1278 0.2149 0.1748 0.3472 
Note: *, **, and  *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1%, respectively. Figures in parentheses are robust 

standard errors.  
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Table 8: Rural 

 Married Single Single Separated/Widow 
Age 0.0007 

(0.0005) 
0.0029 

(0.0018) 
0.0036 

(0.0018)** 
0.0060 

(0.0015)*** 

Education -0.0044 
(0.0022)** 

0.0096 
(0.0044)** 

0.0105 
(0.0045)*** 

0.0166 
(0.0065)*** 

Grandmother 0.0284 
(0.0224) 

0.0122 
(0.0443) 

0.0284 
(0.0388) 

-0.3316 
(0.0319)*** 

LogIncome 0.0764 
(0.0089)*** 

0.0007 
(0.0222) 

-0.0104 
(0.0217) 

-0.1088 
(0.0203)*** 

# of Boys 0.0045 
(0.0057) 

-0.0258 
(0.0122)** 

 -0.0326 
(0.0141)** 

# of Girls 0.0103 
(0.0059)* 

-0.0205 
(0.0135) 

 -0.0243 
(0.0138)* 

Mean Conservatism 0.0283 
(0.0144)* 

0.0522 
(0.0358) 

0.0649 
(0.0359)* 

-0.0031 
(0.0357) 

Constant -0.4733 
(0.0684)*** 

-0.1111 
(0.1564) 

-0.0993 
 (0.1567) 

0.8310 
(0.1831)*** 

Region Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes 
N 2866 404 404 880 
R2 0.0726 0.1101 0.046 0.2640 
Note: *, **, and  *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1%, respectively. Figures in parentheses are robust 
standard errors.  
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Table 9: Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir 

 I II Urban Rural 
Age 0.0018 

(0.0005)*** 
0.0018 

(0.0005)*** 
0.0019 

(0.0005)*** 
0.0012 

(0.0020) 

Age2 -0.0250 
(0.0110)** 

-0.0249 
(0.0110)** 

-0.0254 
(0.0117)** 

-0.0060 
(0.0320) 

Education 0.0209 
(0.0019)*** 

0.0208 
(0.0019)*** 

0.0207 
(0.0020)*** 

0.0230 
(0.0080)*** 

Grandmother 0.0165 
(0.0343) 

0.0196 
(0.0343) 

-0.0046 
(0.0271) 

0.1580 
(0.1528) 

LogHusbandIncom
e 

-0.0090 
(0.0117) 

-0.0096 
(0.0117) 

-0.0087 
(0.0120) 

-0.0215 
(0.0491) 

# of Boys -0.0007 
(0.0058) 

-0.0012 
(0.0059) 

-0.0009 
(0.0061) 

-0.0129 
(0.0178) 

# of Girls -0.0105 
(0.0066) 

-0.0107 
(0.0066) 

-0.0126 
(0.0068)* 

0.0186 
(0.0268) 

Husband 
Conservatism 

-0.0320 
(0.0118)*** 

-0.0321 
(0.0118)*** 

-0.0316 
(0.0123)*** 

-0.0462 
(0.0428) 

Urban  0.0366 
(0.0196)* 

  

Constant -0.0334 
(0.0775) 

-0.0622 
(0.0779) 

-0.0322 
(0.0782) 

0.0086 
(0.3846) 

City Dummies Yes Yes Yes Dropped 
N 1510 1510 1410 100 
R2 0.1461 0.1476 0.1448 0.2084 
Note: *, **, and  *** indicate statistical significance at 10, 5 and 1%, respectively. Figures in parentheses are robust 
standard errors.  
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