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Gender Gap in Self-Employment and Employership: Regional

Differences

Entrepreneurship plays a crucial role in production and economic growth as it
enhances competition in the market and creates employment opportunities.
However, this form of employment also has sociological and political significance
due to its impact on social class structure and can lead to important outcomes. This
study focuses on gender-based and regional disparities in entrepreneurship,
exploring the factors that determine entrepreneurship at the macro and micro levels
and examining the potential factors that contribute to gender inequalities in
entrepreneurship. The literature review provides a theoretical background and
presents empirical evidence of gender inequalities in entrepreneurship,
employership, and self-employment. Pooled cross-sectional data from the Income
and Living Conditions Survey spanning 2006-2018 is used to estimate gender
inequalities in entrepreneurship, with logit models. The first-stage models include
microeconomic determinants and control variables for Level 1 NUTS regions
where individuals reside. The study analyses the effects of region and gender in
entrepreneurship in comparison to paid employees and unpaid family workers. The
second-stage models estimate logit models containing microeconomic
determinants of entrepreneurship for each region and examine gender inequalities
alongside other microeconomic variables at the regional level. In the third stage,
separate models are estimated for women and men in regions categorized into two
groups based on their level of development, using individual personal

characteristics to identify differences.

Keywords: employership, entrepreneurship, gender gaps, microeconomic

determinants, regional differences, self-employment



L'écart de genre dans I'auto-emploi et I'employeurship: Différences

régionales

L'entreprencuriat joue un role crucial dans la production et la croissance
économique, car il stimule la concurrence sur le marché et crée des opportunités
d'emploi. Cependant, cette forme d'emploi a également une signification
sociologique et politique en raison de son impact sur la structure de classe sociale
et peut entrainer des résultats importants. Cette étude se concentre sur les disparités
liées au genre et a la région en maticre d'entrepreneuriat, en explorant les facteurs
qui déterminent l'entrepreneuriat aux niveaux macro et micro et en examinant les
facteurs potentiels qui contribuent aux inégalités de genre en maticre
d'entrepreneuriat. La revue de littérature fournit un contexte théorique et présente
des preuves empiriques d'inégalités de genre en matiére d'entrepreneuriat,
d'employeurs et d'auto-emploi. Les données transversales regroupées de 1'enquéte
sur les revenus et les conditions de vie couvrant la période de 2006 a 2018 sont
utilisées pour estimer les inégalités de genre en matiére d'entrepreneuriat, avec des
mode¢les logit. Les modéles de premiére étape comprennent des déterminants
microéconomiques et des variables de contréle pour les régions NUTS de niveau
1 ou résident les individus. L'étude analyse les effets de la région et du genre sur
I'entrepreneuriat par rapport aux salariés et aux travailleurs familiaux non
rémunérés. Les modéles de deuxiéme étape estiment des modéles logit contenant
des déterminants microéconomiques de l'entrepreneuriat pour chaque région et
examinent les inégalités de genre ainsi que d'autres variables microéconomiques
au niveau régional. Dans la troisieéme étape, des modeles distincts sont estimés pour
les femmes et les hommes dans les régions classées en deux groupes en fonction
de leur niveau de développement, en utilisant les caractéristiques personnelles

individuelles pour identifier les différences.

Mots-clés : auto-emploi, déterminants microéconomiques, différences régionales,

écarts de genre, employeurship, entrepreneuriat



1. Introduction

Compared to developed countries, labor markets in developing countries exhibit a
significant prevalence of self-employment (Campbell and Ahmed, 2012), and the share
of self-employment decreases as the share of paid employment increases in the
development process of countries. Since the 1980s, Turkey's increasing integration into
the global economy and industrialization has caused changes in the social class structure
and polarization as the share of paid employment has increased (Kaya, 2008).
Entrepreneurship has been seen as a pathway to upward mobility and financial success
for those who have limited access to traditional career paths. Therefore, self-employment
and its share in total employment are not only important in terms of economic effects but
also has sociological and political implications.

Due to its ability to trigger innovation and competitive dynamics in the market,
entrepreneurship is seen as an important driver of regional economic development by
regional policy makers and, therefore, current regional policies in many regions around
the world focus on promoting entrepreneurship. New businesses create new employment
opportunities and serve as a mechanism for transitioning between knowledge creation
and economic growth. Thus, the development of regional entrepreneurial skills is being
used as a tool for developing the regional knowledge economy. In this regard, the
literature explores why the probability of self-employment is higher in some regions than
in others, and how these differences will affect regional development (Dawson et.al..,
2012).

Gender inequality is observed in many socio-economic indicators such as education,
wages, occupation, access to production inputs, and political representation in both
developed and developing countries. According to Becker and Lewis (1973), one of the
most important factors affecting gender inequality is the level of prosperity of countries,
and as countries become richer, gender inequality decreases. Despite comprising half of
the population, women's contribution to the macroeconomic system remains low in terms
of both labor force participation rates and their share in high-productivity sectors, and
women contribute to the economy well below their potential. The burden of unpaid work
on women, social norms, and traditions that shape them lead to women having lower
levels of human capital accumulation compared to men, limiting women's performance
in the labor market and causing gender-based segregation in the labor market (Hirway,
2015).



One of the most overlooked aspects of gender inequality in the labor market in the
literature is the low presence of women in entrepreneurship activities (Cuberes and
Teignier, 2017). Women entrepreneurs face greater constraints in accessing resources,
credit, and technology compared to men (Hirway, 2015), and therefore, the lower
representation of women in entrepreneurship activities compared to men is a common
phenomenon worldwide (Kelley et al., 2013).

Significant regional differences are observed both in entrepreneurial behavior and
entrepreneurial activities, and these differences are often persistent. In order to benefit
from the potential of regions in the process of economic development, it is important to
reduce regional differences in terms of labor market entry, unemployment, and
entrepreneurship, and to understand the reasons for these differences. Both micro and
macro-level factors should be taken into account to explain these differences. Individuals
have personal values and preferences, and they make entrepreneurial decisions by
evaluating their own capacities and opportunities, but these decisions are conditioned not
only by their personality traits and household characteristics, but also by the presence of
other businesses in the region, the development of the regional market, and socio-cultural
approaches and legal barriers regarding entrepreneurship at the macro level. Therefore,
spatial differences in entrepreneurial behavior and actual entrepreneurial activities are a
result of the regional demographics, region-specific economic characteristics, and
institutional components (Bosma and Schutjens, 2011).

However, the gender gap in employership and self-employment has been diminishing,
also shown with the observations of studies on female entrepreneurship in Turkey
mentioning an improvement despite many problems and linking the gender gap in
entrepreneurship to factors such as deficiencies in socioeconomic structure, social gender
roles and domestic patriarchal production relations (Toprakci Alp and Aksoy, 2018).

Gender inequality in entrepreneurship is a significant issue, with its magnitude varying
across countries and being associated with significant macroeconomic output losses. For
instance, Cuberes and Teignier (2017) demonstrate that gender inequality leads to a 9.4%
reduction in per capita output through the misallocation of resources and a decrease in
total productivity. Therefore, identifying valid factors that explain gender inequalities and
producing policies aimed at reducing them would be a crucial step in addressing this issue
(Cuberes et al., 2018).



In this study, entrepreneurship tendencies and gender inequality in entrepreneurship in
Level 1 NUTS regions in Turkey were investigated. In this regard, macro factors that
determine entrepreneurship in regions, such as the socioeconomic development levels of
the regions and the attitudes towards women's employment at the regional level, as well
as individual characteristics that influence individuals' entrepreneurial tendencies were
examined at the regional level. Gender inequality in entrepreneurship was estimated using
pooled cross-sectional data from the Income and Living Conditions Survey at the regional
level through logit models, and gender differences in the determinants of entrepreneurship
were investigated by estimating separate models for men and women in regions classified
according to their development levels.

Senturk's (2020) study used Household Labor Force Survey data to examine the
determinants of self-employment preferences versus paid employment, at the regional
level, for men and women separately in 2017. In this study, however, entrepreneurs were
examined in two separate groups: employers and own-account workers, with a different
approach. Using the Income and Living Conditions Survey instead of the Household
Labor Force Survey, the effect of important determinants of entrepreneurship in the
literature, such as individuals' health status, ownership of financial capital, and liquidity
constraints, on their entrepreneurial tendencies was examined. Pooling the cross-sectional
data sets provided a large data set suitable for multivariate analysis, as well as the
opportunity to separately examine the determinants of employer status and own-account

work.

2. Background

Female employment in Turkey has faced a downward pressure with the transition from
agricultural employment to urban employment while female labour force participation
has increased with the improvement in their educational level. However, due to reasons
such as high opportunity cost of working for women, insufficient work experience,
discrimination against women and additional costs related to employing women, non
agricultural unemployment rates for women have been higher than that of men. On the
other hand; regulations on the retirement age of women, the diminishing negative effect
of marriage and having children on women employment and the increasing mean age at
first marriage had positive effects on women’s employment in Turkey (Gursel and Uysal
Kolasin, 2010).



Despite the improvement in the last two decades, Turkey still suffers from a higher
gender gap in both paid employment and self-employment types when compared with
middle and high income countries. As the gender gap in paid employment is close to that
of middle-low income countries, in employership and self-employment Turkey is not
even close to low income countries with only 21 female employers for each 100 male
employers and 46 female self employed for each 100 male self employed (ILO data,
2000-2019, writer’s own calculations).

The phenomenon that countries have different amounts of gender gap in self-
employment also applies to regions within Turkey. Entrepreneurial behaviour and
entrepreneurship activities show important amounts of gender gap and these gaps
occasionally tend to be permanent which can be an obstacle in achieving the full potential
of regions in the process of economic development. Both micro and macro factors need
to be taken into account in explaining these differences between regions. Individuals have
personal values and preferences and they decide on being an entrepreneur after
considering their own capacities along with the opportunities around them. These
decisions are also conditional on their personalities and household specifications as well
as on the presence of other entrepreneurs in the region, the development level of the
regional market, socio-cultural approach against self-employment or difficulties arising
from formal regulations. Therefore, spatial differences regarding entrepreneurial
behaviour and entrepreneurship activities are the result of all regional demographics,
region specific economical characteristics and institutional components (Bosma and
Schutjens, 2011).

Cuberes et.al. (2018) explained the regional gender gaps in entrepreneurship with
development level of regions, institutional structure and regional approach against
women’s rights in the context of macro factors. Accordingly, GDP and GDP per capita,
socioeconomic development level, the distribution of GDP and small enterprises among
economic activities, level of unemployment, women’s participation in labour force and
regional perspective towards women’s employment might be macro indicators of
different amount of gender gaps among regions.

Higher GDP per capita may indicate a higher demand for income-elastic services
provided by small enterprises and easier and less costly raising of capital for potential
entrepreneurs (Dawson et.al., 2012). In this regard TR1 Istanbul is the most advantageous
region for entrepreneurs by taking up 31% of total GDP with the highest per capita GDP



of 16264$ (TurkStat, 2018).

In developing regions manufacturing is the industry that has the highest potential for
self-employment whereas in developed regions, where mostly big firms dominate the
manufacturing industry, services industry would present more opportunities for start-ups.
Therefore, a positive relationship is expected between the share of manufacturing industry
and self-employment in developed regions and the reverse for developing regions. Acs
et.al (1994) has confirmed this phenomenon for both developed and developing countries.
Looking at Turkey’s case all regions except TR4 East Marmara have a services industry
with a dominant share over agriculture and manufacturing and all regions have a
relatively small share of companies in the services industry with more than 10 employees.
TRC Southeast Anatolia is the region with the highest unemployment rate among other
regions as in the last five years TRB, TRA, TR9 and TR7 have also experienced high
increases in their unemployment rate along with TRC. Among regions, important
differences are observed regarding women'’s participation in the labour force, especially
when non-agricultural employment is in subject for less developed regions. Even in rapid
developing regions with an increasing share of manufacturing industry, women’s
participation in labour force does not increase significantly signalling the overcoming
effect of sociocultural factors on economic ones (Burtan Dogan and Kaya, 2014). In 2019
as women’s labour force participation in the developed regions of Turkey (TR1-TR6) was
at 36%, in the less developed regions it was 31% despite including TR9 East Blacksea
with the highest participation rate of women in labour force with 43,5%.

The figures regarding the proportional distribution of labour force by employment
status coincides with the development level of the regions; developed regions having
higher proportions of paid employment in total employment.

The regional approach towards female employment is considered as an important factor
in determining different levels of female entrepreneurship in regions. 2016 Family
Structure Survey shows that in Turkey 16,4% of people do not approve paid employment
of women whereas 15,3% do not approve of women working at all. TR3 Aegean has the
lowest percentage of people not approving paid employment of women with 9,4%
whereas TRC Southeast Anatolia has the highest with 28,5%.

Besides macro factors determining the entrepreneurial potential of regions; individual
specifications that differ by regions also play a significant role such as fear of failure, the
ability to grasp entrepreneurship opportunities and having necessary traits to start a



business (Bosma and Schutjens, 2011). As the differences in self-employment between
women and men arise from microeconomic differences such as education and attitude
towards risk, macro factors emphasize these differences (Faria et.al., 2020). The 2015
study of Karadeniz indicates various degrees of gender gap in all entrepreneurial traits
that have been examined such as noticing opportunities in the region to start a new
business, being self confident about having the necessary knowledge and ability to start
a new business, holding back from starting a new business out of fear of failure and
considering starting a new business is a good career choice. In 2014 TR1 Istanbul, as 44%
of men claim that they notice opportunities around to start a new business this ratio is
only %35 for women. TR6 Mediterranean region has the lowest gender gap in noticing
opportunities and fear of failure as TR7 Middle Anatolian region has the highest gender

gap in trusting to have the necessary traits to start a business.

3. Related Literature

Gender gaps in entrepreneurship have been attributed to high opportunity costs for
women as a result of their roles within the family by some studies on developed countries
(Koellinger et.al, 2013, Cowling and Taylor, 2001) whereas some studies assert that
choosing self-employment, men and women have different motives and employment
strategies such that as men choose self-employment to improve their long term career
opportunities, women choose self-employment as an alternative to unemployment or part
time employment (Rosti and Chelli, 2005, Georgellis and Wall, 2005). According to Ahl
(2006) and Bruni et.al. (2004) women and men simply make different type of selections
in their employment decisions. Being married and having health insurance through the
spouse (Devine, 1994) and having young kids (Edwards and Field-Hendrey, 2002) have
been shown to be associated with a higher possibility of being self employed for women.
Naudé (2013) has pointed out that comparatively more educated women will choose paid
employment over self-employment whereas Minniti and Naudé (2010) claimed that the
determinants in choosing self-employment does not vary between women and men but
the size of their effects vary by the development level of the region.

Although the literature on entrepreneurship in developing countries is vast, the gender
dimension has often been neglected. Limited number of studies show that in developing
countries, most of micro, small and middle sized enterprises are run by women, frequently

home based, and as the firm size increases, the number of ones run by women decreases



(World Bank, 2012). Some studies on regional gender gaps analysed countries in
separated groups based on their income level and found that gender gap is higher for high
income countries when employership is in question. This finding is explained with the
out of necessity concept of entrepreneurship. In countries within the low income group,
where fewer job opportunities exist, the frequency of women is found to be higher among
the out of necessity entrepreneurs (Cuberes et.al., 2018). Moreover, some studies found
indications of differences in productivity and performance between women owned firms
and firms run by men due to discriminating institutional environment against women and
characteristics of women (Croson and Gneezy, 2009; OECD, 2012; Sabarwal and Terrell,
2008).

Empirical studies on the determinants of being entrepreneurs showed the significance
of gender gaps in entrepreneurship even if determinants such as marital status, age,
educational attainment, number of children, income level, having entrepreneur parents or
spouse and social capital have been controlled for in the models (Cuberes et.al., 2018,
Koellinger et.al., 2013). However, Koellinger et.al. (2013) showed the magnitude of
gender gap almost halved when personal traits such as fear of failure, consciousness of
one’s own abilities, realizing opportunities and having a network of other entrepreneurs
have been added to the model and concluded that the gender gap in entrepreneurship is
mainly the result of a lower tendency of women to start a business due to their personal
traits. Caliendo et.al. (2015) similary focused on showing the relationship between gender
gap and personal traits in Germany and found that almost % of the gender gap in
entrepreneurship is due to women’s relatively lower risk taking personalities as opposed
to other personal traits such as openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion,
agreeableness, and emotional stability, which point to a higher possibility of women
transitioning into self-employment. Daoud et.al. (2015) study conducted with data for
Palestine, Tunisia and Israel also showed that personal traits of women may affect the
tendency to become an entrepreneur in different directions such as fear of failure
negatively and perception of abilities positively. Using data from Italy Oggero et.al.
(2019) examined the effect of financial literacy and digital skills while controlling for
geographic region, age, marital status, having a child and income variables and found that
financial literacy makes a positive effect only for men whereas the effect of having digital
skills is higher for men pointing to other external factors such as social norms to be

affecting women’s entepreneurship preferences. Faria et.al (2020) study using EU data



found that the gender gap in self-employment is an outcome of micro variables such as
education and risk perception while conjunctural developments and unemployment
effects, which find their place as GDP, GDP per capita, tax burden, infrastructure and
globalisation in the model, emphasize these gaps. Senturk (2020) examined the regional
effects to self-employment tendency in Turkey and found that in regions TR2 Bati
Marmara, TR3 Ege, TR5 Bati Anadolu, TR6 Akdeniz, TR7 Orta Anadolu, TR8 Bati
Karadeniz, TR9 Dogu Karadeniz, TRA Kuzeydogu Anadolu and TRB Ortadogu Anadolu
the probability of being self-employed is higher compared to TR1 Istanbul while in TR4
Dogu Marmara and TRC Giineydogu Anadolu it is lower and interpreted this finding as
in regions where competition and population density is higher or in less developed regions
self-employment tendency is relatively lower.

Although there are a number of studies that tackle with gender gaps in entrepreneurship
taking into account the development levels of countries or the differences of countries
within Europe and North Africa (e.g. Cuberes et.al., 2018; Daoud et.al., 2015; Faria et.al.,
2020), we have not came across many studies that consider regional differences within a
country, and the ones that look at regional differences (e.g. Senturk, 2020 had findings
on the regional differences in entrepreneurial tendencies but not the gender gap). This
study aims to close this gap in the literature by analysing the gender gap in

entrepreneurship and determinants of entrepreneurship for women and men by regions.

4. Data and Descriptive Statistics

Turkish Statistical Institute’s Household Labour Force Survey (LFS) and Income and
Living Conditions Survey (SILC) are the two major surveys that can be employed in
studying the micro determinants of self-employment such as age, educational attainment,
household specifications and access to financial sources by Turkey’s regions.

LFS has been collecting information by regions since 2004, on type of activities,
occupation, status at work, duration of employment for individuals who are currently
working. SILC, beginning in 2006, produces annual cross sectional data by regions on
income related variables and living conditions as well as employment variables of
individuals. In studies that examine the determinants of self-employment, access to
financial sources has an essential part. Therefore, cross sectional SILC data has been used
in this study since it involves information on household income, incomes other than

wages and entrepreneurial income, ownership of houses, properties that might be used as
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collateral, aids received from family and kinsmen. As the use of large data sets is
preferable when conducting multi variable analysis we have pooled the cross sectional
micro data sets of SILC for different years and carried out the estimations with these.
Number of observations for each cross sectional data sets is presented by status at work
in Table 1.

Table 1. Number of observations

Year Total OLF EM UE SE UPF PE
Total 596.811 303.958 10.890 22.241 51.703 40.281 167.738
2006 30.186 15.487 706 1.168 3.189 2.705 6.931
2007 30.263 15.346 634 963 3.089 2.906 7.325
2008 31.141 15.582 621 1.135 3.096 2.713 7.994
2009 32.539 16.112 608 1.544 3.285 2.885 8.105
2010 32.875 16.498 607 1.291 3.203 2.771 8.505
2011 40.679 20.581 722 1.559 3.767 3.051 10.999
2012 47.504 24.050 835 1.532 4.228 3.576 13.283
2013 53.496 26.889 906 1.916 4.649 3.784 15.352
2014 60.525 31.262 1.029 1.975 4.968 3.843 17.448
2015 59.662 30.820 1.073 1.910 4.693 3.332 17.834
2016 57.942 30.190 1.047 1.706 4.431 2.940 17.628
2017 58.744 30.083 1.041 2.663 4.399 2.836 17.722
2018 61.255 31.058 1.061 2.879 4.706 2.939 18.612

The descriptive variables used in model estimations have been grouped into status at
work, demographic characteristics, family, education, employment and financial capital
categories. Status at work variable is compiled from the answer of the question regarding
the status at main job. Paid employment is abbreviated as “PE”, employership as “EM”,
self-employment as “SE”, unpaid family workers as “UFW”, unemployment as “UE” and
“OLF” for individuals who are out of the labour force. Being either employer or self-
employed has been referred to as entrepreneur and abbreviated as “ENT”. Dependent
variables have been constructed as taking value 1 for employers ans self-employed and
otherwise value 0. Paid employees and unpaid family workers have been examined as
comparison groups. On the other hand, to investigate whether employers differ from self-
employed in their determinants another dependent variable is defined which takes value
1 for emloyers and O for self-employed. Marital status of individuals has been defined as
married and not married which covers the categories never married, widowed, divorced
and living separately. Household’s income status has been defined as in Cetindamar et.al.
(2012), showing which quintile the household’s income falls in the previous year unlike
current year’s employment status, thus attempting to avoid endogeneity of the income

variable in the model. The explanations on the variables are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Dependent and independent variables
Dependent Variables

ENT-UFW 1; if employment status is employer or self-employed
0; if employment status is unpaid family worker
ENT-PE 1; if employment status is employer or self-employed
0; if employment status is paid employee
EMP-UFW 1; if employment status is employer
0; if employment status is unpaid family worker
EMP-PE 1; if employment status is employer
0; if employment status is paid employee
SE-UFW 1; if employment status is self-employed
0; if employment status is unpaid family worker
SE-PE 1; if employment status is self-employed
0; if employment status is paid employee
EMP-SE 1; if employment status is employer

0; if employment status is self-employed
Demographic Characteristics

Female 1 for women, 0 for men

Age Completed age of individual

Age? Square of completed age of individual

Married 1 for married, 0 otherwise

Health General health condition from one’s own perspective (1-Very well, 2-well, 3-neither
good nor bad, 4-poor, 5-very poor)

Head of household 1 if the individual is also the head of the household; 0 otherwise

Family

Kids 1 if there are kids under 14 in the household; 0 otherwise

Size of household Number of household members

Education

Primary education or 1 if illiterate or literate with no diploma or highest completion level is primary

below school or middle school; 0 otherwise

High school 1 if highest completion level is high school; 0 otherwise

Vocational high school 1 if highest completion level is vocational high school; 0 otherwise

High 1 if highest completion level is university or masters or doctorate; 0 otherwise

Employment

Agriculture 1 if employed in agriculture; 0 otherwise

Manufacturing 1 if employed in manufacturing; O otherwise

Construction 1 if employed in construction; 0 otherwise

Services 1 if employed in services; 0 otherwise

Registered 1 if individual is registered in social security system due to main job; 0 otherwise

Hours Total hours worked in a week

Financial Capital

House 1 if the individual owns a house; 0 otherwise

Security income 1 if the individual receives security income; O otherwise

Transfers 1 if the household receives transfer income in cash or kind; 0 otherwise

Income quintile The quintile in which household’s disposable income falls (1-5)

When the distribution of employment statuses is examined by employment sectors,
agriculture diverges from other industries (Table 3). As the dominant employment status
in non-agricultural sectors is paid employment, in agriculture it is self-employment for
men and unpaid family working for women. On the other hand, the information on income
of self employed in agricultural sector is known to be misleading (Millan Tapia, 2009).
For these reasons agricultural sector has been excluded from our data set and descriptive

12



statistics has been computed accordingly (Appendix tables).

Table 3. Employment status by industries

Total Male Female
Non-Agricultural
EMP 5.3% 6.3% 1.9%
SE 11.1% 12.2% 7.6%
UFW 2.5% 2.0% 4.2%
PE 81.2% 79.5% 86.3%
Agricultural
EMP 1.8% 3.1% 0.4%
SE 38.7% 63.5% 13.2%
UFW 48.8% 19.6% 78.7%
PE 10.8% 13.8% 7.7%

5. Empirical Results

In cases when the dependent variable takes on values only between 0 and 1; instead of
ordinary regression models, logistic curve function structure shold be used to ensure the
estimated values to be between 0 and 1. A logistic curve function structure has been
shown in (5.1) where P stands for the value of the dependent variable ranging between 0
and 1, and this structure is known as the logit model (logistic model) in the literature
(Ramanathan, 2002).

p
ln[l_P]=a+ﬁX+u (5.1)

With logit models the negative outcomes of the dependent variable are represented with
0, whereas the positive ones are represented with 1. Accordingly, in this study for the
cases when individuals are entrepreneurs, employers or self-employed, the dependent
variable takes on the value 1, and otherwise 0. In logit model estimation the model in
equation (5.2) is estimated with maximum likelihood approach. The likelihood function
for the logit function is shown in equation (5.3) where S stands for all the observations
that satisfy the condition y; # 0 and F(z) = e?/(1 + e?) for j, whereas w; represents

the observation weights in the data set (StataCorp, 2015).

exp(x;B)
Pr(y # 0lx;) = H—Tp](xjﬁ) (5.2)
inL = w; InF (xb) + > w; tn{1 = F(x;b)) (5.3)
jES jes
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The analyses in this study have been carried out in three parts. In the first group of
analyses a non-agricultural subsample of observations for Turkey has been used and
probability of entrepreneurship, employership and self-employment have been estimated
as a function of microeconomic determinants and in this model a dummy for NUTS1
regions took part with TR1 Istanbul as the reference region. In the second group of
analyses gender gaps in entrepreneurship, employership and self-employment have been
examined in Turkey and NUTS1 regions, controlling for microeconomic determinants.
In this context the probability of an individual to be an entrepreneur, employer or self-
employed has been estimated as the function of variables such as gender, demographic
characteristics of individuals, family specifications, employment characteristics and
financial capital for Turkey and 12 NUTSL1 regions. In the third group of analyses the
regions have been divided into two groups based on their development level and model
estimations have been carried out for Turkey and two region groups, separately for
women and men.

The estimations mentioned above have been repeated for different comparison groups
being paid employees, unpaid family workers and lastly self-employed for when the
dependant variable is the probability to be an employer. The first group of analyses
demonstrate the existence of regional differences and gender gaps in the probability of
being an entrepreneur, employer or self-employed when other microeconomic factors are
controlled for as shown in Table 4. For each entrepreneurship category the probability of
women to be an entrepreneur is found to be significantly lower compared to men. TR1
Istanbul is the reference region for the region dummy. When the comparison group is
paid employment, the probability of being self-employed in reference to TR1 Istanbul is
higher in every region except TR4 East Marmara whereas the possibility to be an
entrepreneur is higher with respect to TR1 Istanbul in every region except TR4 East
Marmara and TRC Southeast Anatolia. The possibility to be an employer is higher than
TR1 Istanbul in TR3 Aegean, TR5 West Anatolia, TR6 Mediterranean, TR9 East Black
Sea and TRB Central East Anatolia while it is less likely to be an entrepreneur in TRA
Northeast Anatolia. When the likelihood of being an entrepreneur is compared with the
likelihood of being an unpaid family worker, the probability of being an entrepreneur is
lower than TR1 Istanbul in all regions but TRA Northeast Anatolia, TRB Central East
Anatolia and TRC Southeast Anatolia. In TRC Southeast Anatolia, the probability of
being self-employed rather than an unpaid family worker is higher in comparison with
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TR1 Istanbul. The rightmost panel of Table 4 shows the estimation results of the
likelihood of being an employer in comparison with being self-employed. In TR2 West
Marmara, TR3 Aegean, TR7 Central Anatolia, TR8 West Black Sea, TR9 East Black Sea,
TRA Northeast Anatolia, TRB Central East Anatolia and TRC Southeast Anatolia the
probability of being an employer instead of being self-employed is significantly lower
than in TR1 Istanbul. Our second group of estimations aim at determining whether each
NUTSL region suffers from gender gaps in entrepreneurship, therefore the models have
been estimated for each of the 12 regions. Table 5 shows the coefficient of the gender
variable when microeconomic factors such as demographic characteristics, educational
attainment, family characteristics, employment conditions and financial capital have been
controlled for. A coefficient less than 1 indicates that women are less likely to be an
entrepreneur compared to men. The left panel of Table 5, showing the estimations with
paid employees as the comparison group of the dependant variable, in Turkey and each
of the NUTSL1 regions the likelihood of women being entrepreneurs and self-employed
instead of paid employees is significantly less than that of men’s. When the likelihood of
employership is in question, there is a significant gender gap in all regions but TR2 West
Marmara and TR9 East Black Sea. When the comparison group of the dependant variable
is unpaid family workers the coeffients of the gender variable tend to be smaller than that
of the dependant variable with paid employees as the comparison group, thus pointing to
a larger gender gap in entrepreneurship when unpaid family working is concerned as the
alternative. The gender gap in likelihood of employership compared to self-employment
is significant for TR6 Mediterranean and TRC Southeast Anatolia whereas in TR2 West
Marmara there is a negative gender gap in favour of the employership likelihood of

women.
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Table 4. Determinants of the probability of being an entrepreneur, employer or
self-employed, logistic regression estimation

Comparison group: Comparison group: Comparison group:
Paid employees Unpaid family workers Self-employed
Entrepreneurs Employers Self-employed Entrepreneurs Employers Self-employed Employers
Coefficient p oefficient p Coefficient p oefficient p ‘oefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p

Demographic Characteristics
Female 063 0,00%* 053 0,007 063 0,00 045 0,00 *** 033 0,00 *** 0,46 0,00 **| 0386 0,03 **
Age 110 0,00%* 103 010% 11 0,00 125 0,00 *** 121 000 *** 125 0,00 **| 097 0,00 **|
Age’ 0999 0,00 o 1,0001 0,78' 0,999 0,00 e 0998 0,00 *** 0998 0,00 *** 0,998 0,00 *** 1,0004 0,01 ***
Health-Very well Reference Category Reference Category Reference Category
Health-Well 099 083" 098 065 101 091" 111 026 111 051 11 023 0,96 0,36
Health-Neither good nor bad 100 091" 095 010%™ 101 087" 115 021 111 063 116 0,15 0,96 044
Health-Poor 097 044" 067 0,00 % 102 057" 109 046 060 001 ** 115 023 071 0,00 ***
Health-very poor 166 0,00 107 087" 167 0,00 % 176 009 * 085 073 184 0,08 * 0,64 027
Married 129 0,00 139 0,00 % 125 0,00 % 111 031 111 066 107 0,50 122 0,03 **
Household head 135 0,00 198 0,00 % 117 0,00 % 781 0,00 *** 16,23 0,00 *** 6,86 0,00 ***| 165 0,00 ***|
Education
Primary education or below Reference Category Reference Category Reference Category
High school 095 020" 100 021" 0,88 0,01%* 076 0,00 *** 09 080 071 0,00 *** 133 0,00 ***
Vocational high school 079 0,00 086 009 0,77 0,00 % 106 059 110 062 1,02 0,88 117 020
High 051 0,007 072 001 041 0,00 % 156 0,00 *** 290 0,00 *** 125 007 * 180 0,00 ***
Family
Kids 130 0,00%* 156 0,00% 118 0,00 130 001 ** 175 000 *** 127 0,03 ** 128 0,00 **|
Size of household 092 0,00%* 084 0,00 096 0,00 088 0,00 *** 075 0,00 *** 089 0,00 **| 088 0,00 **|
Employment
Services Reference Category Reference Category Reference Category
Construction 042 0,00 099 094" 027 0,00 ***| 142 002 ** 330 0,00 *** 123 022 239 0,00 ***
Manufacturing 058 0,00 089 019" 0,46 0,00 ***| 148 0,00 *** 154 0,00 *** 132 0,05 * 267 0,00 ***
Registered 034 0,00 102 061" 0,25 0,00 ***| 368 0,00 *** 1342 0,00 *** 2,65 0,00 *** 337 0,00 ***
Hours 102 0,007 106 0,00 %x* 101 0,00 **| 100 077 103 0,00 *** 1,00 021 101 0,00 ***|
Financial Capital
Transfers 100 091" 073 0,00% 1,08 0,06 * 116 004 * 057 0,00 *** 119 0,01 ** 072 0,00 ***
Security income 114 0,00 124 0,00 109 0,00 *** 089 0,00 *** 085 0,00 *** 089 0,01 ** 111 0,00 ***
House 119 0,00 116 0,00 120 0,00 *** 084 003 ** 082 0,00 *** 085 007 * 0,99 083
Income quintile-1 Reference Category Reference Category Reference Category
Income quintile-2 099 091" 142 0,01 % 0,98 0,75 085 004 ** 106 081 085 0,05 ** 141 0,00 ***
Income quintile-3 113 013" 246 000 102 0,75 072 0,00 *** 131 023 071 0,00 *** 207 0,00 ***
Income quintile-4 124 0,01 % 394 000 102 0,79 065 0,00 *** 194 0,00 *** 061 0,00 *** 3,09 0,00 ***
Income quintile-5 216 0,007 1223 000% 124 0,01 *** 062 0,00 *** 323 0,00 *** 050 0,00 *** 742 0,00 ***
Year
2006 Reference Category Reference Category Reference Category
2007 099 074" 087 0,00 1,04 055 096 052 082 016 1,00 099 073 0,00 **|
2008 107 o1 086 0,00 116 0,03 ** 099 094 092 069 1,00 097 068 0,00 **+|
2009 112 000%= 082 0017 127 000 106 061 075 010 112 034 062 0,00 ***
2010 112 001 083 0,00 % 127 0,01 *** 106 061 071 009 * 113 0,28 061 0,00 ***
2011 104 028" 079 000 %* 119 0,02 ** 095 043 062 0,00 *** 104 0,66 0,60 0,00 ***
2012 098 073" 074 000 110 034 089 013 053 0,00 *** 097 0,68 0,60 0,00 ***
2013 098 082" 073 000 112 031 09 014 051 0,00 *** 1,00 097 0,59 0,00 ***
2014 100 099" 073 000% 114 017 09 071 059 0,02 ** 1,06 0,66 0,56 0,00 ***
2015 101 086" 079 000 113 023 089 032 057 0,00 *** 097 084 0,59 0,00 ***
2016 097 055 076 0,00 108 042 084 009 * 054 0,00 *** 0,90 044 0,60 0,00 ***
2017 093 010%™ 075 0,00 % 103 0,68 085 011 060 0,00 *** 0,90 042 0,60 0,00 ***
2018 094 015" 074 0,007 107 044 087 023 064 003 ** 0,94 0,64 057 0,00 ***
Region
TR1 Reference Category Reference Category Reference Category
TR2 137 0,00 105 0,00 %* 156 0,00 ***| 038 0,00 *** 034 0,00 *** 043 0,00 *** 0,68 0,00 ***
TR3 126 0,00 120 0,00 134 0,00 ***| 037 0,00 *** 047 0,00 *** 038 0,00 *** 0,90 0,00 ***
TR4 099 006™ 097 000 103 0,00 *** 061 0,00 *** 060 0,00 *** 0,62 0,00 *** 0,99 0,39
TRS 108 0,00 113 0,00 110 0,00 *** 060 0,00 *** 061 0,00 *** 0,64 0,00 *** 097 0,02 **
TR6 132 0,00 138 0,007 134 0,00 ***| 053 0,00 *** 068 0,00 *** 055 0,00 *** 101 0,19
TR7 120 0,00 111 0,00 % 134 0,00 ***| 061 0,00 *** 068 0,00 *** 067 0,00 *** 0,75 0,00 ***
TR8 110 0,00 104 0,00 121 0,00 ***| 035 0,00 *** 033 0,00 *** 037 0,00 *** 082 0,00 ***
TR9 123 0,00 115 0,00 % 136 0,00 ***| 073 0,00 *** 063 0,00 *** 084 0,00 *** 0,72 0,00 ***
TRA 110 0,00 080 0,007 128 0,00 **| 104 046 0,78 0,00 *** 117 0,01 *** 0,69 0,00 ***
TRB 116 0,00 119 0,00 % 120 0,00 **| 107 033 140 0,00 *** 1,06 0,36 081 0,00 ***
TRC 103 024" 094 0,00 % 111 0,01 **| 120 001 ** 131 0,00 *** 129 0,00 ***| 073 0,00 ***|
Constant 001  000%= 000 000" 001 000 009 000** 000 000 % 008 0,00 **¥ 006 0,00 **+
Number of observations 193555,00 170707,00 183788,00 37476,00 14628,00 27709,00 32615,00
Log-likelihood -95717432,00 -39942692,00 -72346960,00 -12322837,00 -4868832,50 -11354495,00 -20729842,00

Table 5. Gender gap in entrepreneurship

Comparison group: Comparison group: Comparison group:
Paid employees Unpaid family workers Self-employed
Entrepreneurs  Employers  Self-employed | Entrepreneurs Employers  Self-employed Employers
TR Turkiye 0,63 *** 0,53 *** 0,63 *** 0,45 *** 0,33 *** 0,46 *** 0,86 **
TR1 Istanbul 0,76 *** 0,57 *** 0,84 ** 0,67 ** 0,42 *** 0,77 0,83
TR2 West Marmara 0,82 ** 1,01 0,73 *** 0,35 *** 0,25 *** 0,35 *** 1,60 **
TR3 Aegean 0,48 *** 0,46 *** 0,48 *** 0,28 *** 0,20 *** 0,28 *** 0,93
TR4 East Marmara 0,79 *** 0,64 *** 0,77 *** 119 1,78 1,07 1,05
TR5 West Anatolia 0,57 *** 0,36 *** 0,59 *** 0,36 *** 0,18 *** 0,33 *** 0,86
TR6 Mediterranean 0,70 *** 0,51 *** 0,70 *** 0,36 *** 0,12 *** 0,39 *** 0,70 **
TR7 Central Anatolia 0,44 *** 0,31 *** 0,42 *** 0,39 *** 0,16 *** 0,40 *** 0,88
TR8 West Black Sea 0,63 *** 0,48 *** 0,60 *** 0,69 0,19 *** 067 * 0,78
TR9 East Black Sea 0,28 *** 0,62 0,20 *** 0,23 *** 1,10 0,18 *** 1,56
TRA Northeast Anatolia 0,58 *** 0,45 * 0,52 *** 0,56 043 0,56 0,72
TRB  Central East Anatoli 0,67 *** 041 *** 0,63 *** 0,80 0,32 ** 0,89 0,77
TRC  Southeast Anatolia 1 0,36 *** 0,16 *** 0,37 *** 0,08 *** 0,00 *** 0,09 *** 0,31 **

Source: The values presented in this table are the coefficient of variable “Female” from the logistic
regression models estimated with all of the control variables using SILC cross-sectional data set.
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The third group of analyses examine whether the gender gaps and determinants of
entrepreneurship vary between regions with different levels of development, thus we
categorized 12 NUTSL1 regions into two groups on the basis of their per capita GDP and
socioeconomic development index and run the model estimations for both of these
subsamples. The first group of developed regions consists of TR1 Istanbul, TR2 West
Marmara, TR3 Aegean, TR4 East Marmara, TR5 West Anatolia and TR6 Mediterranean
whereas the remaining six regions constitute the group of less developed regions.

The estimation results for the likelihood to be an entrepreneur (Table 6) point to a
significant positive relationship of the development level with women’s propensity to be
an entrepreneur in comparison with being a paid-employee unlike men whose
entrepreneurship tendency has nothing to do with the development level of the region
they live in. This finding might be interpreted as the goods and services that women
entrepreneurs produce receiving higher demand in developed regions compared with less
developed ones. The reverse u-shaped relationship between age and the probability to be
an entrepreneur is found to be valid for both men and women. Being married is found to
have a significant positive relationship with women and men’s propensity to be an
entrepreneur instead of a paid employee but not in less developed regions for women. In
less developed regions manufacturing industry has been found to offer more opportunities
for female entrepreneurs for men the opposite holds. For women, the propensity to be an
entrepreneur is estimated to be significantly related with less working hours while male
counterparts were found to work more hours than paid employees. According to Simoes
et.al. (2015) women’s responsibilities of their family leave less time for building networks
and constain their social environment with family and friends. From this point of view
the positive relationship of women’s possibility to be an entrepreneur with getting income
transfers might be interpreted as women’s tendency to account for getting support from
their community when they are deciding to be an entrepreneur in developed regions,
where living conditions are relatively harder. The probability of women to be an
entrepreneur instead of a paid employee in the post crisis 2009-2012 period, is
significantly higher than in 2006 for developed regions. This finding might suggest that
in the post crisis period women had access to paid employment opportunities less than
other periods and thus entrepreneurship choices came out of necessity.

The estimation results presented in Table 7 suggests that developed regions offer more

employership opportunities than the less developed regions (the coefficent of developed
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region variable is statistically significant and greater than 1 in estimations with Turkey
sample when the comparison group is paid employees) while both female and male self-
employed find more chances to create employment in developed regions (the coefficent
of developed region variable is statistically significant and greater than 1 in estimations
with Turkey sample when the comparison group is self-employed). For women the
propensity to become an employer has a reverse u-shaped relationship with age while for
men the same relationship holds in less developed regions but not in developed regions
where men’s propensity to become an employer increases with age. In developed regions
married or household head women’s propensity to be an employer is higher compared to
singles or regular household members whereas in less developed regions these
specifications does not make significant difference when paid employees are concerned
as the comparison group. Individuals with higher educational attainment have higher
propensity to become paid employees rather than employers but this does not hold for
women in less developed regions. For both region groups the likelihood of women to be
employers is found to be higher for formal employment. Estimated coefficients for
household income levels show that women’s propensity to become an employer is higher
only in high levels of income whereas for men significant positive relationship is
estimated also for lower income levels. When compared with self-employment, even
completion of high school is related with higher likelihood of employership for women
in less developed regions; whereas in developed regions it takes university or higher
degrees for a significant positive relationship between education and employership. The
formality of employers is found to be higher compared to self-employed for both region
groups and genders. In the same manner with entrepreneurship, the findings suggest that
foa higher likelihood to become an employer and create employment, women should have
more own capital compared to men.

Table 8 shows the estimation results regarding the likelihood to become self-employed
and suggest that women’s likelihood to become self-employed instead of paid employee
is higher in developed regions compared with less developed regions. The reverse of this
relationship holds for men. In developed regions the likelihood of women to become self-
employed instead of paid employee is maximized at age 56 and in less developed regions
at age 53; while men get to the maximum tendency 17 and 22 years younger. Having a
young kid in the household is related with higher propensity to be self-employed whatever
the development level of the region is for women, however it has not a significant effect

18



on that of men’s in less developed regions. This might be related to working men having
less responsibilities in child care in less developed regions due to gender norms, large
sized households and closer relationships with extended family. When compared with the
probability to be an unpaid family worker, the likelihood of being self-employed is
negatively related with being married for women. Men with higher levels of educational
attainment tend to prefer paid employment instead of self-employment whereas women
who completed vocational high school has higher likelihood of being self-employed
compared to women less educated than high school graduates, however women who are
at least university graduates tend to be paid employees instead of self employed. To be
working in construction and industrial sector is related with smaller likelihood of self-
employment for men unlike women, who are more likely to be self-employed in industrial
sector rather than services. In developed regions higher income level for women is found

to be related with smaller likelihood to be self-employed.
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Table 6. Determinants of the likelihood to be an entrepreneur, model estimations for women and men

Comparison Group: Paid employees

Comparison Group: Unpaid family workers

Turkiye 1% Group Region 2" Group Region Turkiye 1% Group Region 2" Group Region
Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male

Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p
Demographic Characteristics
Age 1,13 0,00 *** 1,08 0,00 *** 1,13 0,00 *** 1,07 0,00 *** 1,15 0,00 *** 1,09 0,00 *** 1,15 0,00 *** 1,30 0,00 *** 1,14 0,00 *** 1,31 0,00 *** 1,19 0,00 *** 1,29 0,00 ***
Age2 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 ***
Health-Very well Reference Category Reference Category
Health-Well 1,01 088 095 011 105 058 096 0,30 089 041 093 0,10 109 051 125 0,01 *** 123 016 107 054 0,70 0,16 1,66 0,00 ***
Health-Neither good nor bad 110 025 094 007 * 115 013 095 0,22 090 050 092 0,15 140 0,02 ** 111 036 156 0,01 *** 092 055 097 093 1,74 0,00 ***
Health-Poor 103 0,79 096 046 1,08 055 098 0,78 094 0,76 093 0,30 141 0,06 * 110 057 1,76 0,01 ** 0,76 0,18 0,64 020 2,32 0,00 ***
Health-very poor 146 019 1,88 0,00 *** 152 023 2,06 0,00 *** 152 038 133 025 187 029 289 0,04 ** 215 028 181 035 145 0,78 711 0,02 **
Married 135 0,00 *** 1,29 0,00 *** 1,41 0,00 *** 1,22 0,00 *** 109 052 1,59 0,00 *** 0,51 0,00 *** 1,34 0,00 *** 050 0,00 *** 1,10 038 052 0,00 *** 2,13 0,00 ***
Household head 1,53 0,00 *** 1,38 0,00 *** 1,55 0,00 *** 1,38 0,00 *** 134 007 * 1,35 0,00 *** 5,71 0,00 *** 553 0,00 *** 6,00 0,00 *** 520 0,00 *** 482 0,00 *** 6,96 0,00 ***
Education
Primary education or below Reference Category Reference Category
High school 109 020 098 041 106 049 093 0,04 ** 118 026 105 028 128 0,04 ** 0,66 0,00 *** 1,28 0,06 * 0,65 0,00 *** 131 024 0,71 0,01 ***
Vocational high school 1,04 065 082 0,00 *** 105 056 0,83 0,00 *** 090 057 0,75 0,00 *** 121 015 084 007 * 1,13 040 0,79 0,04 ** 228 0,01 ** 115 043
High 0,64 0,00 *** 055 0,00 *** 0,66 0,00 *** 0,63 0,00 *** 0,36 0,00 *** 0,30 0,00 *** 245 0,00 *** 116 015 2,49 0,00 *** 116 024 226 0,02 ** 109 068
Family
Kids 147 0,00 *** 1,22 0,00 *** 1,48 0,00 *** 1,29 0,00 *** 1,56 0,00 *** 106 012 1,27 0,01 *** 1,32 0,00 *** 125 0,03 ** 141 0,00 *** 151 0,04 ** 123 011
Size of household 0,85 0,00 *** 0,94 0,00 *** 0,84 0,00 *** 0,92 0,00 *** 0,87 0,00 *** 0,95 0,00 *** 0,85 0,00 *** 0,88 0,00 *** 0,84 0,00 *** 0,85 0,00 *** 0,88 0,01 *** 0,90 0,00 ***
Employment
Services Reference Category Reference Category
Construction 042 0,00 *** 0,57 0,00 *** 0,20 0,00 *** 1,73 0,00 *** 2,10 0,00 *** 125 024
Manufacturing 131 0,00 *** 0,46 0,00 *** 106 021 0,47 0,00 *** 4,15 0,00 *** 0,47 0,00 *** 2,83 0,00 *** 0,73 0,00 *** 246 0,00 *** 080 0,02 ** 5,70 0,00 *** 0,55 0,00 ***
Registered 0,22 0,00 *** 0,39 0,00 *** 0,21 0,00 *** 0,38 0,00 *** 0,25 0,00 *** 0,40 0,00 *** 2,65 0,00 *** 4,46 0,00 *** 2,53 0,00 *** 4,77 0,00 *** 350 0,00 *** 396 0,00 ***
Hours 0,98 0,00 *** 1,04 0,00 *** 0,98 0,00 *** 1,04 0,00 *** 0,98 0,00 *** 1,04 0,00 *** 0,98 0,00 *** 1,01 0,00 *** 0,98 0,00 *** 1,01 0,00 *** 0,99 0,08 * 1,02 0,00 ***
Financial Capital
Transfers 115 0,01 *** 0,94 0,03 ** 1,16 0,01 *** 098 051 099 094 0,83 0,00 *** 1,09 040 093 046 1,07 058 089 037 112 062 1,03 088
Security income 1,14 0,00 *** 1,13 0,00 *** 1,14 0,01 *** 1,12 0,00 *** 104 066 1,14 0,00 *** 088 0,07 * 087 0,02 ** 088 0,11 085 0,04 ** 087 038 091 033
House 1,19 0,00 *** 124 0,00 *** 1,23 0,00 *** 1,21 0,00 *** 096 061 134 0,00 *** 0,71 0,00 *** 095 047 0,75 0,00 *** 086 006 * 0,53 0,00 *** 120 013
Income qui Reference Category Reference Category
Income quintile-2 082 0,01 ** 102 055 0,79 0,01 ** 092 011 097 081 114 0,01 ** 130 007 * 0,64 0,00 *** 127 015 0,67 0,02 ** 124 045 057 0,02 **
Income qui 0,76 0,00 *** 121 0,00 *** 0,77 0,00 *** 106 027 0,75 0,03 ** 1,48 0,00 *** 1,00 0,98 0,60 0,00 *** 095 0,76 0,68 0,02 ** 107 082 046 0,00 ***
Income quintile-4 0,78 0,00 *** 1,34 0,00 *** 0,76 0,00 *** 119 0,00 *** 102 088 1,62 0,00 *** 096 0,78 052 0,00 *** 1,00 098 0,61 0,00 *** 0,71 025 0,39 0,00 ***
Income quit 116 010* 2,35 0,00 *** 112 028 2,10 0,00 *** 1,62 0,00 *** 2,98 0,00 *** 104 0,79 0,55 0,00 *** 101 095 0,64 0,01 *** 1,16 065 041 0,00 ***
1* Group Region 1,18 0,00 *** 097 015 1,06 050 081 0,00 ***
Year
2006 Reference Category Reference Category
2007 1,00 099 099 087 101 094 1,00 096 1,00 099 095 0,55 090 062 105 0,73 090 067 119 036 0,83 0,69 0,74 0,20
2008 110 046 106 024 111 048 105 042 113 064 110 024 096 083 104 082 103 089 119 038 064 028 0,72 0,16
2009 138 0,01 ** 109 0,09 * 136 0,03 ** 109 019 147 011 109 026 114 053 119 026 123 037 136 014 068 033 085 050
2010 139 0,01 *** 109 0,08 * 141 0,01 ** 111 007 * 123 039 101 087 138 011 1,08 0,60 143 012 121 030 104 092 0,77 032
2011 129 0,03 ** 102 067 141 0,01 ** 103 065 090 064 101 092 132 015 091 052 157 0,04 ** 087 044 049 0,08 * 097 089
2012 120 013 097 055 134 0,03 ** 098 0,79 068 011 094 041 124 026 089 043 139 012 084 033 067 034 098 092
2013 108 051 100 099 121 015 101 088 0,63 0,04 ** 098 0,77 117 039 085 025 133 016 086 041 061 024 075 021
2014 112 032 101 089 125 0,09 * 1,03 059 0,68 0,09 * 095 0,50 117 039 096 0,75 127 025 105 081 0,78 052 0,74 0,19
2015 1,08 050 105 031 119 018 112 0,05 ** 0,70 013 086 0,04 ** 106 0,75 098 087 111 062 096 083 089 0,79 101 096
2016 103 081 101 089 1,15 030 106 032 0,66 007 * 087 0,06 * 104 084 094 0,69 1,07 0,76 091 0,60 092 085 1,07 080
2017 099 093 098 0,69 1,08 058 102 0,69 0,75 021 087 006 * 096 084 101 094 106 0,77 093 0,68 055 014 130 031
2018 089 031 103 051 097 084 106 032 0,65 0,06 * 096 061 093 0,68 113 043 101 095 106 0,77 058 0,18 142 016
Sabit 0,03 0,00 *** 0,00 0,00 *** 0,03 0,00 *** 0,01 0,00 *** 0,03 0,00 *** 0,00 0,00 *** 0,30 0,01 *** 0,01 0,00 *** 035 0,03 ** 0,01 0,00 *** 0,16 0,04 ** 0,01 0,00 ***
Number of observations 45453,00 148102,00 32901,00 90948,00 12552,00 57154,00 6564,00 30912,00 4989,00 19101,00 1575,00 11811,00
'Wald 333743 1281345 2771,20 8681,25 957,85 5107,48 670,50 3696,81 529,48 232364 22954 1643,75
‘Wald-p 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
Log-likelihood -15653641,00 -77224832,00 -13241366,00 -57506592,00 -2225513,50 -19277290,00 -4327295,00 -7673310,00 -3638971,50 -5487598,50 -649455,31 -2110925,00
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Table 7. Determinants of the likelihood to be an employer, model estimations for women and men

Comparison Group: Paid

Comparison Group: Unpaid family workers

Comparison Group: Self-employed

Turkiye 1% Group Region 2" Group Region Turkiye 1% Group Region 2" Group Region Turkiye 1% Group Region 2" Group Region
Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male
Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p Coef. p

Demographic Characteristics
Age 113 000** 102 005* 112 000** 101 043 141 0,00 *** 106 0,00 *** 113 000** 127 000** 112 002 ** 128 0,00 *** 149 001 * 123 000**| 092 001** 097 001** 091 000** 096 000 ** 112 027 102 024
Age’ 100 0,00 *** 100 005* 100 0,02 ** 100 0,01 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 100 013 100 000** 100 0,00 *** 100 001 ** 100 000*** 099 001 ** 100 000 **| 100 001 ** 1,00 0,01 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 100 016 100 007 *
Health-Very well Reference Category Reference Category Reference Category
Health-Well 120 020 094 019 130 011 093 015 075 032 100 1,00 114 064 123 009* 129 043 106 070 094 091 196 000**| 136 0,16 095 032 142 016 090 012 117 067 110 032
Health-Neither good nor k1,33 0,09 * 091 007 * 147 004 * 09 011 068 029 090 026 153 016 112 048 166 015 097 087 369 004** 2,08 001** 146 012 095 043 156 011 089 016 131 058 112 029
Health-Poor 061 015 070 000** 059 019 073 001** 071 057 062 000**| 055 017 068 0,08 * 055 025 049 001 ** 116 085 185 0,09 * 068 031 073 000** 065 034 077 004 ** 102 098 066 0,01 ***
Health-very poor 132 060 111 078 182 027 115 075 100 000** 084 074 079 080 110 087 162 055 096 095 100 000** 221 047 112 087 059 018 118 082 057 021 100 000** 072 055
Married 153 000** 140 000*** 159 000** 132 000 *** 119 060 212 000**f 045 000** 124 011 044 0,00 *** 101 096 028 001** 283 000** 166 000** 123 0,00*** 165 001 *** 118 005* 199 004 * 165 0,00 ***
Household head 268 000** 197 000** 279 000** 191 000** 174 018 224 000**| 1311 000** 1103 000*** 1499 000 ** 1038 000** 723 000** 1846 000 **| 278 000** 152 000*** 287 000** 146 000** 256 004 ** 1,78 0,00 ***
Education
Primary education or belo Reference Category Reference Category Reference Category
High school 110 050 111 002 ** 1,08 061 109 012 122 060 112 013 179 001** 083 011 184 001* 084 024 153 050 077 018 149 0,03 ** 131 0,00 *** 139 011 140 000** 224 005** 113 015
Vocational high school 066 0,02 ** 089 001** 069 004** 089 0,03** 047 014 082 003** 101 097 094 066 095 085 089 046 329 007* 130 034 089 059 119 000** 085 048 117 002 ** 118 0,76 129 0,01 **
High 067 000** 073 000* 068 00L** 08 000** 055 011 040 000 **| 466 000* 194 000** 458 000** 193 000*** 506 000** 190 005 ** 163 000** 176 000** 150 001 ** 173 000** 295 000** 197 000 ***
Family
Kids 185 000** 153 000** 192 000** 159 0,00 *** 141 021 135 0,00 *** 174 000** 184 000** 172 001 *** 201 000** 274 003** 149 005* 1,08 056 135 0,00 *** 110 051 137 0,00 *** 108 081 120 0,04 **
Size of household 080 000** 08 000** 08l 000** 08 000** 073 000** 08 000** 073 000** 076 000** 071 000** 074 000** 074 004** 079 000** 097 058 088 000** 098 065 089 000** 08 025 086 0,00 ***
Employment
Services Reference Category Reference Category Reference Category
Construction 095 032 112 004 ** 054 0,00 *** 374 0,00 *** 3,97 0,00 *** 367 0,00 *** 227 0,00 *** 229 0,00 *** 229 0,00 ***

i 053 000** 090 000** 047 000** 088 000*** 154 017 097 063 116 043 176 000** 113 056 2,00 0,00 *** 168 029 123 032 114 036 304 0,00 *** 108 061 3,09 0,00 *** 177 011 295 0,00 ***
Registered 176 000** 097 044 157 002 ** 092 010 4,72 0,00 *** 112 012 12,02 000** 1386 000** 1194 000** 1544 000*** 2290 000** 1077 000** 755 000** 299 0,00 *** 778 000** 314 000** 926 000** 253 000 ***
Hours 105 000** 106 000** 105 000** 106 000 *** 107 0,00 *** 107 0,00 *** 102 000** 103 000** 102 000 *** 103 0,00 *** 105 0,00 *** 105 000**| 101 000** 101 000 *** 101 0,00 *** 101 0,00 *** 104 000** 101 000 ***|
Financial Capital
Transfers 066 000** 075 000** 066 00lL** 08l 000** 050 008* 053 000** 032 000** 064 000** 032 000** 070 002** 029 011 049 0,01 ** 055 000** 076 000** 053 000** 08 000** 048 016 064 0,00 ***
Security income 118 006 * 125 000** 115 015 123 0,00 *** 128 022 126 000**| 080 011 086 011 074 005* 086 019 174 013 092 059 090 038 114 000** 087 027 114 000** 095 085 115 0,03 **
House 110 025 119 000** 112 024 117 000 *** 105 080 131 000**| 069 001** 086 013 070 0,02 ** 0,78 0,04 ** 061 021 115 045 097 0,77 098 067 094 061 100 091 130 039 092 020
Income quintile-1 Reference Category Reference Category Reference Category
Income quintile-2 071 040 148 000** 050 014 145 000*% 826 008* 142 002 ** 1,74 030 091 073 100 1,00 109 080 1810 003 ** 062 028 085 069 144 000* 060 028 160 000* 748 009 * 121 024
Income quintile-3 136 039 252 000** 122 061 228 000** 601 014 305 000**| 197 014 109 074 144 048 145 025 1839 0,02 ** 058 0,19 178 010 * 208 000** 162 019 222 000** 473 020 1,92 0,00 ***
Income quintile-4 254 001** 300 000** 226 003** 356 000 ** 1339 0,03 ** 492 000 **| 484 000** 151 011 443 000*** 207 002** 1053 005 ** 091 082 352 000** 305 000** 335 000** 325 000** 715 010* 293 0,00 ***
Income quintile-5 648 000** 1204 000** 590 000** 1103 000** 2878 001** 1561 000**| 806 000** 271 000** 761 000** 394 000** 1681 002** 122 062 718 000** 736 000*** 704 000** 808 000** 1581 002 ** 641 0,00 ***
1% Group Region 152 000** 103 034 120 036 098 082 130 007 * 124 0,00 ***
'Year
2006 Reference Category Reference Category Reference Category
2007 070 019 089 015 069 019 092 041 101 099 078 007* 065 032 090 065 063 034 104 091 067 060 055 009 * 059 015 075 000** 060 021 078 004 ** 075 072 068 0,02 **
2008 065 009* 088 012 061 007 * 091 032 162 042 081 012 085 074 091 068 084 075 098 094 259 024 064 024 060 016 069 000** 055 014 071 0,00 *** 154 056 064 0,00 ***
2009 059 004 ** 085 0,05** 052 0,02 ** 086 012 170 037 084 020 061 030 085 048 055 025 095 087 134 076 066 029 046 0,03 ** 064 000** 037 001** 063 000** 316 013 070 0,02 **
2010 067 009* 085 0,04 ** 065 0,08 * 091 029 126 069 068 001**| 084 070 069 010* 077 061 077 033 174 060 050 007 * 053 005* 063 000** 047 004 ** 065 000** 227 024 055 0,00 ***
2011 048 000** 083 001** 042 000** 088 016 174 033 066 000**| 061 028 065 0,04 ** 049 016 065 008* 202 038 059 019 036 0,00 *** 063 000** 027 000** 066 000** 48 002** 054 0,00 ***
2012 056 001 ** 078 000** 056 001** 080 001 ** 084 075 070 001**| 067 034 054 0,01 *** 067 038 049 001** 094 092 080 056 047 0,01 ** 061 000** 041 001** 061 000** 171 048 065 0,00 ***
2013 042 000** 079 000** 042 000** 083 003** 057 032 064 000**| 058 020 049 0,00 *** 058 024 049 001** 066 061 049 0,04 ** 037 0,00 *** 063 000** 033 000** 064 000** 109 090 061 0,00 ***
2014 044 000** 078 000** 043 000** 083 002** 078 064 065 000**| 060 021 060 001 ** 056 019 063 007 * 159 056 051 0,04 ** 041 0,00 *** 059 000** 036 000** 058 000** 150 054 060 0,00 ***
2015 057 001** 08 001** 056 001** 089 015 085 076 063 000**| 066 029 056 0,01 *** 061 025 051 001 ** 186 038 070 033 054 0,04 ** 059 000** 047 002** 057 000** 210 025 069 001 **
2016 063 003 ** 078 000** 060 002** 085 0,05 ** 133 057 056 000**| 064 025 051 0,00 *** 056 018 046 0,00 *** 178 044 092 081 061 010* 059 000** 050 003** 059 000** 432 001** 058 0,00 ***
2017 060 001 ** 077 000** 058 001** 084 003 ** 102 096 055 000**| 08 063 055 0,01 *** 087 075 051 001** 063 048 088 073 062 012 059 000** 055 008* 060 000** 203 022 055 0,00 ***
2018 057 001** 077 000** 056 001** 08 001** 082 068 061 000**| 084 065 059 0,02 ** 088 077 060 006* 080 075 063 019 060 009 * 055 000** 056 008* 055 0,00 *** 156 045 055 0,00 ***
Sabit 000 000** 000 000** 000 000*<* 000 000** 000 000*<* 000 000*<* 000 000*<* 000 000*** 000 000*** 000 000** 000 000** 000 000** 004 000** 005 000** 010 001** 008 000** 000 000** 002 000***
Number of observation: 41783,00 128924,00 30198,00 79755,00 11551,00 49169,00 2894,00 11734,00 2286,00 7908,00 605,00 3826,00 4519,00 28096,00 3400,00 17454,00 1110,00 10642,00
\Wald 687,58 7047,77 594,00 5032,14 286,75 2422,67 849,18 1896,20 683,75 124974 19245 886,37 1030,08 377244 84595 258258 229,88 121724
Wald-p 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
Log-likelihood -4861908,00 -35012488,00 -4309514,50 -28042652,00 -504394,28 -6798605,50 -1226745,63 -3629496,25 -1072765.25 -2786048,25 -125593,78 -777624,25 -1927006,00 -18671960,00 -1700036,13 -14359870,00 -199194,69 -4257763,50
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Table 8. Determinants of the likelihood to be self-employed, model estimations for women and men

Comparison Group: Paid employees

Comparison Group: Unpaid family workers

Turkiye

1° Group Region

2" Group Region

Turkiye 1* Group Region

2" Group Region

Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male

Coefficient P Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient P Coefficient P Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient P Coefficient p
Demographic Characteristics
Age 1,14 0,00 *** 1,10 0,00 *** 1,14 0,00 *** 1,10 0,00 *** 1,14 0,00 *** 1,10 0,00 *** 1,16 0,00 *** 1,30 0,00 *** 1,15 0,00 *** 131 0,00 *** 1,19 0,00 *** 1,29 0,00 ***
Age® 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 *** 1,00 0,00 ***
Health-Very well Reference Category Reference Category
Health-Well 094 045 097 034 0,96 0,65 100 093 091 055 090 0,04 ** 105 0,71 1,27 0,00 *** 117 031 110 042 069 0,16 1,64 0,00 ***
Health-Neither good nor £ 1,00 0,98 096 0,30 1,03 081 099 087 090 054 091 012 134 005 * 114 0,26 147 0,02 ** 0,96 0,80 095 087 1,64 0,01 ***
Health-Poor 1,01 0,90 1,03 064 1,06 0,67 106 042 096 0,86 097 0,66 141 007 * 119 028 1,74 0,01 ** 084 040 065 0,23 234 0,00 ***
Health-very poor 129 039 2,04 0,00 *** 1,27 0,50 2,36 0,00 *** 171 029 131 028 196 028 353 0,03 ** 220 031 249 022 151 0,74 6,40 0,03 **
Married 1,23 0,00 *** 1,23 0,00 *** 1,27 0,00 *** 1,19 0,00 *** 106 0,69 1,42 0,00 *** 0,49 0,00 *** 1,32 0,00 *** 0,47 0,00 *** 111 036 051 0,00 *** 1,98 0,00 ***
Household head 1,23 0,01 *** 1,18 0,00 *** 121 0,02 ** 1,19 0,00 *** 131 013 1,17 0,02 ** 4,77 0,00 *** 501 0,00 *** 4,80 0,00 *** 4,67 0,00 *** 4,94 0,00 *** 6,31 0,00 ***
Education
Primary education or belo Reference Category Reference Category
High school 109 032 0,90 0,00 *** 105 0,62 0,83 0,00 *** 114 044 102 071 122 012 0,62 0,00 *** 122 018 059 0,00 *** 128 030 0,71 0,01 ***
'Vocational high school 1,25 0,01 ** 0,79 0,00 *** 1,26 0,02 ** 0,80 0,00 *** 109 066 0,73 0,00 *** 128 008 * 082 0,04 ** 119 024 0,76 0,02 ** 241 0,01 ** 115 045
High 0,67 0,00 *** 0,43 0,00 *** 0,71 0,00 *** 0,551 0,00 *** 0,31 0,00 *** 0,23 0,00 *** 2,02 0,00 *** 095 0,66 2,09 0,00 *** 097 083 172 015 085 045
Family
Kids 1,38 0,00 *** 1,08 0,00 *** 1,37 0,00 *** 1,12 0,00 *** 1,60 0,00 *** 100 097 119 007 * 1,28 0,00 *** 117 015 1,34 0,00 *** 138 013 125 0,09 *
Size of household 0,85 0,00 *** 0,97 0,00 *** 0,83 0,00 *** 0,97 0,00 *** 0,89 0,00 *** 098 0,01 *** 0,87 0,00 *** 0,90 0,00 *** 0,86 0,00 *** 0,87 0,00 *** 089 0,02 ** 091 0,00 ***
Employment
Services Reference Category Reference Category
Construction 0,28 0,00 *** 0,38 0,00 *** 0,14 0,00 *** 1,57 0,00 *** 1,89 0,00 *** 1,11 060
Manufacturing 1,53 0,00 *** 030 0,00 *** 1,24 0,00 *** 0,29 0,00 *** 4,42 0,00 *** 0,35 0,00 *** 2,84 0,00 *** 0,51 0,00 *** 246 0,00 *** 056 0,00 *** 5,70 0,00 *** 041 0,00 ***
Registered 0,14 0,00 *** 0,30 0,00 *** 0,14 0,00 *** 0,28 0,00 *** 0,18 0,00 *** 0,33 0,00 *** 1,79 0,00 *** 3,22 0,00 *** 1,68 0,00 *** 325 0,00 *** 249 0,00 *** 332 0,00 ***
Hours 097 0,00 *** 1,03 0,00 *** 0,97 0,00 *** 1,03 0,00 *** 097 0,00 *** 1,03 0,00 *** 0,98 0,00 *** 1,01 0,00 *** 0,98 0,00 *** 1,01 0,00 *** 099 0,02 ** 1,02 0,00 ***
Financial Capital
Transfers 1,24 0,00 *** 101 068 1,26 0,00 *** 105 021 102 085 092 0,08 * 118 0,10 091 037 117 017 087 0,28 112 059 104 082
Security income 112 0,02 ** 1,07 0,00 *** 112 0,03 ** 106 0,04 ** 098 0,86 1,10 0,01 *** 090 0,16 086 0,02 ** 092 0,30 085 0,05 ** 083 025 089 025
House 1,22 0,00 *** 1,26 0,00 *** 1,27 0,00 *** 124 0,00 *** 094 051 1,36 0,00 *** 0,71 0,00 *** 095 049 0,77 0,00 *** 087 0,08 * 050 0,00 *** 123 0,08 *
Income quintile-1 Reference Category Reference Category
Income quintile-2 084 0,04 ** 1,00 1,00 081 0,03 ** 089 0,04 ** 096 0,76 111 0,06 * 1,29 0,08 * 0,64 0,00 *** 127 015 0,67 0,02 ** 122 048 056 0,01 **
Income quintile-3 0,77 0,00 *** 1,09 0,04 ** 0,77 0,01 *** 0,94 0,20 0,77 0,07 * 1,31 0,00 *** 101 096 0,58 0,00 *** 096 081 0,65 0,01 *** 106 084 045 0,00 ***
Income quintile-4 0,76 0,00 *** 1,08 007 * 0,73 0,00 *** 094 021 102 092 1,31 0,00 *** 090 046 0,48 0,00 *** 092 059 056 0,00 *** 0,71 023 0,36 0,00 ***
Income quintile-5 090 0,28 1,29 0,00 *** 084 0,12 108 0,18 150 0,03 ** 1,86 0,00 *** 086 029 0,42 0,00 *** 081 0,20 0,45 0,00 *** 107 083 0,35 0,00 ***
1% Group Region 109 010 * 0,93 0,00 *** 103 0,70 0,76 0,00 ***
Year
2006 Reference Category Reference Category
2007 114 038 104 051 119 034 105 051 106 085 101 089 098 093 1,07 0,66 1,00 099 118 041 085 0,73 080 034
2008 132 0,06 * 1,15 0,02 ** 141 0,05 ** 114 010 * 108 0,79 120 0,04 ** 102 093 102 089 113 0,63 116 047 061 025 0,74 021
2009 1,80 0,00 *** 1,21 0,00 *** 1,89 0,00 *** 123 0,01 *** 146 015 118 0,07 * 124 033 124 018 139 018 144 0,09 * 063 0,27 087 057
2010 1,75 0,00 *** 1,23 0,00 *** 1,88 0,00 *** 127 0,00 *** 126 038 113 0,15 149 006 * 117 031 160 005 * 134 013 095 0,90 081 043
2011 1,73 0,00 *** 115 0,02 ** 2,05 0,00 *** 115 0,05 ** 082 043 114 013 148 005 * 098 0,89 187 0,01 *** 095 0,79 042 0,04 ** 101 098
2012 1,53 0,00 *** 109 0,12 1,83 0,00 *** 113 0,09 * 0,70 017 101 092 136 0,12 095 0,74 159 0,04 ** 092 0,66 066 032 098 094
2013 143 0,01 *** 113 0,03 ** 1,71 0,00 *** 115 0,05 ** 065 0,09 * 110 024 132 0,15 094 0,69 155 0,04 ** 098 091 059 022 080 032
2014 1,48 0,00 *** 115 0,01 ** 1,77 0,00 *** 119 0,01 ** 067 0,12 107 042 1,30 0,18 108 061 146 0,08 * 121 031 0,73 044 0,79 031
2015 135 0,02 ** 1,19 0,00 *** 1,58 0,00 *** 1,30 0,00 *** 0,70 017 093 040 113 053 111 051 122 036 112 054 084 0,68 108 0,76
2016 123 011 115 0,01 ** 148 0,01 *** 122 0,00 *** 059 0,04 ** 098 085 113 056 105 0,75 121 040 102 090 081 064 113 064
2017 119 020 111 005 * 1,36 0,05 ** 116 0,03 ** 0,74 024 099 094 101 096 110 054 113 058 102 093 053 013 137 024
2018 1,06 0,66 1,21 0,00 *** 122 019 126 0,00 *** 065 0,10 * 111 022 095 0,79 129 010 * 1,05 082 122 029 054 0,15 157 008 *
Sabit 0,03 0,00 *** 0,01 0,00 *** 0,03 0,00 *** 0,01 0,00 *** 0,04 0,00 *** 0,00 0,00 *** 0,27 0,00 *** 0,01 0,00 *** 0,30 0,02 ** 0,01 0,00 *** 019 0,06 * 0,01 0,00 ***
Number of obse rvation 44604,00 139184,00 32204,00 84687,00 12400,00 54497,00 5715,00 21994,00 4292,00 12840,00 1423,00 9154,00
\Wald 363321 1152913 2991,98 757043 976,70 4507,22 599,33 3069,99 468,76 1887,95 221,33 1468,72
'Wald-p 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
Log-likelihood -12111554,00 -57474520,00 -10121842,00 -41284748,00 -1833131,00 -15840724,00 -3950600,50 -6993696,50 -3295769,25 -4942532,50 -613084,94 -1990992,13
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5.1. Discussion

The estimation results for 12 NUTS1 regions point to significant gender gaps in varying
magnitude in entrepreneurship even when factors such as demographic specifications,
educational attainment, family characteristics, work conditions and financial capital have
been controlled for in the models. Potential entrepreneurs are the ones who can realize
opportunities, are conscious about their knowledge and ability required to start a business
and are risk takers. There are studies on Turkey pointing to gender gaps in aforementioned
personal traits and fear of failure more frequent among women compared to men
(Karadeniz, 2015). In this respect the findings of this study regarding gender gaps in
entrepreneurship reflect gender gaps in individual specifications that have been linked to
entrepreneurship.

This study has found a significant gender gap in the likelihood of being an entrepreneur
instead of a paid employee of which size varies by the development level of the regions
in line with the findings of Cuberes et.al. (2018). This finding may infer that the gender
gaps are not only related to women choosing entrepreneurship less frequently than men
due to the burden of unpaid jobs on women, social norms and customs but also the wealth
and development level of the regions. On the other hand, there are studies that attribute
these gaps to the shorter life of women owned entreprises compared to men owned ones
even if there are not many studies that support this thought (Cuberes et.al., 2018).

Regions have been found to have different levels of entrepreneurial tendencies even
after controlling for gender and other microeconomic characteristics of individuals. In
TR1 Istanbul, the region with the lowest likelihood of self-employment against paid
employment, more than 30% of domestic output is being produced and more than 80%
of total employment is paid employment. Therefore, it might be inferred that in the most
developed regions where there are relatively more opportunities for paid employment, the
tendency to be an entrepreneur is expected to be lower. The estimation results pointing to
an entrepreneurship possibility higher than TR1 Istanbul in all regions except TR4 East
Marmara and TRC Southeast Anatolia are consistent with Senturk (2020)’s probit model
results estimated with 2017 LFS data. Senturk (2020) asserted that the level of
development and population density in regions affect work status preferences of
individuals, for instance competition along with dense population and high living costs

steering individuals to search for paid employment as a way to guarantee regular income
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flows and on the other hand least developed regions pushing individuals away from self-
employment.

The findings regarding the reverse u-shaped relationship between age and the likelihood
to become an entrepreneur might be signalling that up to a certain age the tendency to
become an entrepreneur gets higher as individuals accumulate human, social and financial
capital that are necessary to start a business, aspire more elasticity in their employment
conditions and consider self-employment as a means to postpone retirement but in latter
ages along with increasing risk aversity the likelihood of starting a business decreases.
The age in which the possibility to become an entrepreneur is at its maximum vary among
regions.

The positive relationship estimated between poor health and the likelihood of being
self-employed is in line with the argument that self-employment provides more
opportunities for time and space adjustments between sickness/disabilities and duties of
a job. On the other hand, the observed negative relationship estimated between poor
health and the possibility to be an employer points to the requirement of good health
conditions for an employer because of more stress and longer working hours.

The positive relationship between being married or being the household head with the
probability of entrepreneurship found in most of the regions is consistent with studies that
suggest married individuals’s probability of transition into self-employment would be
higher due to having relatively more wealth and using this wealth in case of financial
difficulties to sustain their business, getting help from spouses both in terms of emotional
support and business related activities.

Parker (2009) claims that formal education improves skills useful for entrepreneurship
but also skills for paid employment and men with higher levels of educational attainment,
who may catch the best paid employment opportunities, prefer paid employment over
self-employment which includes financial risks. Our findings on the relationship of
education level with entrepreneurship possibility confirm Parker (2009) for most of the
regions but with larger coefficients of higher education for developed regions in
comparison to less developed ones. This might be interpreted as a result of the higher
demand for goods and services provided by small enterprises, higher disposable income
per capita to be used as initial capital and broader financial opportunities that developed
regions present, and consequently well educated individuals may choose
entrepreneurship in developed regions more than in less developed ones. Therefore, it
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might be inferred that in developed regions opportunity driven entrepreneurs are more
frequent than less developed regions.

Our finding that educational attainment is positively related to employership possibility
against self-employment might be showing that self-employed who are capable of
creating employment are the ones having relatively stronger human capital.

Economic development theories assert that as the firm size in services sector is smaller
compared to that of manufacturing sector in developed regions they offer more
opportunities for self-employment. In line with this, in almost all of the regions the
propensity to be en entrepreneur instead of a paid employee is lower in construction and
manufacturing sectors compared to services sector. However, employment in
manufacturing sector in TRA Northeast Anatolia is found to be positively related to the
propensity of being an entrepreneur instead of a paid employee. This finding is in line
with the inference that regions being in different levels of development. TR2 West
Marmara differs from other regions with a positive relationship between employment in
construction sector and being an employer instead of a paid employee. TR2 West
Marmara has the highest ratio of employers in construction sector among regions with
18%.

Our findings are consistent with studies that suggest self-employment to be a relatively
more tiresome employment status that requires more time to be on the job and to work;
on the other hand, among entrepreneurs, employers have been seen to work more
compared to self-employed.

Households’ nonlabor income and house ownership are found to be related to increase
in being an entrepreneur regardless of the type of entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurial
activities require a substantial amount of initial capital and especially in developing
countries as access to financial capital is limited own capital is accommodated to start up
these activities. In less developed regions entrepreneurship is related to higher household
income whereas the contrary holds in developed regions. This finding might be
interpreted as people with higher income in developed regions tend to wait for paid
employment opportunities bearing the financial risk of unemployment for a while but on
the other hand in less developed regions as paid job opportunities are limited higher
income people start up their own jobs instead of being unemployed.

Employership requires relatively more own capital than self-employment and this might
be the interpretation of positive coeffients for higher income quintiles in all of the regions.
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In developed regions where a negative relationship has been found between higher
household income percentiles and self-employment in contrast with the positive
relationship with employership might suggest that entrepreneurs tend to employ paid
employees and take advantage of scale economies to be able to compete with numerous
other firms in developed regions.

When the determinants of entrepreneurship have been analysed separately for women
and men; differences have been realized between regions by development level in type of
determinants and the direction and magnitude of the relationship with the dependant
variable. The findings of analyses for Turkey sample showed that in developed regions
men tend to be paid employees while women tend to be self-employed. Both women and
men are found to have higher propensities to be employers instead of self-employed in
developed regions, inferring an increased scale of production at the face of a higher
demand and more opportunities of marketing for the goods and services of entreprises in
developed regions. Therefore, employers in developed regions seem to be motivated by
utilizing the economic and social opportunities around and thus are more in sync with the
job creation hypothesis.

Our finding regarding to the age at which the propensity of being an employer is at its
maximum being higher in developed regions might be a reflection of whether creating
employment in developed regions requires more experience and capital accumulation
than in less developed regions or increasing risk averseness with age emerges sooner in
less developed regions.

Women who have social security, working longer hours, have a small sized household
and in 4™ or 5™ income quintiles have a higher probability of being employers instead of
being paid employees regardless of the development level of the regions. For developed
regions, unlike less developed ones, women who are married, household head, having
children in the household tend to be employers instead of paid employees. For the women
in developed regions the probability of being an employer is found to be lower with being
a vocational school graduate which is in line with the findings of Darici and Tasci (2015)
for Turkiye. In less developed regions the coefficient of being registered worker and in
higher income categories is three times that of developed regions.

For women being married is found to be related to a less probability of being an
employer instead of an unpaid family worker in both developed and less developed
regions. For men the reverse holds in less developed regions. This might to some extent
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result from social gender norms and roles where married women tend to shoulder more
responsibility in household and family care and thus prefer employership less due to its

nature of longer working hours.

6. Conclusion and Policy Implications

Entrepreneurship is a transition mechanism between the creation of knowledge and
economic growth through the creation of new employment opportunities and innovative
activities. In addition to its economic significance, the changing part of self-employed,
often identified with entrepreneurs in many studies, in overall employment within the
globalization and industrialization process has a significant impact in both sociological
and political perspectives.

Many policies developed and implemented to achieve economic and social
development focus on fostering entrepreneurship. Self-employment in developing
countries exhibits a heterogeneous structure in terms of individuals' motives for choosing
this type of employment and the results they achieve in terms of economic productivity.
Therefore, in order to predict the outcomes of policies aimed at increasing the share of
this group in employment and to determine the objectives of new policies, it is important
to know who makes this career choice. In this regard, this study investigates the
characteristics that affect the career choices of employers and self-employed individuals
and how these characteristics differ by gender and region.

In this study, thanks to a large data set constructed by pooling cross-sectional SILC
microdata, different groups of entrepreneurs could be examined separately, and
inequalities and related factors in terms of gender and region were observed. Micro
factors that could affect gender inequality in entrepreneurship in regions were discussed,
including the educational levels of women and men in regions and characteristics that
show their entrepreneurship potential. As a result of logit model estimates based on SILC
cross-sectional data for the years 2006-2018, it was observed that individuals'
entrepreneurship probabilities differed by gender and region. While the presence of
gender inequality was found to vary among regions and subgroups in entrepreneurship, it
was present in almost all regions. The probability of self-employment in most regions is
found to be associated with longer working hours, informality, and low education levels
in non-service sectors, while employers are found to be relatively more on the formal side

of employment with higher levels of education. There are sectoral differences in
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entrepreneurship depending on the opportunities provided among regions. Higher
probability of self-employment compared to paid employment due to decreased job
opportunities during economic downturns has only been observed in some regions.
Women's entrepreneurship is found to be more likely in developed regions, while men
were less likely to choose self-employment in developed regions where there are more
paid employment opportunities. However, compared to self-employment, the probability
of employership is found to be higher in developed regions than in less developed regions,
indicating that employers in developed regions take advantage of relatively broad
economic and social opportunities and therefore tend to have motives consistent with the
job creation hypothesis.

According to the findings of the study, there is inequality between women and men in
entrepreneurship, which varies across regions and different employment statuses. This
inequality between women and men at the macroeconomic level is associated with
potential output losses. Despite the negative societal perceptions towards women
employment that continue to this day, a significant portion of women cannot translate
their entrepreneurial ideas into the economy due to reasons such as fear of failure and
lack of confidence in their knowledge and skills. The fact that women's entrepreneurship
is more dependent on equity capital than men's suggests that policies aimed at eliminating
women's access to capital constraints, such as mentoring programs and venture capital
initiatives, would be effective. The level of development of regions may increase the
likelihood of women becoming entrepreneurs, as there may be more financial capital
opportunities for women in developed regions, and the higher income level may indicate
greater demand for products produced by women entrepreneurs.

On the other hand, marriage and having children have a greater impact on women's
likelihood of becoming entrepreneurs than men, indicating that women have more
responsibilities related to housing and family and therefore cannot show enough presence
in the labor market. Especially, the findings related to working hours suggest that women
and men have different motives for entrepreneurship. The most important way to
encourage women's entrepreneurship is to enable them to trust themselves and their
abilities in entrepreneurship through education and sharing successful examples. It is
evaluated that gender differences in entrepreneurship can be reduced by ensuring gender
equality in access to education, economic opportunities, and earnings, and preventing

inequality from being passed on to future generations to accelerate development.
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The strong relationship between the entrepreneurial tendency and equity capital assets
for both women and men reveals the need for support policies that provide alternative
ways to equity capital for innovative and creative entrepreneurs in addition to equity
capital access. Considering that the findings related to entrepreneurial tendency and age
stem from increasing experience and equity accumulation with age, it is thought that
environments where experienced entrepreneurs share their experiences and mentoring
practices can be created, and experience deficiency can be overcome. It is also thought
that policies that eliminate the lack of experience and capital of entrepreneurial candidates
can turn entrepreneurship into an employment status independent of age and equity
accumulation and become an option for young people with high energy and education
levels and creative ideas.

Just like gender inequalities, regional differences in entrepreneurship may hinder the
potential for economic development. Therefore, policies that increase the level of
economic development in regions with low levels of entrepreneurship can reduce regional

disparities in entrepreneurship and thus increase potential output.
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8. Appendix — Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics by sex, Turkiye

Entrepreneur Employer Self-employed Paid employee Unpaid family worker
Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male
Number of observations 4.519 28.096 849 8.918 3.670 19.178 40.934 120.006 2.045 2.816

Weighted number of obser ~ 5.805.606 35.898.480 1.179.334 12.254.791  4.626.272 23.643.692 52.687.900 154.364.160 2.538.413 3.819.612
Mean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean Std Mean  Std

Demographic Characteristics

Age 39,80 1061 4184 1131 3882 9,63 4159 1081 4005 1084 4197 1155 3328 10,13 3517 1055 39,28 12,02 3051 14,82
Health-Very well 007 026 010 030 009 028 011 032 007 02 009 029 012 033 012 033 008 027 019 039
Health-Well 059 049 065 048 069 046 068 046 057 050 064 048 070 046 070 046 063 048 065 048
Health-Neither good nor bad 025 043 019 040 020 040 017 038 027 044 021 040 015 035 015 035 022 041 012 032
Health-Poor 007 026 005 021 002 015 003 016 009 028 006 024 003 018 003 018 007 025 004 020
Health-very poor 001 009 000 006 000 007 000 004 001 009 000 007 000 004 000 004 000 006 000 005
Married 073 044 087 034 073 045 089 031 074 044 08 035 058 049 071 045 084 036 036 048]
Not married 027 044 013 034 027 045 011 031 026 044 014 035 042 049 029 045 016 036 064 048
Household head 021 041 083 037 025 044 08 034 020 040 082 039 013 034 067 047 003 016 021 041
Not household head 079 041 017 037 075 044 014 034 080 040 018 039 087 034 033 047 097 016 079 041
Education

Primary education or below 062 048 065 048 036 048 053 050 069 046 071 045 040 049 055 050 075 043 061 049
High school 011 o031 012 033 017 037 014 035 010 030 011 032 013 033 012 032 010 030 020 040
Vocational high school 008 027 010 030 007 026 011 032 008 027 009 028 010 031 013 034 008 026 011 031
High 019 039 013 034 040 049 022 041 013 034 009 028 037 048 020 040 008 027 009 028
Family

Kids 054 050 060 049 053 050 062 049 054 050 059 049 048 050 060 049 057 050 049 050
No kids 046 050 040 049 047 050 038 049 046 050 041 049 052 050 040 049 043 050 051 050
Size of household 358 146 424 187 341 132 400 160 362 149 437 198 381 167 426 191 416 163 543 260
Employment

Services 069 046 076 043 083 038 066 047 065 048 081 039 076 043 058 049 082 039 078 041
Construction 001 009 008 027 004 019 010 030 000 003 007 02 001 010 013 033 002 013 005 022
Manufacturing 030 046 016 036 013 034 024 043 035 048 011 031 023 042 029 045 017 037 017 037
Registered 037 048 060 049 08 036 079 040 024 043 050 050 077 042 078 041 023 042 020 040
Not registered 063 048 040 049 015 036 021 040 076 043 050 050 023 042 022 041 077 042 080 040
Hours 3832 2285 60,22 17,83 5354 17,92 6224 1554 3444 2235 5917 1883 46,71 14,37 5265 1352 42,69 2225 5345 19,75
Financial Capital

Transfers 021 041 012 032 009 029 009 028 024 043 013 034 013 034 013 034 013 033 009 028
No transfers 079 041 088 032 091 029 091 028 076 043 087 034 087 034 087 034 087 033 091 028
House 052 050 060 049 058 049 061 049 050 050 059 049 051 050 052 050 062 049 069 046
No house 048 050 040 049 042 049 039 049 050 050 041 049 049 050 048 050 038 049 031 046
Security income 047 050 051 050 060 049 060 049 044 050 047 050 048 050 043 049 051 050 058 049
No security income 053 050 049 050 040 049 040 049 056 050 053 050 052 050 057 049 049 050 042 049
Income quintile-1 011 031 007 026 002 012 002 014 013 034 010 030 004 020 009 028 007 025 005 021
Income quintile-2 014 034 012 033 002 014 006 023 017 037 016 036 008 027 015 036 010 030 011 031
Income quintile-3 017 038 018 038 007 02 011 032 020 040 021 041 015 036 020 040 019 039 018 038
Income quintile-4 021 041 023 042 018 038 020 040 022 041 024 043 025 043 026 044 026 044 026 044
Income quintile-5 037 048 040 049 071 045 061 049 028 045 029 046 047 050 031 046 038 049 041 049
Year

2006 005 022 007 026 007 02 009 028 005 021 007 025 005 021 006 024 006 023 009 029
2007 005 022 008 026 006 023 008 027 005 022 007 026 005 023 007 025 006 025 008 028
2008 006 023 008 027 005 023 008 027 006 023 008 026 006 023 007 025 007 025 008 027
2009 007 026 008 027 005 023 008 02 008 027 008 027 006 024 007 025 008 027 007 026
2010 009 028 008 027 007 025 007 02 009 029 008 027 006 024 007 025 007 02 008 027
2011 008 027 008 027 006 023 007 02 009 028 008 027 007 025 007 026 007 02 009 029
2012 008 028 007 026 007 026 007 02 009 028 007 026 008 027 008 027 008 027 008 027
2013 009 028 007 026 006 024 007 02 009 029 007 02 008 028 008 027 008 028 008 026
2014 009 028 008 027 007 025 008 02 009 029 008 027 009 028 008 028 008 027 007 026
2015 009 028 008 027 010 030 008 027 009 028 008 027 009 029 008 028 008 028 007 025
2016 009 028 008 027 011 032 008 027 008 027 008 027 010 030 009 028 009 028 007 026
2017 008 027 008 027 011 032 008 027 007 02 008 027 010 030 009 028 009 028 006 025
2018 008 027 008 027 011 032 008 027 007 026 008 028 011 031 009 029 009 029 007 025
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Descriptive statistics by sex, 1%t group regions

Entrepreneur Employer Self-employed Paid employee Unpaid family worker
Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male

Number of observations 3.400 17.454 697 6.261 2.703 11.193 29.501 73.494 1.589 1.647
Weighted number of obser  4.955.383  26.559.888  1.065.243  9.940.543  3.890.140 16.619.345 43586.832 114.650.152  2.098.982  2.618.998

Mean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean Std Mean  Std
Demographic Characteristics
Age 4007 1055 42,06 11,28 39,13 9,73 4166 10,88 4033 10,75 4229 1151 3330 10,00 3534 1055 39,61 11,84 3125 1508
Health-Very well 007 025 009 029 008 027 011 031 007 025 009 028 012 032 012 032 008 027 017 037
Health-Well 060 049 067 047 069 046 069 046 058 049 066 047 071 046 071 045 064 048 067 047
Health-Neither good nor bad 025 043 019 039 021 040 017 038 027 044 020 040 015 035 014 035 022 042 012 032
Health-Poor 007 025 004 020 002 014 003 016 008 027 005 022 003 017 003 016 006 023 004 020
Health-very poor 001 008 000 006 000 007 000 005 001 009 000 007 000 004 000 004 000 006 000 0,05
Married 074 044 08 035 073 044 08 033 074 044 08 036 058 049 071 046 08 035 037 048
Not married 026 044 014 035 027 044 012 033 026 044 015 036 042 049 029 046 014 035 063 048
Household head 022 042 084 037 026 044 08 034 021 041 083 038 013 034 067 047 003 016 024 043
Not household head 078 042 016 037 074 044 014 034 079 041 017 038 087 034 033 047 097 016 076 043
Education
Primary education or below 061 049 063 048 036 048 052 050 068 047 070 046 039 049 054 050 074 044 061 049
High school 011 o031 011 o031 016 037 013 034 010 029 010 030 013 034 012 032 010 030 017 0,38
Vocational high school 008 027 010 030 007 02 011 032 008 028 009 029 011 031 014 035 008 028 012 032
High 020 040 015 036 041 049 023 042 015 035 011 031 037 048 021 041 008 027 010 030
Family
Kids 052 050 057 049 052 050 060 049 052 050 055 050 047 050 057 050 056 050 045 050
No kids 048 050 043 049 048 050 040 049 048 050 045 050 053 050 043 050 044 050 055 050
Size of household 347 138 39 155 338 134 38 149 349 139 401 159 371 157 400 165 400 141 491 202
Employment
Services 071 045 075 044 08 037 065 048 068 047 08 040 073 044 058 049 082 039 078 042
Construction 001 009 009 028 004 020 010 030 000 000 008 027 001 011 010 030 002 014 004 021
Manufacturing 028 045 017 037 013 033 025 043 032 047 012 032 025 044 032 047 016 037 018 038
Registered 038 049 062 049 08 036 08 040 025 043 051 050 078 041 081 039 025 043 022 042
Not registered 062 049 038 049 015 036 020 040 075 043 049 050 022 041 019 039 075 043 078 042
Hours 3829 2303 5995 1835 53,08 1829 61,94 1581 3423 22,54 58,76 19,62 46,60 14,06 52,40 1333 4306 22,74 52,84 20,36
Financial Capital
Transfers 020 040 012 032 009 029 009 029 023 042 013 034 013 034 013 034 013 033 009 029
No transfers 080 040 088 032 091 029 091 029 077 042 087 034 087 034 087 034 087 033 091 029
House 052 050 058 049 058 049 060 049 050 050 056 050 051 050 050 050 060 049 066 047
No house 048 050 042 049 042 049 040 049 050 050 044 050 049 050 050 050 040 049 034 047
Security income 048 050 052 050 060 049 060 049 045 050 047 050 049 050 044 050 052 050 058 049
No security income 052 050 048 050 040 049 040 049 055 050 053 050 051 050 056 050 048 050 042 049
Income quintile-1 010 030 006 024 002 013 002 013 012 033 008 028 004 019 007 025 006 024 004 020
Income quintile-2 013 034 011 031 002 012 005 022 016 037 014 035 008 027 014 035 009 029 009 029
Income quintile-3 017 038 017 037 007 02 010 031 020 040 020 040 014 035 020 040 019 039 018 0,38
Income quintile-4 021 041 023 042 017 038 019 039 022 041 025 043 026 044 026 044 025 043 025 043
Income quintile-5 039 049 044 050 073 045 064 048 030 046 032 047 049 050 034 047 041 049 044 050
Year
2006 005 022 007 026 007 02 008 028 004 020 007 025 005 022 006 024 006 024 009 029
2007 005 022 007 026 006 023 008 027 005 021 007 026 005 023 007 025 007 025 008 027
2008 005 022 007 026 005 022 008 027 005 022 007 026 006 023 007 025 006 025 007 026
2009 007 026 008 027 005 022 007 026 008 027 008 027 006 024 007 025 007 026 006 024
2010 008 027 008 026 007 025 007 026 009 028 008 027 006 024 007 026 007 026 008 026
2011 008 027 008 027 005 022 007 026 009 029 008 027 007 025 007 02 007 025 010 0,30
2012 009 028 007 026 008 027 007 026 009 029 008 026 008 027 008 027 007 026 009 028
2013 009 029 007 026 006 024 007 02 010 030 007 026 008 028 008 027 008 028 007 026
2014 009 029 008 027 007 025 008 02 010 030 008 027 009 028 008 028 008 027 007 025
2015 009 029 008 027 010 030 008 027 009 029 008 028 009 029 008 028 009 029 007 025
2016 009 029 008 027 011 032 008 027 008 028 008 027 010 030 009 028 009 029 008 027
2017 008 027 008 027 011 032 008 027 007 026 008 027 010 030 009 028 008 028 007 026
2018 008 027 008 028 011 032 008 027 007 026 009 028 010 031 009 029 009 029 008 027
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Descriptive statistics by sex, 2" group regions

Entrepreneur Employer Self-employed Paid employee Unpaid family worker
Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male

Number of observations 1.119 10.642 152 2.657 967 7.985 11.433 46.512 456 1.169
Weighted number of obser 850.223  9.338.594 114.001 2.314.248 736.132 7.024.346  9.101.069 39.714.012 439.431 1.200.615

Mean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean StdMean Std Mean  Std
Demographic Characteristics
Age 3819 1083 4122 11,35 3589 805 41,26 1051 3855 11,16 4120 11,62 3319 10,72 34,70 1056 37,71 12,77 28,89 14,11
Health-Very well 010 030 011 032 015 036 013 033 009 029 011 031 015 035 014 035 008 027 024 043
Health-Well 052 050 061 049 064 048 065 048 050 050 059 049 065 048 065 048 058 049 060 049
Health-Neither good nor bad 026 044 021 040 016 037 019 039 028 045 021 041 015 036 015 036 021 041 011 031
Health-Poor 011 031 007 026 005 022 004 019 012 032 008 028 005 023 005 022 012 032 005 022
Health-very poor 001 010 000 006 000 000 000 004 001 011 000 006 000 005 000 004 001 008 000 004
Married 072 045 089 031 070 046 093 026 072 045 088 033 058 049 074 044 077 042 034 047
Not married 028 045 011 031 030 046 007 026 028 045 012 033 042 049 026 044 023 042 066 047
Household head 017 038 081 039 016 037 087 034 017 038 079 041 012 032 065 048 003 017 015 036
Not household head 083 038 019 039 084 037 013 034 08 038 021 041 08 032 035 048 097 017 085 036
Education
Primary education or below 072 045 069 046 038 049 057 050 077 042 073 044 040 049 058 049 080 040 061 049
High school 011 032 015 036 021 041 018 038 010 030 015 035 011 032 013 034 011 031 024 043
Vocational high school 007 025 008 028 006 024 011 032 007 025 007 026 010 030 010 030 004 020 008 028
High 010 030 007 026 034 048 014 035 006 024 005 021 038 049 019 039 005 022 006 024
Family
Kids 066 048 067 047 054 050 067 047 067 047 067 047 054 050 069 046 064 048 058 049
No kids 034 048 033 047 046 050 033 047 033 047 033 047 046 050 031 046 036 048 042 049
Size of household 424 172 506 237 372 109 458 189 432 179 522 249 428 200 503 236 493 227 656 328
Employment
Services 053 050 081 039 08 040 070 046 049 050 085 036 08 035 060 049 081 039 079 040
Construction 001 008 006 025 001 009 009 029 001 007 006 023 001 008 019 039 001 010 006 024
Manufacturing 046 050 012 033 019 039 021 041 051 050 010 029 013 034 020 040 018 039 014 035
Registered 029 046 054 050 08 033 077 042 020 040 046 050 070 046 070 046 016 037 016 037
Not registered 071 046 046 050 012 033 023 042 080 040 054 050 030 046 030 046 084 037 084 037
Hours 3849 21,78 6098 16,24 57,74 1340 6354 14,26 3551 21,30 60,14 16,76 47,26 15,77 53,38 14,03 4091 19,71 54,77 1829
Financial Capital
Transfers 023 042 011 031 007 026 007 025 025 044 012 033 013 034 014 034 012 032 008 0,26
No transfers 077 042 089 031 093 02 093 025 075 044 088 033 087 034 08 034 08 032 092 026
House 050 050 066 047 053 050 065 048 050 050 067 047 053 050 057 049 070 046 077 042
No house 050 050 034 047 047 050 035 048 050 050 033 047 047 050 043 049 030 046 023 042
Security income 042 049 048 050 056 050 056 050 039 049 045 050 043 050 039 049 048 050 057 049
No security income 058 049 052 050 044 050 044 050 061 049 055 050 057 050 061 049 052 050 043 049
Income quintile-1 016 037 011 031 001 008 004 020 019 039 013 034 007 025 014 035 010 029 006 023
Income quintile-2 019 039 016 037 007 025 008 027 020 040 019 039 011 031 019 039 014 035 014 034
Income quintile-3 019 039 021 040 010 031 016 036 020 040 022 042 019 039 021 041 019 039 019 039
Income quintile-4 020 040 023 042 023 042 023 042 020 040 023 042 023 042 024 043 032 047 027 044
Income quintile-5 026 044 029 045 059 049 050 050 021 041 022 042 041 049 022 041 026 044 035 048
Year
2006 007 025 008 026 004 020 010 029 007 025 007 025 004 020 006 024 005 021 009 029
2007 006 024 008 027 005 022 008 027 007 025 008 027 005 022 007 025 006 024 010 030
2008 007 025 008 028 008 02 008 028 007 025 008 028 005 022 007 025 008 026 009 029
2009 010 029 009 028 009 028 008 028 010 030 009 028 005 021 007 025 010 029 010 030
2010 011 031 008 027 006 024 007 025 012 032 008 028 006 023 007 025 008 028 009 029
2011 008 027 008 027 010 031 007 025 007 026 008 027 006 024 007 026 010 029 008 027
2012 007 025 007 026 005 023 008 027 007 025 007 026 007 02 008 027 009 028 007 026
2013 007 025 008 026 004 021 007 02 007 026 008 027 008 028 008 027 009 028 008 028
2014 008 027 008 026 007 025 008 026 008 027 008 026 009 029 008 028 007 026 008 027
2015 007 026 007 026 008 027 008 027 007 026 007 025 010 030 009 028 006 023 006 024
2016 007 026 007 026 012 033 007 026 006 025 007 026 011 031 009 028 006 024 006 023
2017 008 027 008 026 011 031 007 026 008 027 008 027 011 031 009 028 009 029 005 021
2018 008 027 008 027 010 030 008 027 008 027 008 027 012 032 009 028 009 028 005 022
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