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Abstract
(102 words)
This paper deals with the distribution of female earnings in the urban areas of Turkey and the impact of these earnings on household income inequality and well-being. Using survey data from 2003, we demonstrate that the earnings inequality among women is higher than among men.  We distinguish between the earnings of (casual and regular) wage and salary workers and the self-employed (including employers). In our household level analysis, we quantify the contribution of women’s earnings to household income and household income inequality. Our results reveal that the direction of the impact of female earnings depends on how one goes about measuring it.
1. Introduction
One of the salient features of the Turkish labor market is the considerably lower participation rates of women compared to their counterparts in the Western world. Recent estimates put women’s participation rate at 18.5% in urban and 39% in rural areas.
 While women’s participation in urban areas has remained roughly the same over the past two decades, there has been a continual decline in rural areas. The on-going structural change, which has resulted in the decline of the rural sector, is offered as an explanation for the declining participation rates of women. Traditionally, women have been employed in agriculture as unpaid family workers so that the move to urban areas has resulted in their withdrawal from the labor market. The relatively lower average education level of women vis-à-vis men is an important factor that hampers their participation in the urban labor market. However, the traditional division of labor where women’s proper role is seen as home-making is probably even more important in explaining the lower participation of women since, despite the recent improvements in demographics and educational outcomes, their labor market participation in urban areas has not recorded a significant increase. On the demand side, the relatively low employment generation vis-à-vis the growth in urban population, as well as the limited availability of part-time jobs and affordable child care facilities are also likely to have played a role in limiting women’s participation. 
Female labor supply has been thoroughly studied in Turkey (see for instance Başlevent and Onaran, 2003, 2004; Çağatay and Berik, 1990; Çınar, 1994; Dayıoğlu, 2000; Özler, 2000; Tunalı, 1997, 2003; Tunalı and Ercan, 1998; Tunalı and Başlevent, 2005). There has also been work on the gender earnings gap (see for instance Dayıoğlu and Tunalı, 2003; Kasnakoğlu and Dayıoğlu, 1997; Tansel, 1994, 2005; Selim and İlkkaracan, 2002). However, the heterogeneous nature of the female workforce and its implications for individual and household welfare has not been the central issue in these studies. A preliminary analysis of the available data reveals that the earnings inequality is higher among working women than men, and the contribution of women to the household budget varies considerably depending on the nature of their participation. Our aim in this paper is to investigate this heterogeneity and how it relates to household income inequality and welfare. For this purpose, we make use of an official household budget survey (HBS) where both labor supply and income information are available. We have limited the study to the urban sector since this is where the diversity is really an issue. Another reason for this choice is that estimating the value of women’s work in the rural sector where it typically takes the form of unpaid family work is itself a major challenge.

The paper will contribute to the literature on the labor supply of Turkish women on two accounts: First, by drawing attention to the effect of women’s labor supply on household income inequality and welfare, which has not been done in Turkey. Secondly, by illustrating the inappropriateness of talking about a homogenous labor force especially in the case of women. By the end of this paper, we hope to have driven home the point that policies that aim to increase the participation of women need to take into account the diversity observed among both the potential labor market participants as well as the currently employed. We also hope that the findings of the study can help identify possible areas of intervention that can enhance the welfare of working women and their families and increase their labor market participation, which is recognized as one of priorities of Turkey in the process of accession to the EU. 
The paper is organized as follows: The next section is devoted to a brief description of the labor market in the urban areas of Turkey. In Section 3, we present the data set and the methodology employed. In Section 4, we group women into regular wage earners, casual wage workers, self-employed, employers, and unpaid family workers and try to find a set of characteristics that distinguishes between these categories. In Section 5, we carry out a household level analysis where working women’s contribution to the household income is assessed. In Section 6, we discuss how women’s income alters household income inequality. Section 7 concludes the paper by offering a set of policy recommendations.
2. A Brief Account of the Labor Market in Urban Turkey
According to most recent (August 2006) estimates, Turkey’s population stands near 73 million with two thirds of the population residing in urban locations. Despite the decline in the population growth rate, the ongoing migration from rural to urban areas implies hundreds of thousands of newcomers to the urban labor market every year. The urban unemployment rate of 11.8% (vs. 5.3% in rural areas), despite a labor force participation rate of 49.5% which is well below the EU and the OECD averages (SIS, 2006). A closer look at the participation rates reveals that while men’s participation estimated at 72.9% (for the country at large) is close to the EU and the OECD average, women’s participation rate of 26.5% is less than half the EU and the OECD figures of 63.5% and 60.4%, respectively (OECD, 2006). While there is not much of a difference between urban and rural areas in regards to men’s participation, this is not the case for women. Furthermore, urban women suffer from higher rates of unemployment, which though not unique to Turkey, probably act as yet another factor discouraging women from joining the labor market. 
Another prominent feature of the Turkish labor market is that many forms of employment exist, which in part serves the different needs of the market, but at the same time works to determine individual as well as household welfare. The distribution of employed men and women (ages 15-64) into various employment categories indicates rather different patterns. The main difference between men and women emerges in the frequencies of the ‘self-employment’ and ‘employer’ categories (see Table 1). While women constitute roughly 10% of the former, their representation in the latter is limited to less than 5%. In contrast, they are over-represented in the category of ‘unpaid family workers’, constituting 45% of that group.   



--- Insert Table 1 about here. ---

There might be a whole host of factors that determine this distribution. Studies on the determinants of women’s participation point out that among other variables, education and marital status stand out as important determinants. Years of schooling can limit opportunities especially as regular wage earners since certain types of employment such as public sector jobs require at least a basic education diploma. Marital status, on the other hand, is indicative of the demand for women’s time at home. Married women’s participation is found to be the lowest among all demographic groups primarily because of existence of children and the traditional role attributed to women as home-makers. It is likely that the factors that determine women’s participation also determine their sector of choice. Although this study is not about the determinants of this distribution but rather its effects on individual and household well-being, it is still important that we try to understand the profile of women and that of their households by major employment categories. Table 2 provides such a description using the HBS data set (to be described in the next section) that we work with throughout the paper. The table also includes the corresponding figures for non-working women for comparison.



--- Insert Table 2 about here. ---

Among the distinct patterns that the subsample means reveal is that regular wage employment is typically held by younger and more educated single women. They come from smaller families with similar household incomes as that of non-working women. Employers, on the other hand, are the most educated group. They have smaller families, and substantially higher household income than other working and non-working women. What seems to be the main divide between the self-employed women and employers is their level of education. Self-employed women are older than employers but have substantially lower levels of education. They also come from larger households with more dependents and substantially lower household incomes. The lowest household income figures are observed for casual workers, who are the least educated group. The proportion of household income originating from non-labor income for this group is minimal. Their household sizes are not particularly higher but they have more children per woman. The unpaid family category also consists of relatively less educated women from larger families. The majority of adult males in such households are in the family business, which happens to generate household incomes substantially higher than most groups.
The data set also provides data on hours of work.
 In terms of the effort put into their jobs and remuneration obtained from them, casual workers fair the worst. They put in fewer hours over the year, and are therefore expected to have lower annual earnings. When their earnings are corrected by the number of hours, they still end up with substantially lower hourly earnings than any other group. Regular wage earners put in 46 hours per week on average which is what is expected of them given that the statutory work-week in Turkey is 45 hours. Employers work even longer hours than wage earners. The hourly earnings of the self-employed are substantially lower than employers due to the vast differences in human and possibly, physical capital they employ. 




--- Insert Table 3 about here. ---

The distribution of working women into the various forms of employment also differs by sector of employment. In agriculture, we mostly find unpaid family workers and casual workers (See Table 3). Manufacturing employs a wide spectrum of women, though it serves as the main sector of employment for regular wage earners and the self-employed. Sales is another category that includes women of diverse backgrounds, though again it seems that employer women find this sector particularly open to them, followed by unpaid family workers, self-employed and finally, the regular wage earners. Other sectors where employer women are found include health services, other social and community services and to a lesser extend education services, manufacturing and real estate. The group that has a more balanced distribution across sectors is regular wage earners. Even among this group almost three quarters are found in the following four groups: manufacturing, sales, education and health services, which are the typical sectors where working women are found worldwide. As the figures show, the sector of employment pretty much goes hand-in-hand with the form of employment and within the employment boundary set by the society as appropriate for women. As noted above, we suspect that women’s educational attainment, demands on women’s time at home, the need for women’s monetary contribution, and the social values held by the community define the work opportunities of women. In our empirical work, we go beyond the sub-sample averages to illustrate this divide among working women, and its impact on household well-being and income distribution. 
3. Data and Methodology
In the empirical work, we use data drawn from the 2003 Household Budget Survey (HBS) conducted by the State Institute of Statistics (SIS) of Turkey. The main reason for the use of this survey rather than the Household Labor Force Survey is that the latter lacks information on individual and household income. The 2003 HBS covers 73,032 individuals from 18,278 urban households. From this, 16,742 households where there is at least one woman between the ages of 15-64 are drawn. Since one of our interests in the paper lies in determining the contribution of women to household income, we have further excluded 1,152 one-person female-headed households. 
Not being the product of a labor force survey, the data we use in this study define employment over a longer reference period than one week which is the standard for the former. The 2003 survey inquires whether the individual is employed in the month that the survey was carried out and at any time in the 12 months preceding the survey. The information relating to the form of employment was collected in relation to the current job held. For individuals who were not employed in the survey month but who worked for some time during the past year, information on employment status is available through the last job held. The ‘income’ variable includes after tax, in-cash and in-kind payments resulting from primary and secondary jobs as well as from non-labor sources, such as interest and rent incomes, dividends, transfers and the like. For home-owners, this source also includes self-reported imputed rents. The survey reports both the monthly and annual incomes of individuals. However, the former might not reflect the true standing of the household in the income distribution if the flow of income is irregular. For this reason, we have opted to rely on annual incomes. Given our emphasis on the various types of employment, we compare the earnings of individuals from wage-and-salary and own-account work. Where necessary, we impute wages for unpaid family workers. We do this by estimating what their hourly earnings would have been had they chosen wage employment.  In doing so, we rely on estimated parameters from an the Mincerian earnings function that involves correction for selectivity using the Heckman (full-information maximum-likelihood) procedure. The predicted hourly wages for these individuals are multiplied by their annual hours of work to obtain annual earnings. 
One of our main goals in this paper is to illustrate the diversity among employed women. In the preceding section, we have done this partly on the basis of average individual and household socio-economic characteristics. We have also seen that the end result of the chosen work status is to produce substantial earnings differentials among women. In the following sections, we investigate the earnings differentials in more detail by looking at the overall distribution in each category and by using the various measures that summarize the distribution that are more informative than simple averages. Specifically, we measure earnings inequality using the Gini coefficient and the squared coefficient of variation (SCV), which are among the most commonly used measures of income inequality. As the basis of our comparisons, we use the annual earnings of individuals. As illustrated in Table 1, annual hours of work varies with the form of employment, so that part of the variation in annual earnings must stem from hours of work. To be in line with the household level analysis and assuming that the chosen form of employment implies certain work hours and is remunerated accordingly, we carry out the individual level analysis on annual rather than monthly or hourly earnings.
The second major goal of this study is to evaluate the contribution of women to household welfare and the impact of their earnings on overall household income inequality. The former is a complex issue requiring information on the relative power sharing within the household and the resulting intra-household distribution of resources. Although we do recognize that income is not an end in itself, especially in a social context where traditionally labor market is regarded as off-limits for women, we nevertheless measure women’s contribution simply via her earnings and consider it as her potential contribution to household well-being. In this exercise, the second assumption we make is that regardless of whether women join the labor market or not, their contribution to household well-being through re-productive work is the same. This assumption is based on a study by Kasnakoğlu and Dayıoğlu (2002) who find that the hours of work put into household chores are marginally greater for women who work in the labor market.
 This is not surprising given the fact that men contribute very little to household chores and goes to indicate that women who join the labor market do double shifts. 
In assessing the relative contribution of women to household income, we observe the relevant figures by income quintiles constructed on the basis of household incomes corrected by the Eurostat adult equivalence scale as well as the consumer price index figures available at the province level. The former correction is done mainly to account for economies of scale within the household. Instead of merely counting the number of household members the Eurostat scale distinguishes between adults and children, where the first adult is counted as 1, each additional adult as 0.5, and children (i.e. ages less than 14 years) as 0.3 adults. The latter correction is necessary to account for across region variation in cost-of-living. 
In determining whether women’s earnings are ‘equalizing’ or ‘disequalizing’ with regard to the overall income inequality, a number of strategies can be adopted. In fact, during the past four decades, an extensive literature on the measurement of the contribution of income sources to inequality in total income has developed in an effort to properly to account for the impacts of the ‘factor components’ under examination.
 The need for such decomposition methods arose mainly as a result of the recognition that the more simplistic ‘before-after’ analyses – which look at the change in inequality when a component is added in to income figures – were likely to produce misleading conclusions. It is now well-known that which methodology is appropriate, and thus whether a source is ‘equalizing’ or ‘disequalizing’, may depend on which question one is asking.  As summarized in Lerman (1999), “an investigator may have an interest in the change in inequality resulting from: (1) a marginal change in an income source, (2) an income source becoming equally distributed, (3) the elimination of an income source, (4) a distribution in which the income source becomes the only source of inequality, and (5) changes in rankings due to changing income sources.” 

In our computations, we primarily rely on Jenkins’s application of the Shorrocks (1982) formulation which computes the proportionate contribution of each source. In terms of Lerman’s categorization, this method corresponds to the average of items (2) and (4).  The Shorrocks formulation is based on the covariances between the values of the factors and total income, and it is independent of the choice of the measure of inequality. Jenkins (1995) as shown that if the coefficient of variation (CV)
 is used as the inequality measure, proportionate contributions can be written in terms of (i) factors’ correlations with total income, (ii) factors’ shares in total income, and (iii) factor inequalities measured by the CV. The proportionate contribution of factor Fk is given by  
ρk × [mean(Fk) / mean(total)] × [CV(Fk) / CV(total)], 
where ρk is the correlation coefficient between Fk and total income.
 We also carry out a ‘before-after’ type analysis to measure the sensitivity of our findings to a change in methodology. This involves measuring the inequality in household incomes by first excluding and then, including female earnings. This procedure corresponds to Lerman’s third category.
4. Diversity and Inequality
The descriptive statistics presented earlier have shown that there is appreciable variation in the average individual and household characteristics of working women which suggests that women with quite diverse backgrounds enter the labor market. We have also shown that the employment outcomes of women in terms of earnings differ depending on the status chosen. In this section, we further illustrate this diversity among working women based on their earnings by employment status and by comparing these figures with the earnings inequality observed among men.  



--- Insert Figure 1 about here. ---

In line with the literature on gender inequality in earnings, we find that women’s annual earnings are considerably lower than men’s. The average female wage is 65.1% of the average male wage. The empirical cumulative distribution functions shown in Figure 1 illustrate that women earn less than men in all forms of employment and the earnings gap is greatest at the bottom of the respective distributions. Looking at the issue from a different perspective, though women workers (excluding unpaid family workers) constitute 19.6% of the workforce, they make up 36.7% of the bottom 20% when grouped in terms of annual earnings. In contrast, they constitute 10.5% of the top 20%.
 Examining the two extreme groups in more detail from the perspective of women, we observe that the top group is mainly composed of regular wage earners and employers. Although the overall share of the wage earners is 73.1% among female workers who are gainfully employed, their representation in the top quintile reaches 87.3% (see Table 4). Employers constitute only 1.3% of female workers, but make up 5.6% of those in the top 20%. In contrast, in the bottom 20% of the distribution we see an over-representation of causal workers and the self-employed. While the former makes up 18.2% of the working female population, they constitute 37.7% of the women who are at the bottom 20% of the earnings distribution. 



--- Insert Table 4 about here. ---

The distributional statistics presented in Table 5 indicate that the earnings of women are considerably more unequally distributed than those of men. While the Gini coefficient is 0.45 for men’s earnings, it is on the order of 0.52 for women (excluding unpaid family workers). When the distributional statistics are examined by employment status, higher inequality figures are obtained for women in all categories. Among women, the group that displays the highest inequality is the self-employed, followed closely by employers. In the case of men, this order is reversed; the most heterogeneous group being employers, followed by the self-employed. 



--- Insert Table 5 about here. ---

Another interesting exercise is to compare the incomes of women belonging to the same distributional rank across the employment categories. For instance, the median earner working as self-employed receives 34% of what a regular wage worker in a similar position earns. The gap opens drastically when the earnings of two women at the bottom 10% of their respective distributions are compared; the self-employed women receive, on average, only 19% of the earnings of regular wage earners. The figures provided in italics in Table 5 compare the earnings of different groups of men and women at various positions in their respective distributions with the earnings obtained for that decile disaggregated by gender. The results show that the earnings inequality at the bottom of the distribution is higher than what is observed at the top. While the female regular wage earner at the bottom decile earns 1.6 times the (weighted) group average, the corresponding employer earns 6.6 times this amount, whereas the causal worker earns less than a half and the self-employed about a third. At the top decile, the distribution improves somewhat, with the earnings of regular wage earners steadily approaching the mean from the top and the self-employed from the bottom. The earnings gap between the employers and the other groups somewhat closes, and becomes 3 to 4 times the group average. Causal workers, on the other hand, fair worse in upper quintiles. It is interesting to note that the self-employed women at the top 10% receive over three quarters of the earnings of top earning regular wage earners. These findings are indicative of the particularly sharp diversity observed among the self-employed. A quick look at the pattern observed among men shows that the within group diversity is not as large as what is observed among women. Broadly speaking, regular wage earners and the self-employed earn amounts close to the mean for their group, causal workers half, and the employers 2 to 2.5 times this figure.   

The distributional results indicate that working women not only differ among employment categories but even sharper differences exist among women categorized under the same employment category. As discussed earlier, a whole host of factors are possibly at play here, among which schooling is a prime cause. Looking at the employment categories by education does provide hints as to why certain groups of women display larger variation in earnings (see Table 6). Practically speaking, regular wage employment is closed for women with little or no education. The majority of these women end up working as casual workers. Similar observations are made for men as well. The employer category, on the other hand, includes highly educated women. In fact, over half of this group is made up of women with higher education. Another 23% have a high school diploma. Amidst this highly educated group (characterized by doctors, lawyers, professors and the like) there are also those with no or very little education, primarily engaged in manufacturing and agriculture. The self-employed consist of an even more diverse group though the diversity is brought about by a small number of highly educated women.  



--- Insert Table 6 about here. ---

Interesting results also emerge when the educational structure of these groups are contrasted with the structure observed for men. As is the case for women, the proportion of highly educated men joining the labor market as self-employed is rather small. However, while about 20% of the self-employed women have no or minimal education, this figure is less than 6% for men. In fact, in all categories under examination, relatively fewer uneducated men are found, despite the fact that the average education level of working women (8.7 years) surpasses that of men (8.2 years). This finding stems from the fact that the female population is relatively less educated; while 10.6% of the female population is illiterate, the corresponding figure among men is 1.6%. The fact that employer women are considerably more educated shows that this type of employment is open to a certain group of women in sectors that require high levels of schooling such as medicine, law, teaching and the like. The proportion of highly educated female employers in sectors such as manufacturing (where 21% of highly educated men are found) is nil. The data show that an average business run by such women employs 3.6 persons. 
The diversity observed among working women is expected to affect the contribution they make to household income, and therefore, play a role in determining the position of their household in the overall income distribution. This is what we investigate next.
5. Women’s Employment and Household Welfare

In our data set, women who are gainfully employed make up 7.9% of adult household members between the ages of 15 to 64. Including the unpaid female workers among the employed increases this proportion to 8.6%. Women’s earnings, on the other hand, constitute 12.2% of total earnings of working age adults (simply referred to as household earnings) and 6.7% of household income, the latter of which includes non-wage income as well as labor market earnings. Despite the gender earnings gap illustrated earlier, women contribute disproportionately more to household earnings. In households where there is at least one gainfully employed woman, women’s contribution increases further to 54.1% and 35.3%, respectively. The drastic increase in these figures indicates that women’s gainful employment carries a heavy weight in households where they are found. We suspect the true contribution of women to be even higher than what is estimated here due to the presence of unpaid female family workers. Even when we solely concentrate on gainfully employed women, their true contribution is dwarfed by the fact that the proceeds of unpaid workers appear implicitly within the personal earnings reported by the male household head. So, although the work of unpaid family workers is not remunerated explicitly, they are included within total household earnings. Assigning such women wages based on what they would have earned had they chosen wage employment by taking into account the sector they are in, increases women’s total contribution to 12.6% of household earnings and 7% of household income.
 
As discussed earlier, women’s earnings differ by employment status. On average, employers and wage earners receive higher earnings compared to the self-employed and causal workers. To see whether women’s contribution to total household earnings follows a similar order - which is not necessarily the case if the household is made up of a mix group of low and high wage earners - , we compute separate shares for the five categories of working women. If there are more than one working women within the same household, each belonging to a different employment category, we ignore the income generated by women belonging to other categories but the category we are presently interested in. This is indeed a simplistic approach, but nevertheless provides a clue regarding the relative contribution of different categories of women to household income.
 Proceeding with this methodology, we find that in households where there is at least one female regular wage earner, women’s average contribution to household earnings is 50.5%. The corresponding figures for casual workers, employers, the self-employed and unpaid family workers are 36.7%, 53.7%, 33% and 22.6%, respectively (see Table 7). 



--- Insert Table 7 about here. ---

These figures reveal that the two highest earning groups of women also make the largest contribution (around 50%) to the total earnings of the household which is indicative of a good match between working women and the other earners in the household. Considering that the households of female regular wage earners and that of employers are mostly nuclear, these finding is suggestive of assortative mating; i.e. that higher earning women are matched with higher earning men.
 In the case of casual wage earners and the self-employed women, we observe lower income shares that are in similar magnitudes. These findings, in turn, possibly indicate that the match between male and female earners in such households is not as close as what we observe among regular wage earners and employers. Unpaid family workers are estimated to contribute the least, which might be due to a number of reasons, one being that we are underestimating their earnings and therefore, their contribution to household earnings. The other explanation is that they are poorly matched with the rest of the earners in the household. When women’s earnings are compared to total household income similar results follow.




--- Insert Table 8 about here. ---

It might also be interesting to look at the relative contribution of women to household budget at different points in the income distribution. Such an exercise will provide further clues regarding the heterogeneity of households in terms of the earnings potential of their members, which of course has implications for income distribution. When households are ranked according to total household income and divided into five equal groups, we observe a rather large gap in the proportion of employed women between the top and the bottom quintiles. While, in the bottom quintile, only 11.8% of women are employed, the corresponding figure for households in the top quintile is 28.7%. As shown in Table 8, the proportion of employed women between the top and the bottom quintiles does not increase linearly. In the second quintile, this proportion drops a little to 10.7%, picking up in the third quintile where it is estimated at 11.9%. From the third to the fourth quintile the proportion of employed women registers an only 2.8 percentage points increase, while the increase between the fourth and the top quintile is on the order of 14 percentage points. The ranking of the households are naturally affected by the earnings of their female labor market participants. When the earnings of female workers are deducted from household income and households are re-ordered, we see a big drop in the proportion of employed women in the top quintile and a sharp increase in the bottom quintile (see Table 8). In other quintiles, the changes are not as dramatic. These observations are consistent with the diversity observed among working women. As discussed earlier positive sorting means that there are highly educated, high earning women in the labor market. However, at the opposite end, there are poorly educated women with low earnings. Nevertheless, we have shown that even the low earning women contribute significantly to household earnings with the result that deducting their earnings from household income possibly results in a drop in their household’s position in income distribution. 
Table 9 allows us to observe the change in households’ position in income distribution as a result of the change in the definition of household income to include and exclude female earnings. We find that roughly 14 percent of the households in the bottom quintile move up, in many cases to the 2nd quintile with the inclusion of female earnings. Note that the off-diagonal observations indicate the cases where the households switch from one quintile to another after the inclusion of female earnings in household income such that the entries below the main diagonal are upward moves. At the other end of the distribution, 15 percent of the households in the top quintile move down to the 4th quintile after the inclusion of female earnings. Overall, almost a quarter of the households move up or down the distribution so as to switch to a different quintile as a result of the redefinition of household income.




--- Insert Table 9 about here. ---

When the contribution of women to total earnings of the household is examined by quintile, different patterns emerge depending on the measure of income used to rank households. When total household income is used in placing the household in income distribution, with the exception of the lowest income group, we see that the contribution increases with income quintiles. This is consistent with the rising share of employed women among working age adults with quintiles. At the top quintile, women’s contribution to total household earnings amount to 20%. When judged against their employment share this is a significant contribution. In fact, in all income quintiles, women are found to contribute disproportionately more to household earnings. When women’s earnings are deducted from household income and households are re-ranked, the biggest monetary contribution is observed among women in the bottom quintile at 20.6%. Hence, it seems that women’s earnings do play a role in changing the position of households in income distribution. The question that comes to mind at this point is whether these earnings lead to an increase or decrease in household income inequality. 

6. Contribution of Women’s Earnings to Inequality

There is an extensive literature on the contribution of various sources of income to inequality. The majority of these studies analyze two broad earnings categories i.e. labor market earnings and non-labor income and conclude that the latter is less equally distributed (see for instance Fields, 1979; Reed and Cancian, 2001, for Turkey see; Silber and Özmucur, 2000; TÜSİAD, 2000). Following this line of tradition, we also employ these two broad categorizations but focus our attention particularly on earnings by dividing it into those contributed by male and female household members. Our aim here is two-fold; first, to determine whether female earnings are ‘equalizing’ or not and secondly, to quantify the relative contribution of female earnings to overall inequality. Earlier in of the paper, we showed that working women are more diverse than men on the basis of various indicators but most notably labor market earnings. Whether or not this diversity will impact the income distribution negatively is an empirical question and depends on the distribution of these women across households. To the extent that women belonging in low and middle income families become economically active to maintain a certain standard of living, female earnings could reduce inequality. Conversely, the positive assortative mating of more educated, thus better paid, couples could imply that the contribution of female earnings to household income inequality is positive. In the Turkish case, there is evidence of assortative mating. Furthermore, we noted that although working women are positively sorted into the labor market, in the sense that it is the more educated women who enter the labor market on average, nevertheless, in comparison to men, a larger proportion of working women have very low education levels. We conjecture that such women, despite their low earnings potential, enter to uplift household income. 
The empirical work produces mixed results and, therefore, does not help identify which of the conjectures suggested above are correct. The “before-and-after” computations where the potential labor supply adjustment of other household members is ignored reveal that the inclusion of female earnings to the rest of the sources of household income leaves the distribution unchanged or at most, leads to a small increase in inequality (see Table 10). Interestingly, the inclusion of female earnings to household income in the top and bottom quintiles, leads to a small decline in inequality. In the other income quintiles, the inequality measures do not register a change. To make sense of these results, we can view the overall inequality as the sum of intra and inter-group inequalities. It seems that the inclusion of female earnings works to reduce the former in the top and bottom quintiles, but increases the across the group inequality, producing the result that the overall inequality remains roughly the same. In view of the greater diversity among working women across the income groups, this result is not surprising.  



--- Insert Table 10 about here. ---

When the alternative decomposition technique (Shorrock’s formulation) is used, women’s earnings are found to contribute disproportionately more to income inequality. In this exercise, we distinguish between the earnings of (i) working age males and (ii) females, (iii) earnings contributed by other members (under age or over-age individuals), and (iv) non-labor income. Using simple sample averages, while the share of female earnings is 9.2%
 of total income, the proportionate contribution is disproportionately large at 13.7% (See Table 11). In comparison to the income shares, relatively higher proportionate contributions of female earnings are observed in second, third and fourth quintiles. Per unit contribution is especially large in the fourth quintile where female earnings make up 7.3% of household income but contribute to inequality by 16.5%. In parallel with the findings of the ‘before-and-after’ analysis, the lowest per unit contribution is observed in the bottom quintile. Here, women’s earnings are found to reduce income inequality. Finally, in the top quintile, women’s earnings slightly increase inequality.
 
To complete the picture, we briefly turn to the non-wage component of income and the earnings contributed by other members. The non-wage income contributes a surprisingly low 31.3% to inequality even though it accounts for 35% of income. Given the way the proportionate contributions are defined, this must have to do with the distribution of this component. Apparently, those households that have the largest total income are not the ones with the highest non-wage income figures. The contribution of other individuals to household income other than working age adults is minimal at 1.4%. However, the distribution of this source is rather unequal so that its contribution reaches 9.4%. 



--- Insert Table 11 about here. ---

7. Conclusions
The various policy documents produced on the Turkish labor market discuss the need to integrate more women into the labor market, especially in urban areas. Official documents such as the 5-year development plans of Turkey also recognize this need and call for appropriate measures to be taken. To date, the Turkish government has not formulated a comprehensive program geared toward increasing the participation of women and improving the labor market conditions of active participants. This is expected to change in the near future as the Joint Assessment of Employment Priorities in Turkey (expected to be signed by the end of 2006), prepared in accordance with the provision of the partnership accession with the EU, recognizes the low participation rate of women and commits the government to take action to increase it. 
A related concern that does not get spelled out as much in the policy documents has to do with the observed diversity among working women. In this paper, we demonstrated this diversity by way of examining various indicators by employment status. We showed that not all employment categories are open to women, especially to those with little education. We also demonstrated that women’s earnings show variations within and across these employment categories and draw attention to the especially disadvantaged status of those women who occupy the lower ranks of their respective distributions. Policy initiatives geared toward increasing women’s labor market participation need to carefully consider the form of employment they want to promote and the consequences of such a policy choice. These consequences have to do with, among other things, individual and household well-being - as measured by women’s earnings and their contribution to household income which we have shown to be sizeable -, though the magnitude changes with employment status. 
Although the impact of female earnings on household income inequality is found to be ambiguous in the sense that the two methods employed yielded conflicting results, both methods clearly showed an equalizing effect in the bottom quintile. Hence, helping women in lower income ranks attain a higher status in the labor market is likely to improve the income distribution and diminish the gender earnings gap. As discussed in the text, women with low earnings typically suffer from a number of handicaps, low levels of educational attainment being one of these. Another important handicap is the high demand from the household on women’s time stemming from a large number of dependents, and the social norms that make the needs of these dependents the sole responsibility of women. Neither of these obstacles can be easily eliminated. However, creating an enabling environment for women by way of facilities and services that can decrease women’s work burden at home, increasing their access to financial and human capital, as well as establishing women’s networks that can offer guidance and counseling, can help attract more women to the labor market and enable their fuller participation in it.
As stated in the literature on female labor supply, an equally strong link as the one between education and labor force participation is observed between education and fertility. In this respect, promoting women’s education emerges as an important long-term policy objective. The recent emphasis placed on girl’s education will in no doubt bear fruit in the years to come. However, more needs to be done to change the perceptions of women about themselves and of the society as to what women can and cannot do. The finding that there are so few employer women and that none of the highly educated employers are in manufacturing (in a country where manufacturing industry contributes significantly to the GDP) is very illuminating and goes to indicate that there are limits to what even the most educated women can achieve in the workplace. 
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Figure 1: Empirical CDF’s of male and female annual earnings 
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Table 1: Distribution of men and women into various work categories in urban areas

	
	Female share (%)
	Male
	Female
	Total

	
	
	No. employed

(‘000)
	Column share

(%)
	No. employed

(‘000)
	Column share

(%)
	No. employed

(‘000)

	Regular wage earner
	20.66
	5,842
	64.99
	1,521
	65.02
	7,363

	Casual wage earner
	34.30
	730
	8.12
	381
	16.28
	1,110

	Employer
	3.31
	810
	9.01
	28
	1.18
	837

	Self-employed
	10.49
	1,297
	14.43
	152
	6.50
	1,449

	Unpaid family worker
	45.36
	311
	3.46
	258
	11.02
	569

	Total
	100
	8,988
	100
	2,340
	100
	11,328


Table 2: Characteristics of women by employment status
	
	Non- working women
	Regular wage earner
	Casual wage earner
	Employer
	Self-employed
	Unpaid family worker

	Age
	34.31
(13.28)
	29.92
(8.93)
	35.49

(10.75)
	37.48
(9.98)
	38.50
(9.85)
	35.47
(12.68)

	Years of

education
	6.15
(3.67)
	10.39
(3.93)
	4.79
(3.14)
	11.96
(4.4)
	6.10
(4.19)
	5.84
(3.29)

	Prop. of

married
	70.30
	46.63
	72.05
	62.98
	75.05
	73.66

	No. of

children
	1.19
(1.29)
	0.75
(0.90)
	1.37
(1.39)
	0.76
(0.81)
	1.32
(1.36)
	1.25
(1.35)

	No. of

children per

married woman
	1.04
(1.16)
	0.65
(0.84)
	1.19
(1.91)
	0.61
(0.77)
	1.14
(1.30)
	0.98
(1.08)

	Household size
	4.61
(2.02)
	4.15
(1.55)
	4.62
(1.91)
	3.67
(1.0)
	4.63
(2.02)
	5.40
(2.23)

	Empld. men / all men (%)
	64.67
	60.71
	62.69
	65.3
	56.68
	81.37

	wage earner

men / Empld. men (%) 
	46.73
	51.0
	48.07
	31.41
	37.66
	14.93

	Household income (×10^9)
	5.79
(7.25)
	9.50
(10.0)
	4.30
(5.42)
	23.70
(22.1)
	6.37
(7.41)
	6.09
(7.17)

	Household non-wage inc. (×10^9)
	1.52
(3.39)
	1.49
(3.50)
	0.65
(1.26)
	6.32
(15.3)
	1.36
(2.78)
	0.92
(0.14)

	Household inc excl.
personal earnings (×10^9)
	5.79
(7.25)
	6.25
(7.17)
	3.43
(4.86)
	14.10
(16.2)
	4.80
(5.64)
	6.09
(7.17)

	Hrs of work
	
	46.06
(14.58)
	35.10
(18.80)
	50.83
(16.91)
	33.96
(21.71)
	37.04
(20.98)

	Months worked
	
	10.37
(3.37)
	8.73
(4.24)
	10.98
(2.67)
	10.37
(3.51)
	10.17
(3.65)

	Earnings

(×10^9)
	
	5.64
(6.97)
	1.66
(1.87)
	15.8
(22.3)
	2.86
(4.36)
	

	Hourly earnings (×10^7)
	
	1.55
(3.78)
	0.87
(2.29)
	3.05
(3.64)
	1.15
(2.80)
	

	Sample size
	21,011
	2,286
	668
	46
	274
	518


Note. The figures in parentheses are standard deviations. Household income figures are corrected for household size and composition.
Table 3: Sectoral distribution of working women 
	
	Regular wage earner
	Casual wage earner
	Employer
	Self-employed
	Unpaid family worker

	Agriculture
	0.10
	24.25
	3.77
	30.31
	68.81

	Manufacturing
	31.04
	15.02
	6.52
	38.46
	7.74

	Sales
	14.49
	2.09
	33.64
	18.17
	17.73

	Financial Inter.
	3.53
	0.05
	0.00
	1.55
	0.31

	Real estate
	6.10
	0.49
	4.29
	4.91
	1.34

	Public Admin.
	5.87
	0.66
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Education
	15.17
	0.85
	8.34
	0.00
	0.23

	Health
	9.86
	0.97
	15.06
	2.0
	0.00

	Other social services
	3.71
	1.13
	14.53
	2.42
	1.17

	Domestic work
	2.60
	53.92
	0.00
	1.52
	0.00

	Other
	7.53
	0.57
	13.85
	0.66
	2.67

	Total
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00


Table 4: Distribution of women across work status by earnings quintiles (in %)
	
	Regular wage earners
	Casual wage earner
	Employer
	Self-employed
	Row total

	Bottom 20%
	48.41
	37.74
	0.19
	13.65
	100

	2nd 20%
	82.86
	12.85
	0.63
	3.67
	100

	3rd 20%
	88.93
	6.88
	0.98
	3.20
	100

	4th 20%
	94.74
	1.46
	2.01
	1.80
	100

	Top 20%
	87.31
	0.96
	6.13
	5.61
	100

	Overall 
	73.09
	18.28
	1.33
	7.30
	100


Note: Includes women with earnings only.
Table 5: Distributional statistics on earnings
	
	All*
	Regular wage earners
	Casual wage earner
	Employer
	Self-employed

	Women
	
	
	
	
	

	Gini 
	0.515
	0.451
	0.500
	0.529
	0.624

	SCV
	2.050
	1.524
	1.274
	1.939
	2.319

	Earnings at 10%
	0.50
1.0
	0.81
1.62
	0.21
0.42
	3.31

6.62
	0.15
0.30

	Earnings at median
	3.45
1.0
	4.21
1.22
	1.08
0.31
	9.08
2.63
	1.44
0.42

	Earnings at 90%
	9.4
1.0
	10.2
1.07
	3.81
0.40
	36.5
3.85
	7.91
0.83

	Men
	
	
	
	
	

	Gini 
	0.453
	0.391
	0.368
	0.469
	0.436

	SCV
	1.695
	0.942
	0.547
	1.634
	1.034

	Earnings at 10%
	1.77
1.0
	1.95
1.10
	0.80
0.45
	4.50
2.54
	1.71
0.97

	Earnings at median
	5.32
1.0
	5.31
0.99
	2.51
0.47
	11.5
2.16
	5.51
1.04

	Earnings at 90%
	13.8
1.0
	11.5
0.83
	5.19
0.38
	34.20

2.48
	14.9
1.08


Note: *Excludes unpaid family workers. Earnings are in billion TL’s. Italic figures are equal to the above figure in cell divided by the earnings in that decile disregarding employment status.
Table 6: Schooling by employment status
	
	Regular wage earner
	Casual wage earner
	Employer
	Self-employed

	Women
	
	
	
	

	Illiterate
	1.69
	15.53
	2.91
	11.84

	No diploma 
	1.63
	9.47
	0.0
	7.55

	Primary school
	18.63
	55.05
	14.57
	51.83

	Secondary school
	11.29
	10.74
	5.07
	5.41

	High school
	34.28
	6.86
	23.07
	15.62

	Higher education 
	32.49
	2.34
	54.38
	7.75

	Average years of educ.
	10.4
	4.8
	12.0
	6.1

	Men
	
	
	
	

	Illiterate
	0.59
	5.14
	0.11
	1.68

	No diploma 
	1.64
	7.02
	1.0
	3.92

	Primary school
	36.84
	63.99
	39.75
	56.05

	Secondary school
	16.84
	11.72
	14.34
	14.66

	High school
	28.89
	10.50
	26.12
	17.90

	Higher education
	15.19
	1.62
	18.68
	5.80

	Average years of educ.
	8.6
	5.7
	8.8
	5.9


Table 7: Share of women’s earnings in household budget 
	
	Regular wage earner
	Casual wage earner
	Employer
	Self-employed
	Unpaid family workers

	Household earnings
	56.2
	41.9
	61.5
	44.3
	23.5

	Household income
	37.5
	26.3
	40.9
	23.9
	16.8


Note: Computed for households where there is at least one working women in the relevant category. Household earnings include the earnings of working age adults only. Household income includes all income inclusive of non-wage elements.
Table 8: Proportion of employed women and their share in earnings by quintiles
	Quintile:
	Bottom
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	Top

	
	Rank using household income including female earnings

	Among women
	
	
	
	
	

	Prop. employed 
	11.8
	10.7
	11.9
	14.7
	28.7

	Prop. employed with earnings 
	10.4
	9.0
	10.3
	13.2
	27.1

	Among all adults
	
	
	
	
	

	Prop. employed
	6.7
	5.8
	6.4
	8.4
	15.8

	Prop. employed with earnings
	6.0
	5.0
	5.6
	7.7
	15.0

	Contr.to earnings
	8.9
	8.5
	9.9
	13.4
	20.0

	
	Rank using household income excluding female earnings 
(but including those of unpaid workers)

	Among women
	
	
	
	
	

	Prop. employed
	21.3
	13.4
	11.9
	14.3
	16.7

	Prop. employed with earnings
	20.0
	12.0
	10.3
	12.7
	14.9

	Among all adults
	
	
	
	
	

	Prop. employed
	12.7
	7.5
	6.6
	7.7
	8.8

	Prop. employed with earnings
	12.0
	6.8
	5.8
	6.8
	7.9

	Contr.to earnings
	20.6
	11.5
	9.6
	9.6
	9.3

	
	Rank using household income excluding all female earnings 

	Among women
	
	
	
	
	

	Prop. employed
	21.7
	13.5
	11.9
	14.0
	16.5

	Prop. employed with earnings
	19.9
	11.9
	10.4
	12.7
	15.0

	Among all adults
	
	
	
	
	

	Prop. employed
	12.9
	7.6
	6.6
	7.5
	8.6

	Prop. employed with earnings
	11.9
	6.8
	5.8
	6.8
	7.9

	Contr.to earnings
	20.4
	11.4
	9.8
	9.6
	9.3


Table 9: Quintile assignments based on the two measures of household income

	
	
	Quintile assignments based on household income 

excluding female earnings

	
	
	Bottom
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	Top

	Quintile assignments based on household income including female earnings
	Bottom
	1,686,590
	272,744
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	(86.1)
	(13.9)
	.
	.
	.

	
	2nd
	147,448
	1,458,147
	352,605
	0
	0

	
	
	(7.5)
	(74.5)
	(18.0)
	.
	.

	
	3rd
	71,021
	124,665
	1,405,712
	357,559
	0

	
	
	(3.6)
	(6.4)
	(71.8)
	(18.3)
	.

	
	4th
	37,319
	84,569
	141,913
	1,401,189
	293,725

	
	
	(1.9)
	(4.3)
	(7.3)
	(71.5)
	(15.0)

	
	Top
	16,368
	18,543
	58,482
	200,642
	1,664,151

	
	
	(0.8)
	(1.0)
	(3.0)
	(10.2)
	(85.0)


Note: Table entries in each cell are frequencies with column percentages in parentheses.

Table 10: Before-and-after analysis for the impact of female earnings on inequality
	Quintile:
	Bottom
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	Top
	All

	
	Inequality in income excluding female earnings

	SCV
	0.14
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.85
	1.65

	Gini coefficient
	0.21
	0.06
	0.05
	0.07
	0.32
	0.43

	
	Inequality in income excluding all female earnings inclusive of unpaid family workers

	SCV
	0.14
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.86
	1.66

	Gini coefficient
	0.21
	0.06
	0.05
	0.07
	0.32
	0.43

	
	Inequality in income including female earnings

	SCV
	0.10
	0.01
	0.01
	0.02
	0.81
	1.65

	Gini coefficient
	0.18
	0.06
	0.05
	0.07
	0.32
	0.44


Note: Households are re-ranked using various definitions of household income.
Table 11: The contribution of subcomponents to inequality 

	Factor
	SCV
	Share in total income (%)
	Proportionate contribution of factor (%)
	Per unit contribution

	All sample
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	2.30
	54.4
	45.53
	0.84

	Female earnings
	19.74
	9.20
	13.71
	1.49

	Other earnings
	816.59
	1.35
	9.42
	6.98

	Non-wage income
	3.63
	35.01
	31.34
	0.90

	Bottom quintile
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	0.46
	63.44
	61.84
	0.97

	Female earnings
	11.08
	4.59
	1.52
	0.33

	Other earnings
	119.51
	0.50
	0.54
	1.08

	Non-wage income
	1.49
	31.48
	36.09
	1.15

	2nd quintile
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	0.46
	56.5
	31.86
	0.56

	Female earnings
	11.30
	4.23
	6.19
	1.46

	Other earnings
	97.81
	0.54
	0.99
	1.83

	Non-wage income
	0.96
	38.74
	60.96
	1.57

	3rd quintile
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	0.44
	55.99
	47.60
	0.85

	Female earnings
	8.51
	4.89
	8.87
	1.81

	Other earnings
	121.26
	0.44
	1.68
	3.82

	Non-wage income
	0.86
	38.69
	41.85
	1.08

	4th quintile
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	0.43
	55.76
	53.38
	0.96

	Female earnings
	5.87
	7.30
	16.5
	2.26

	Other earnings
	173.7
	0.32
	0.25
	0.78

	Non-wage income
	0.86
	36.62
	29.87
	0.82

	Top quintile
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	1.38
	52.04
	42.30
	0.81

	Female earnings
	7.12
	12.69
	13.31
	1.05

	Other earnings
	226.0
	2.28
	13.66
	5.99

	Non-wage income
	2.44
	32.99
	30.74
	0.93


Appendix
Table A1: Heckman ML coefficient estimates for the wage equation 

	Dependent variable: Ln (hourly wage)
	Coefficient

	Experience 
	0.060***

	
	[0.007]

	Experience squared (1/100)
	-0.101***

	
	[0.017]

	Years of schooling
	0.136***

	
	[0.013]

	Agriculture
	-0.509***

	
	[0.084]

	Manufacturing
	-0.184***

	
	[0.047]

	Sales
	-0.178***

	
	[0.064]

	Domestic services
	-0.004

	
	[0.061]

	Regions: (ref: SE Anatolia)
	

	Marmara
	0.399***

	
	[0.112]

	Aegean
	0.223**

	
	[0.113]

	Mediterranean
	-0.024

	
	[0.116]

	Central Anatolia
	0.151

	
	[0.112]

	Black Sea
	-0.015

	
	[0.119]

	East Anatolia
	0.048

	
	[0.127]

	Constant
	13.604***

	
	[0.361]

	N
	25,248

	Wald chi2(13)   
	 433.42

	Prob > chi2     
	   0.000


Note: Robust standard errors in brackets. ‘*’ denotes significance at 10%, ‘**’ at 5%, and ‘***’ at 1%. First stage results relating to the participation equation are not shown for brevity.
Table A2: The contribution of subcomponents to inequality including imputed wages for unpaid family workers

	Factor
	SCV
	Share in total income (%)
	Proportionate contribution of factor (%)
	Per unit contribution

	All sample
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	2.30
	54.3
	45.53
	0.84

	Female earnings
	18.79
	9.43
	13.78
	1.46

	Other earnings
	816.59
	1.35
	9.41
	6.97

	Non-wage income
	3.63
	34.93
	31.28
	0.90

	Bottom quintile
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	0.46
	63.22
	61.35
	0.97

	Female earnings
	9.96
	4.91
	2.41
	0.49

	Other earnings
	119.51
	0.49
	0.55
	1.12

	Non-wage income
	1.49
	31.37
	35.70
	1.14

	2nd quintile
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	0.46
	56.33
	31.24
	0.55

	Female earnings
	10.27
	4.51
	12.14
	2.69

	Other earnings
	97.81
	0.53
	0.93
	1.75

	Non-wage income
	0.96
	38.62
	55.70
	1.44

	3rd quintile
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	0.44
	55.81
	46.77
	0.84

	Female earnings
	7.84
	5.20
	18.62
	3.58

	Other earnings
	121.26
	0.43
	2.6
	6.05

	Non-wage income
	0.86
	38.56
	32.0
	0.83

	4th quintile
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	0.43
	55.64
	54.25
	0.98

	Female earnings
	5.59
	7.50
	18.80
	2.51

	Other earnings
	173.7
	0.32
	0.34
	1.06

	Non-wage income
	0.86
	36.54
	26.62
	0.73

	Top quintile
	
	
	
	

	Male earnings
	1.38
	51.93
	42.33
	0.82

	Female earnings
	6.89
	12.87
	13.31
	1.03

	Other earnings
	226.0
	2.28
	13.66
	5.99

	Non-wage income
	2.44
	32.92
	30.70
	0.93


� SIS web-site: http://www.tuik.gov.tr.


� Hours of work refer to the main job held. Normal and actual hours worked are not distinguished. If the individual holds an additional job, the hours worked in that job are added to his/her weekly total.  


� In the rest of the paper we refer to such women as ‘working’ women though by no means do we imply that women engaged in reproductive work are not working. This is simply done to ease discussion.


� Among the most commonly cited papers on the topic are Rao (1969), Fei, et al. (1978), Shorrocks (1982), Lerman and Yitshaki (1985), and Silber (1989). See Cancian and Reed (1998) for an extensive review.


� The CV is defined as the ratio of the standard deviation to the mean of a variable. One-half the squared CV is equivalent to the Generalized Entropy measure with a parameter value of 2.


� Furthermore, Jenkins (1999) has turned the calculation of the proportionate contributions of factors into a straightforward exercise by introducing the program to be executed on STATA. 


� The rest of the distribution is as follows: 19.1% in the second quintile, 14.9% in the third quintile and 15.5% in the fourth quintile.


� The wage equation estimates used to predict unpaid family worker’s wages are reported in the Appendix. There are a total of 520 unpaid female family workers. In 40 cases, the assigned wages has caused their contribution to surpass total household earnings, which indicates that their earnings must have been over-estimated. The above figures exclude 20 such households. 


� It should be mentioned that in the vast majority of the households (97.5%) there is only one working woman.  In 74.9% of the remaining cases - where there are multiple female participants - women share the same employment status.


� There is further evidence of positive assortative mating (in earnings) in our data. In the sub-sample of households with non-zero female and male earnings, the correlation coefficient between the two quantities is 0.44.


� In this section, income shares are computed by taking simple averages of sample figures. In previous sections, the shares were computed for each household and averaged through, i.e. they were weighted averages. Therefore, the shares reported here can be slightly different from the ones reported earlier.  


� In the analysis above, female earnings only include non-imputed real earnings of working women. When the same analysis is repeated by imputing wages to unpaid family workers, results do not change and therefore, are not shown in the text (see Appendix Table A2).
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