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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF HOMEOWNERSHIP PROFILE OF TURKEY

Kosar, Gizem
M. S., Department of Economics

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Murat G. Kirdar

June 2009, 110 pages

This thesis analyzes the tenure choice behavior of Turkish household heads over the
period between 1985 and 2000, using a method of logit. The probability of owning
the housing unit an individual lives in, is modeled by using demographic, labor
market, migrational characteristics of the household head and the provincial
differences as the explanatory variables. The results show that age and education of
the household heads are positively correlated with probability of homeownership and
they are the most influential factors determining the tenure choice of Turkish
households and the discrepancy in the homeownership rates of the regions. The
empirical analysis also displays that internal migrants have lower probabilities than
natives and the length of stay matters the most for the tenure choice of internal

migrants.

Keywords: Tenure choice, Homeownership, Internal Migration, Regional

Differences, Logit
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0z

TURKIYE’NIN EV SAHIPLiGi PROFIiLi ANALIiZi

Kosar, Gizem
Yiiksek Lisans, Iktisat Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Murat G. Kirdar

Haziran 2009, 110 sayfa

Bu tez Tiirk hanehalki reislerinin 1985 ve 2000 yillar1 arasinda konut miilkiyeti
kararin1 logit methodunu kullanarak inceler. Bu calismada, bir bireyin iginde
yasadigl haneye sahip olma olasiligi hanehalki reisinin demografik ozellikleri, is
giicli piyasasindaki yeri, go¢ durumu ve konut piyasalarindaki bolgesel farkliliklarla
aciklanmaktadir. Sonuglar, hanehalk: reisinin yas ve egitim 6zelliklerinin ev sahibi
olma olasihigiyla pozitif bir sekilde iligkili oldugunu ve bu faktorlerin Tiirk
hanehalklarimin konut miilkiyeti kararinda ve ev sahipligi oranlarindaki bolgesel
farkliliklarda en etkili belirleyiciler oldugunu sdylemektedir. Ampirik inceleme ayni
zamanda, Tirkiye icerisinde go¢ eden bireylerin yerli halktan daha az ev sahibi olma
olasiliklar1 oldugunu ve bir yerde ikamet etme siiresinin gogmenlerin konut miilkiyeti

kararinda belirleyici oldugunu gosterir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Konut Miilkiyeti Karari, Ev Sahipligi, i¢ Go¢, Bolgesel
Farkliliklar, Logit
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Housing is one of the important goods that are purchased due to both consumption
and portfolio motives. Yet, it has unique characteristics that make it different from
other consumption and investment goods. Basically, it is a necessity for humans to
satisfy the need for a shelter. Moreover, it is one of the most important items in
household consumption as the market value of a housing unit is generally several
times a household’s income. It is also the most durable of major commodities. The
interaction of all these characteristics causes the operation of housing market, which
is in its most popular definition can be described as the set of institutions related to

the provision of housing services, to significantly differ from that of any market.

Nevertheless, what make housing market crucial for economic theory are not the
unique characteristics but rather the strong links it has to the economic development
of a country, both forward and backward. Although housing is an item that is present
in the utility maximization problem for the household, it is also a policy tool for the
governments and a leading indicator that gives signals describing the soundness of
the economy. Thus, housing market can be seen as a link both between the
microeconomic decisions and the macroeconomic fundamentals and between the

financial and the real sectors of an economy.

While there are several aspects of the housing market that attracts researchers, tenure
choice decision is one of the areas that is very popular among those who are
interested in the demand-side of the operation of the housing markets. What is meant
by tenure choice is the decision of the households between purchasing and renting a
housing unit. In countries with developed financial markets, mortgage instruments
are very common. Since these instruments enable households to obtain long-term

credits, in the financially developed countries, the decision to own is more dominant.



However, in developing countries where households face borrowing constraints, this
decision is affected significantly by the demographic, budgetary and labor market
characteristics of the individuals in the households. ' Some examples for the studies
that show this relation between household characteristics and tenure choice in

developing countries are Lim et al. (1980), Daniere (1992) and Arimah (1997).

Following the tenure choice literature in developing countries, the objective of this
thesis is twofold. First of all, we try to find the determinants of the tenure choice
decision of the households in Turkey. For this purpose, we model the probability of
homeownership as a discrete-choice model and using logit as the estimation method,
we try to analyze the factors that are common to the Turkish homeowners, using the
micro data set of Turkish Census for the years 1985, 1990 and 2000. The main idea
behind this attempt is to combine the different models used for other countries in the
literature and apply it to Turkey. Since this is the first known research on the tenure
choice decision of Turkish households, this attempt will help us analyze each factor
that is expected to affect the probability of homeownership, in detail. Secondly and
more specifically, we will focus on internal migration and evaluate how the tenure
choice decision of the migrants is different from that of the native population. From
this perspective, this research will be a contribution to the literature, since the link
between migration and probability of homeownership has not been analyzed
thoroughly, yet and the few studies that focus on this link actually considers migrants
from other countries rather than internal migration. Therefore, for this study we want

this channel between internal migration and tenure choice be seen clearly.

Internal migration is one of the major problems of Turkey. The lack of investment to
the eastern part of the country, the terrorist attacks and manufacturing industries
concentrated in the western provinces attract many households and led to a
considerable amount of migration each year. However, it is well known that not all
of these migrants are fortunate in finding jobs and settling in a new district. Most of

them live in the enclaves formed by their fellow townsmen, and thus postpone the

" Bourassa (1995) shows the impact of borrowing constraints also in developed countries. However
what is meant here is the lack of financial institutions to give household access to long-term credits.
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tenure choice decision to later stages of their life cycle. Nevertheless, some of these
migrants find a place in the economy similar to the native population. It is argued
that the length of residence in a certain location is of great importance in both the
economic performance and the tenure choice of these migrant households. * In order
to capture this effect of length of residence in a certain location, in our analysis we
take into account the new migrant population and the old migrant population
separately. By doing so, we expect to show the differences in the performances of

these two populations both in the housing market and in the economy as a whole.

One of the distinct characteristics of the Turkish housing market is the presence of
squatter type of dwellings representing the informal side of the market. The
occupants of these squatters do not own the land but build the cottage type houses on
the land without permission. These squatters are most usually seen in the suburbs of
big cities such as Istanbul and Ankara. However, starting with 1985, as a
consequence of the populist policies implemented under the presidency of Turgut
Ozal, the Turkish government started to give certificate of ownership to the
occupants of these squatters.” Although the Turkish Census in 1985 was surveyed in
November, the share of the informal sector had already declined to nearly 1% of the
whole market with this formalization of the housing market. For this reason, we

cannot take the informal sector in the housing market into consideration.

The outline of this thesis is as follows: Chapter 2 explains the literature on tenure
choice, in detail. In this chapter the literature is segregated into those considering the
developed countries, those that focus on developing countries and those analyze the
link between migration and tenure choice. This chapter will also give an insight for

the a priori expectations for the results of the empirical analysis.

The data set used in this study will be explained in Chapter 3. In this chapter, a

thorough analysis will be made considering not only the characteristics of the

? Census Brief (1997) issued by US Department of Commerce explains how the length of stay is an
important indicator in the performance of immigrants.

? Tarik Sengiil (2003) explains the periods of the urbanization of Turkey and the fragmentation of
Turkish cities in different phases.



Turkish population, but also the demographic and labor market profiles of the
homeowners. The regional disparities associated with the households’ characteristics
will also be presented in this chapter. In this context, we will look at the
homeownership rates from the data, and we will try to provide an explanation to the
factors that may have created the regional disparities regarding tenure choice.
Finally, this chapter concludes by presenting the differences in the demographic and

labor market characteristics of the old and new migrant populations.

The empirical analysis will be explained in Chapter 4. After describing the
methodology, we will present several models to understand the determinants of
tenure choice in Turkey. After the basic model, we will analyze how internal
migration affects tenure choice. Since the regions and the population of the districts
are also important factors in characterizing the local housing markets, we will

construct separate models to see these effects.

Finally, the last chapter will present concluding remarks and a brief summary of the

findings.



CHAPTER 2

TENURE CHOICE LITERATURE

Housing market analyses generally can be broadly separated into two categories. The
literature that focuses on housing supply is linked both to operation of land markets
and the organization of the construction industry. However, due to technical and data
problems, models of this category of housing research has made relatively little

progress compared to those that focus on demand.

The second category thus puts emphasis on housing demand. The analysis of housing
demand started with the measurement of income and price elasticities. The purpose
of these studies are mainly to explore which type of income definition gives the
income elasticity closest to the general expectations that fit the economic theory;
how income elasticities vary with level of income and how price elasticities vary

across different attributes.

Tenure choice literature originated first as a branch of the housing demand but in
time with the extensive research done in this area tenure choice has become a subject
with a detailed and vast literature. In this context, the first section briefly describes
the theoretical models regarding the households’ choice between owning and renting.
The second section explains the literature in the developed countries; and the third
section describes the research done about the tenure choice developing countries.
Finally, the fourth section gives a different insight about the literature in the sense

that it gives details about the tenure choice literature linked to migration.

2.1 Theoretical Models on Tenure Choice Behavior

Although the applied research on probability of homeownership emerged before the

theoretical models, still much of the research made in the literature base the choice of



factors explaining tenure choice on these models. For this reason, it may be useful to

analyze these models as an introduction to the literature.

The first theoretic model known in the literature is constructed by Henderson and
Ioannides in a 1983 paper. In this study, they explicitly analyze the differences
between the opportunity cost of owning and renting. In doing so, they identify an
externality associated with renting durables which is shown to be responsible for the
attractiveness of homeownership. The results of the model suggest that if there is no
uncertainty, in equilibrium owning housing stock is not different from holding any
other asset. More importantly, they find that the equilibrium rate of utilization of
housing stock for renters exceed that of owners, which are both independent of
individual characteristics of households. Rather, the utilization rates are dependent

on market prices, technology and maintenance costs.

Much of the research done in this area following Henderson and Ioannides failed to
contribute significantly to the literature as the studies tried to expand that of
Henderson and Ioannides by adding different characteristics to owners and renters.
However starting with 2000, theoretical models have become popular again, and
recently much of the literature is based on them. Some important examples of these

models are as follows.

One of the first studies with in this new theoretical era is by Ortalo-Magné and Rady
(2002). Their paper analyzes the tenure choice of households in an environment with
uncertainty regarding household income and costs of different tenure types. With this
approach, they highlight the role of homeownership as a hedge against adverse
shocks to housing prices or income. According to their results, a decrease in the
covariance between a household’s earnings and rents as well as the expected duration

of residence in the housing unit, increase the probability of homeownership.

Sinai and Souleles (2005) examine one particular benefit of homeownership as
avoiding the uncertainty of renting. Constructing a simple model taking risk into
consideration, they find that when the supply of owned housing is elastic, the

probability of homeownership increases with the variance of rent and that the
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premium that the risk-averse people are willing to pay for a house to own in order to
avoid uncertainty in renting rises with the expected duration in the residence.
Applying these finding to a probit model of homeownership using data from Current
Population Survey, they discover that older households are more sensitive to rent
risk, leading to a decrease in the probability of homeownership for these household
especially in places with high rent variance. Linking the tenure choice decision to
household consumption, they conclude that as homeowners tend to smooth the costs
of housing over time, they have less variable consumption patterns than those of

renters.

Being first to analyze the relation between housing tenure choice and the household
mobility in a dynamic framework, Valladares (2007) constructs an empirical model
of housing tenure choice considering new job offers, the tendency to move to a
neighborhood with a better education system and the desire to move to a better house
as the driving forces for mobility. The results in the paper tell that the probability of
owning increases with the education of the head, with higher income, when
individuals are married, by being white, by having at least one child and decreases
with a self-employed household head, with low age to education ratio, with higher
probability to move, with the increased education of the wife and with higher

education of individuals.

2.2 The Literature on Developed Countries

Due to the relative ease of finding data, the tenure choice literature has progressed
more in developed countries than in developing countries. These studies usually find
income and stage in the life-cycle are important determinants of tenure choice as well

as the relative cost of owning versus renting.

One of the earliest works on tenure choice is done by Kain and Quigley (1972) in
which they measure the effects of spatial and racial discrimination on black and

white homeownership decisions in St. Louis, Missouri. According to the results of
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their research; blacks, single females, households with larger family size and

households headed by women are less likely to own.

Criticizing the lack of studies in examining the link between income and tenure
choice, Struyk (1974) analyzed the tenure choice of households in Pittsburg using the
1970 Census data. His study made a contribution to the literature as he disaggregated
family types according to their racial and age groups unlike other studies. In his
paper, he used both permanent and current income measures as explanatory
variables, so as to understand whether transitory income is an important determinant
of tenure choice. He also investigated if the number and the age of children in the
household and the presence of an older generation in the household affect the tenure
choice of households. Using the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) method of
estimation, he finds that the relation between income and probability of
homeownership is nonlinear and generally positive with both current and permanent
income measures being significant determinants for all household types. He also
finds that there exists significant variation in the determinants of tenure choice for

different household types.

Another early study by Li (1977) compares the tenure choice differences in
Baltimore and Boston by estimating a logit model of homeownership. In his analysis,
he specifies the criteria for the base household: the age of household head under 25,
monthly income less than $5000, two-person, white husband and wife family. Then
he tries to explain the tenure decision by using variables such as the age of head of
household, monthly income, race of head and the family size. His results point out
that in both areas age is the most important determinant, i.e. probability of
homeownership increases as age of head increases. In Boston, income is the second
important determinant for homeownership whereas in Baltimore race is the second.
Lim also tests his additive model by the x* test for logit specification and finds that
the additive model does not fit the data statistically. He comments that the
interactions between income and size, age and size, age and income should also be

accounted for.



Comparing the effects of permanent and current income on tenure choice in their
research, Chou and Shih (1995) investigates the tenure choice determinants in Hong
Kong housing markets using data from 1991 Population Census. Although from the
estimation results performed by logit, they find that the coefficients of permanent and
transitory income are highly significant and positive as well as that of current
income, from the values of likelihood functions for the two models they argue that
the equation using permanent and transitory income is superior to the alternative
using current income. Furthermore, their results tell that households including an
elderly subfamily, households headed by an individual aged 50 or above and

households of larger size are more likely to be owners than renters.

Another paper examining the Hong Kong housing market is by La Grange and
Pretorius (2000). While trying to account for the trend of rising homeownership rates
in Hong Kong, the authors disaggregate the factors affecting tenure choice as
ontological and market related factors, by which they mean homeownership being a
preferred tenure form of households and investment considerations, respectively.
Although they expect the rising trend in the homeownership rates to be explained by
the ontological motives, their findings suggest that the decision to buy is driven

primarily by investment considerations.

There are also studies in the literature that examines the differences between blacks
and whites regarding probability of homeownership. One example is the 1992 paper
of Long and Caudill, which tries to identify the racial differences of housing choice
in two dimensions, ownership and value. For the ownership differentials they
estimate a logit model of homeownership that depends on the race of household
head, household size, veteran status of the head, age and the labor market status of
the head, permanent and transitory family income, assets of the household and
income received form public assistance. Spatial characteristics are also controlled in
this regression by using location variables. The authors find that the households
headed by blacks are less likely to own houses whereas household size, permanent
income, transitory income and age of head positively affect the probability of

homeownership of both blacks and whites.



Some studies in the literature try to model the effect of borrowing and wealth
constraints of households on their tenure choice. Bourassa in his 1995 article
examines the particular effect of borrowing constraints on Australian households
using 1990 Income and Housing Costs and Amenities Survey. Without considering
the impacts of borrowing constraints he finds that expected and transitory income,
household size and being in a female headed household positively affects probability
of homeownership while relative cost of owning to renting, being in a household
headed by a single or divorced individual and being in a household headed by an
individual aged between 30 and 34 negatively affects probability of homeownership.
However when the impact of borrowing constraint is taken into account, these factors
have smaller effects so that the author concludes that in a standard model without
borrowing constraints, the factors that affect homeownership probabilities are in fact

proxies the impact of these constraints.

One other paper by Bourassa (2000), examines the homeownership rates for two
different ethnic groups in New Zealand by estimating a series of logistic regressions
of tenure choice models and decomposing the differences in these rates into
endowment and residual effects, using Household Economic Survey conducted in
1993 and 1994. His results suggest that borrowing constraint measures based on
current income and liquid assets are endogenous in tenure choice models. He also
argues that much of the difference in the tenure choice behavior of the two ethnic
groups is explained by household endowments when endogeneity is taken into
account while the unexplained difference may be due to cultural or historical

differences in these two ethnic groups.

Similarly, in a 1996 paper, Haurin, Hendershott and Wachter analyze the factors that
determine the tenure choice of young adults that are aged between 20 and 33 during
the period between 1985 and 1990 in the US, using the method of probit for
estimation with a focus on wealth constraints of households. In their model, potential
wage of households, cost of owning relative to renting, race and ethnicity, family
size, marital status, expected length of tenancy and wealth constraint measures are

expected to affect the probability of homeownership. The empirical analysis show
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that, tenure choice among young adults is sensitive to household’s earning capacity
as well as the cost of owning relative to renting, age, marital status and the expected
length of tenancy. Moreover, they find that if a household is constrained due to low

income or wealth, then its probability of homeownership is considerably reduced.

A more recent paper by Bourassa et al. (1994), with a similar sample of young
adults, analyzes the factors that affect the tenure choice of Australian youth using
1985 Australian Longitudinal Survey. Although their research primarily focuses on
the choice of independent living of individuals aged 16 to 25, their empirical analysis
also presents some conclusions about the tenure choice of these individuals.
Accordingly, they find that the greater the predicted number of children in the
household, the higher the probability of homeownership whereas the greater the
number of siblings the less likely is the homeownership. However, as far as their

results are concerned the unemployment rate has no effect on tenure choice.

One analysis for the UK housing markets by Rosser (1999) also restricts the sample
to young university graduates and attempts to identify the factors that have
significant effect on the probability of recent graduates’ homeownership by using
logit as the estimation method. In the paper, two models are considered one including
estimates of permanent and transitory income and the other with a measure of
household’s current income. The results indicate that these two models are similar
except the fact that permanent and transitory income estimates are not significant
whereas current income measure has a significant effect on homeownership.
Moreover, whether the head used student loans, age of head, gender of head and
regional property price differences do not have a noteworthy impact on
homeownership while living with a partner and the presence of children considerably

affect the probability of homeownership.

Bourassa and Yin (2006) examined the differences in the homeownership rates
between Australia and the US. They used the logit method in order to estimate their
model for probability of homeownership which depends on the ratio of the annual
cost of owning and renting in a metropolitan area, the magnitude between

household’s predicted house value and the maximum value it can afford and on
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demographic variables such as marital status, age of head of household and number
of dependent children in the household. They conclude that for the single country
analysis, relative cost ratio and the number of dependent children have the largest
effects, being negative and positive, respectively. However, the differences between
the two countries’ tenure choice decisions are not explained by the model and thus
the differences are attributed to the variables that are not included in the model such

as the structural differences that can’t be modeled.

One of the papers that analyze the tenure choice for the whole country rather than a
district on its own is by Seko and Sumita (2007). In their research, the authors
estimated a conditional logit model to understand the Japanese household tenure
choice behavior among three alternatives; namely owned housing, general rental
housing and rental housing with fixed rental terms. As reported in the paper, relative
prices of different tenures obtained by hedonic price regressions play an important
role in the choice between these three alternatives, indicating that they are substitutes
for each other. Moreover, households with a smaller number of family members and
with an unmarried household head tend to select rental housing with fixed rental

terms as well as the households that are planning to own housing in the near future.

Starting with late 1980s, the method for the tenure choice analysis started to evolve
towards multinomial logit and nested multinomial logit, which allows for a separate
analysis for housing with different attributes such as single detached house,
apartment, townhouse etc. Tiwari and Hasegawa (2004), examined the tenure choice
decisions in Tokyo using MNL and found that the hedonic index as a measure of unit
cost is the most important determinant of probability of homeownership and
Japanese respond highly to price changes in rental housing but less so in owner-

occupied housing.

Borsch-Supan and Pitkin (1988) also estimated a multinomial logit and a nested
multinomial logit model for New York; in which the probability of home ownership
depends on out-of-pocket costs which are the current or operating costs of the
housing unit, expected appreciation, opportunity costs of equity in the house and

current income. The results show that income and out-of-pocket costs have a strong
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influence on housing choices. Moreover, the authors argue that the hierarchical
models of the nested multinomial logit method are essential and the independence of

irrelevant alternatives assumption of MNL has been failed.

A final aspect of tenure choice literature in developed countries to consider is the
tenure choice and its link with labor market outcomes. Coulson and Fischer (2002)
with their research test the hypothesis that regional homeownership rates are
positively correlated with regional unemployment rates using probit as a method for
estimation. However, contrary to the hypothesis, their results suggest that
homeowners have lower unemployment probabilities, shorter spells of

unemployment and higher wages than renters.

2.3 The Literature on Developing Countries

Initiated with the study of Lim et al. (1980) the tenure choice literature for the
developing countries started to expand. With the aim of presenting an empirical
analysis of the determinants of homeownership in a developing country, Lim et al.
differentiated their work from the others by dividing income to two specific
components as permanent and current income, by taking long-run prices as an
indicator of housing shortage to the household and including a measure of housing
mobility in their model. They build up a model for probability of homeownership
that depends on a measure of price per unit of housing services, an indicator of
housing shortage, a measure of mobility, current income, consumption (proxy for
permanent income), household size, age of household head, number of family
members working, number of family members that are under 6, number of family
members that are above 20, a dummy variable for the gender of the head and on an
elderly subfamily dummy variable. In this analysis, unlike the others the OLS
method is used for estimation. According to the results, most key variables are
significant and have a priori expected signs. More specifically, both current and
permanent income have positive signs, while the latter has more stronger effect than

the other. Among all variables, household size is the most significant and it has the
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strongest effect. While, being male decreases the probability, having an elderly

subfamily in the household increases it.

Following Lim et al. Arimah (1997) conducts a similar analysis for Ibadan, Nigeria.
He improves the research previously done by including an investment motive and
market endowment factors such as price and location. He computes a value-rent ratio
and owner-renter price ratio using hedonic price estimation so as to measure the

relative prices. His results are very similar to those of Lim et al.

Another improvement in the literature is made by Daniere (1992). She presents the
determinants of tenure choice not only for owners and renters but also for squatters
in Cairo and Manila. More strikingly she believes that the squatters may live in
squatter areas with an investment behavior similar to home-owners. The key
variables in her model are the after-tax cost of capital, real permanent income,
preferences and life-cycle factors. Similar to Arimah, she uses hedonic price
estimation methods. The results show that with an increase in income, the probability
of squatting increases and squatters are more similar to owners than renters also in
terms of mobility. Moreover, she finds that the most important determinants of

tenure choice are household size, income, education and mobility.

Analyzing the housing markets of a socialist economy, Huang and Clark (2002)
inspect the effects of housing reforms of 1988 on tenure choice. For this study, they
use 1996 National Survey and a method of random coefficient model so as to
examine the decision to buy or rent. Rather than the socioeconomic and demographic
approach generally utilized in housing literature, the authors employ a framework
based on the relations between the agents in the housing market. The empirical
results of the study indicate that older age, larger household size and higher income
increases the probability to own while married people and households that are
composed of workers are less likely to own. Moreover, they find that institutional
variables characterizing the labor market conditions of the households also have

significant effects on the tenure choice behavior of the households.
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One of the few studies that distinguish between formal and informal housing markets
is done by Morais and Cruz (2007) to inspect the determinants of tenure choice in
Brazil, utilizing the 2005 National Household Survey microdata. Constructing
different regression models to be estimated by logit and multinomial logit, the
authors observe that wealth is a good predictor for formal ownership whereas current
income has a small effect on tenure choice. Additionally, the results show that
household size, age and marital status of the household head increase the probability
of homeownership in the formal markets, while poor household headed by either
blacks or single women have a higher probability to be in the informal sector.
Interestingly, though the net impact on tenure choice is not clear, education raises the
probability of being in the formal sector. Finally, the estimation results indicate that
recent migrants have a lower probability of homeownership, though this adverse

effect is eliminated through time.

The tenure choice literature in developing countries has also been influenced from
the changing methods that are been used for developed country analyses. One
example is the paper by Cho (1997) constructing joint model of tenure and dwelling
type for the city of Chongju. While owner-occupied detached dwelling, owner-
occupied multiple dwelling, rented detached dwelling and rented multiple dwelling
are used as choice variables, the joint decision is tried to be explained by age and
educational level of the household head, the presence of a school-age children in the
household and the occupational category of the household head, for which all of
these variables are found to have a strong influence. Furthermore, the regressions are
done not only for the whole sample but also for the households living in high-quality
and low-quality neighborhoods separately. While for the low-quality neighborhoods
age and occupation of the head are important for tenure and dwelling choice, for the
high-quality neighborhoods education of the head and the housing prices have also

significant explanatory power.
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2.4 Migration in the Tenure Choice Literature

Examining the differences in the homeownership rates between natives and
immigrants is a recently emerged branch in the tenure choice literature. Although not
thoroughly analyzed, the studies of this subject most commonly investigate the
economic performance of the international immigrants and compare it to that of

natives. Few studies also probe the tenure choice behavior of internal migrants.

Census Brief, issued by US Department of Commerce in December 1997, is the first
report known on the homeownership of the foreign-born population in US. As stated
by the report, the longer an immigrant remains in US, the more likely the probability
of homeownership, while for the immigrants, who have the longest stay of duration
in the date of this report, this argument fails to hold as the homeownership rates are
lower than those of natives. As a result of the comparison made between the natives
and immigrants, some similarities between these two groups also have been found.
For example, marriage has a major positive influence on the decision to own or rent
for both of these populations. As for the ethnic differences, Hispanic immigrants are
more likely to own than the Hispanic natives while there is no difference between

foreign-born and native Black population.

One other leading study of this subject is by Coulson (1998) in which he tries to give
an explanation to the low homeownership rates of Hispanics and Asian-Americans.
The results of a series of probit regressions tell us that being an immigrant has a
substantial negative effect on probability of homeownership. Additionally, while the
gap between Hispanics and other groups can be explained with differences in
resources required for the costs of homeownership, the gap between Asians and other
groups can be explained neither by resources nor by average income and college
education of these individuals. Therefore, a puzzle still remains regarding the low

homeownership rates of Asian-Americans.

In an attempt to compare recent movers and non-movers regarding homeownership
behavior, Painter (2000) utilizes cross-sectional data from 1990 US Census and

creates a sample of households residing in Los Angeles area. By employing probit
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models, he tries to explain the probability of homeownership with economics and
demographic factors. According to the results of the empirical analysis, for the whole
sample permanent and transitory income increase the likelihood of homeownership
while lacking a high school diploma lowers the probability. Moreover, while the
major differences between the samples are for the variables regarding race and
domestic migrant status; the impacts of income and education are found to be similar
across the two samples. However, the positive age effect and the negative effect of

being unmarried are reduced in the model for movers.

Similarly, in a 2002 paper, Borjas tries to address two questions by using 1980, 1990
Censuses and 1998-2000 Current Population Surveys: what are the trends in
homeownership rates of the immigrant population for the period between 1980 and
2000 and which factors drive these trends. The results of this study show that
immigrant households have lower homeownership rates than natives and only a small
part of this gap can be attributed to background characteristics of these populations.
However, the changing national origin mix of the population is found to explain a
considerable for of this widening gap observed between 1980 and 2000. The author
concludes that the growth of ethnic enclaves in major cities can be an essential factor

for the demand for owner-occupied housing.4

One of the very few studies that are about internal migration is done by the Statistics
Institute of New Zealand. According to the report, non-movers have higher
probability of homeownership in regions that have more rural characteristics.
Moreover, in New Zealand, homeownership is higher for non-movers than for
movers in all age groups except for those aged under 30. Several ethnic groups that
live in New Zealand are analyzed in terms of tenure choice behavior and the most
important findings tell that for individuals that are of Pacific and Asian ethnicities,
length of duration for more than five years significantly increases the probability of
ownership. Interestingly, European non-movers and movers have homeownership

rates higher than that of the whole New Zealand population.

* There are several other studies that are trying to model the homeownership disparities between
natives and some immigrant ethnic groups. Sinning (2009) and Grover and Todd (2008) are examples
of the more recent work.
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There are certainly many other studies that are dealing with tenure choice decision of
the households. However, the studies that are explained in this chapter are comprised
of the most popular papers in the literature and of the most relevant ones regarding

the aim of this study.
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CHAPTER 3

DATA & TURKISH POPULATION

3.1 Data

All of the empirical analysis in this thesis is done by using data from the Turkish
Census for the years 1985, 1990 and 2000, which is provided by the Turkish
Statistical Institute. The representative unit of the census is the individual. Therefore,
the data set includes information from every individual that was in Turkey at the time
of the census’. The sample that is used in this research is a random sample generated
from the Turkish census, which consists of 5 percent of the observations of the whole

population, i.e. the census.

For the analysis throughout this thesis, only the observations that represent
household heads are used. Since the objective of this research is to analyze the tenure
choice of individuals, to avoid misinterpretation of the data the individuals that are in
the same household has to be known. However, the data do not allow tracking the
household unit that the individual belongs. Therefore, we restricted the sample only
to the household heads assuming that they are the main decision makers for
homeownership so that unit of observation in the sample is the household head.
Another restriction of the sample is made through the ages of the household heads.
The sample also includes household heads that are between 12 and 20 years old.
Nevertheless, since it is not certainly known whether there is an adult in these
households or whether these heads actually take part in the tenure choice decision
process; the household heads that are less than 20 years old are not included in the
sample. Lastly and most importantly, only the observations that are generated from

the urban regions of Turkey are used in this analysis. The households in the rural part

> These individuals are not Turkish citizens solely. Everyone that is inside the country borders of
Republic of Turkey on the day of the survey is included in the census while Turkish citizens that are
outside the country borders on that day are excluded.
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of Turkey generally work in the agricultural sector and they have the common
characteristic to build their own houses in the form of a cottage or a barrack. Due to
this characteristic, there is no decision making process regarding homeownership in
the rural areas. In this analysis urban areas are defined as the districts with a
population higher or equal to 20,000 people. Evidence from the data suggests that in
1985, 94.15 % of the individuals living in rural areas are homeowners. The statistic

becomes 88.06 % in 1990 and 89.81 % in 2000.

The Turkish Census is one of the largest and the most detailed micro-level data sets
presented in Turkey. It contains information not only about the tenure status but also
dwelling types of the residences, labor market conditions, educational attainments,
demographic characteristics, current locations and previous locations of the indivi-
duals. From this perspective the use of the census provides miscellaneous
information so as to generate the variables that are commonly used in the literature as

will be discussed in detail in the next chapter.

3.2 Socioeconomic Profiles of the Household Heads

To understand the composition of the data, it is useful to look at the demographic
characteristics and labor market statuses of the household heads covered in the
census. As mentioned above, in this analysis only the household heads that are above

20 years old, and live in urban areas are considered.

Figure 3.2.1 shows the age profile of the household heads across years. To give a
clear illustration of the age profiles the household heads are grouped in such a way
that those who age between 20 and 29 years are in the group 20-30, those who age
between 30 and 39 years are in the group 30-40 and so on. The last group 70plus
contains the household heads that are 70 years old or older. With this information the
figure tells that the majority of the household heads included in the sample are
between 30 and 40 years old. More specifically, almost 30 percent of the household
heads are in the age group 30-40. Following that the 40-50 age group comes having

the second largest share in the sample. Furthermore, the figure clearly illustrates the
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aging of the Turkish population from 1985 to 2000. Although not all of the older age
groups’ share increase in the population, the 40-50 age group’s, the 60-70 age
group’s and the 70plus age group’s share increases approximately 3 or 4 percentage
points. As a result of the aging of the population the younger age groups also contain

less household heads in 2000 compared to 1985.

35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

m 1985
1990
m2000

20-30 30-40 40-50 50-60 60-70 70plus

Figure 3.2.1: The Age Profiles of the Household Heads used in the Sample

Another informative illustration is given by Figure 3.2.2, which shows the sizes of
the households living in the urban areas. According to the figure, the households
most commonly have a size of 3 and 4, i.e. approximately 22 percent of the
households are composed of 4 people and 20 percent of the households are composed

of 3 people.

21



30%

25%

20%  fro i

15% ...............................................

10% |- R E- B
SR | BR L OR R R OB R O emeeeee—

0%

Figure 3.2.2: The Sizes of the Households Living in Urban Areas

An interesting fact that is presented by the figure is that from 1985 to 2000, there is a
transition from large households to smaller ones. The reason for this is the migration
from rural to urban areas throughout this time period. Since the rural areas of Turkey
can be characterized households formed by large families that include several
subfamilies, generally the household sizes in the rural areas are higher than those of
urban areas. Without a doubt the large number of children even in the subfamily also
contributes to large household sizes. However with the migration to urban regions,
the nuclear family, i.e. the immediate family composed of parents and the children
becomes more important. Therefore, the increase in the shares of the lower sized
households and the decrease in the shares of the larger sized households can be

explained with this transition process.

The household heads in the sample are mainly males. More specifically, in 1985 91.6
percent of the household heads are males while the number becomes 91.2 percent in
1990 and 88.5 percent in 2000. Although small, the increase in the share of females
of household heads is also a result of the urbanization. In urban areas, the women are
stronger in term of economic independence since they have the chance to actively
join the labor market while the women in the rural areas usually work as nonpaid

family workers either in the family’s land or at home. Moreover, in the urban areas
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women are supported more and more since late 1990s due to the regulations required
by the European Union. For this reason, in the political arena or in the labor market
more women can be seen day by day. Therefore, if the data from the 2007 were to be

used, the ratio of the female household heads is expected to increase.

Besides being male, the majority of the Turkish household heads are married in the
urban regions. If the household heads are decomposed with respect to marital status,
in 1985 3.7 percent of the heads are single, 88.8 percent are married, 1.2 percent is
divorced and 6.3 percent are widows. Although there is not much change in these
percentages, if we look at 2000, 4.3 percent are single, 86.6 percent are married, 2
percent are divorced and 7 percent are widows. Hence, it can be said that the
population is more or less stable regarding the marital status, even though there
exists a slight decline in the share of married heads in the population and a slight

increase in that of single, divorced and widow heads.

Important information that can be used to characterize the household heads in urban
areas comes from the educational attainments of these heads. Figure 3.2.3 presents
the level of education of heads by telling the level of school they are graduated from.
Specifically, the heads are classified as: illiterate or not graduated from any school,
primary school graduate, secondary school graduate, high school graduate and
academy or university graduate. The first thing to notice from the figure is that there
is an improvement in the educational levels of the heads. From 1985 to 2000, there
has been a decrease in the number of illiterates and primary school graduates
whereas the number of secondary school, high school and academy or university
graduates has been rising. Despite the improvement in the educational attainments,
still the majority of the household heads are primary school graduates, indicating a

low level of education relative to the developed countries.
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Figure 3.2.3: The Educational Attainments of the Household Heads used in the

Sample

Another reason for the decrease in the primary school graduates is the law passed on
18 August 1997 stating that all individuals are required to take 8 years of nonstop
education. After this 8 years of compulsory schooling, individuals are given an
elementary education diploma. The reason that this law decreased the number of
primary school graduates is that the duration of primary school in Turkey is 5 years
and with this legislation, students now have to finish also the secondary school,
which means 3 years of more education, to satisfy the requirement stated by the
government. Therefore after 1997, there has been an increase in the share of
secondary school graduates. However the increase in the share of the higher
educational levels in the population is not due to any kind of legislation. Most
probable reason for the improvement of the educational attainments of the heads is

the urbanization caused by the internal migration in Turkey.

Labor market conditions give another perspective when looking at the household
heads’ profiles in Turkey. The main reason is that whether an individual is employed
or whether the individual is employed as a paid worker or else can be used as a proxy
for household income. Figure 3.2.4 presents the data on the labor market statuses of

household heads living in the urban areas.
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Figure 3.2.4: Labor Market Statuses of the Household Heads in Urban Areas

The most striking thing to notice from the figure is the rise in the number of
nonworking individuals in 2000. The nonworking percentages illustrated in the
figure display the household heads who are not working for more than a week and
who are not connected in any way to a job. Therefore not all of these people are
actually unemployed since all of the people who are not in the labor force are also
included in this classification as nonworking. Nonetheless, Turkey experienced two
crises during the period 1990 to 2000. The first one was in 1994 and the second one
was in 1998. Although these crises were not as severe as the 2000-2001 financial
crises, Turkey has gone through a painful transition period in this decade starting
with the trade liberalization in 1989. Therefore, there has also been an increase in the
percentage of unemployed mainly by the decrease in the percentage of self-employed
and paid-worker household heads. In any case, almost 45 percent of the household
heads are paid-workers whereas almost 5 percent of the heads are employers and 40

percent are non workers.
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Figure 3.2.5: Professions of Household Heads living in the Urban Areas

Figure 3.2.5 presents the professions of the household heads that are used in the
sample. The heads that are shown in the commerce group are specialized either in
commerce or in retail. Similarly, the heads that are presented as agriculturalists in the
figure are specialized in agricultural production or fishery whereas the heads that are
presented in the non agricultural section are specialized either in non agricultural
production or in transportation. According to the figure, 40 percent of the household
heads are without professions meaning that they are working in jobs that do not
require skills or they have worked in several different jobs that did not let them to
specialize in a certain profession. In the professions there has not been a significant
percentage change throughout the years from 1985 to 2000, but there is a slight
increase in the share of heads that are specialized in crafts while there is a slight
decline in the share of agriculturalists, in the share of heads specialized in commerce
or retail and in the share of heads specialized in non agricultural production or

transportation.

In order to present a complete profile, internal migration also has to be taken into
account. In the sample used in this analysis, in 1985 12 percent of the heads are
internal migrants while there share becomes 13 percent in 1990 and 10 percent in

26



2000. Internal migration is defined as moving from one province to another in the
last five years before the census was surveyed. Therefore when a head is classified as
migrant throughout this analysis, it would mean the head was living in another
province 5 years before the census. However, a similar indicator can be constructed
for older migrants, i.e. household heads that have migrated more than five years
before the census data and that do not live where they were born at the year census
was surveyed. The old migrants’ percentage in the sample is 47.56 percent in 1985,
46.7 percent in 1990 and 47.6 percent in 2000. From these numbers it can be said

that there hasn’t been a drastic change in the number of new and old migrants.

Even though the sample is restricted to urban areas, still the households have to the
choice of living in the central districts or else. Among the household heads living in
urban areas, 80 percent was living in central districts in 1985 and this percentage has
remained more or less stable throughout 1985 to 2000 as it becomes 79.2 percent in

1990 and 78.4 percent in 2000.

The focus of this analysis is tenure choice, thus the rate of homeownership is of great
importance. Figure 3.2.6 presents the rates at which the household heads own the

housing unit they live in, for the period 1985 to 2000.
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Figure 3.2.6: Homeownership Rates of Household Heads Living in Urban Areas
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Similar to most developing countries, there has been a decrease in the average
homeownership rates of household heads from 1985 to 2000, as the population move
to bigger cities in this period. However more interestingly, there has been a decline
in the average rate from 1985 to 1990 and then an increase from 1990 to 2000. It is
argued in the literature that increasing homeownership rates is one of the major goals
of governments since higher homeownership would facilitate savings and enable
wealth accumulation for households. From this perspective, Turkey seems to have
succeeded to reverse the declining trend in homeownership rates in the last decade.
However whether this slight increase in the homeownership rates generated wealth
accumulation for the households is out of the scope of this analysis. The next section

will examine the characteristics of homeowners, in detail.

3.3 Homeownership Rates among Different Socioeconomic Groups

Analyzing the characteristics of the household heads that are homeowners, owners of
the housing unit they live in, will give us an insight about the factors that affect
tenure choice. For this reason, the interpretations done in this section will provide us

the information on what to expect as a result from the empirical analysis.

Figure 3.3.1 shows the homeownership rates of different age groups. From the figure
it can be easily seen that as the age of the household head increases the
homeownership rates also increase though in a decreasing rate. Moreover, this age
effect has been strengthened from 1985 to 2000, since the homeowners in the age
group 20-30 decreased more than the homeowners in other age groups. Therefore
expect to find a positive effect of age on probability of homeownership in the

empirical analysis.
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Figure 3.3.1: Homeownership Rates of Different Age Groups

Another characteristic of the households that has been found as a key parameter
affecting tenure choice is the household size. In the previous section we have showed
that there has been a decrease in the household sizes from 1985 to 2000, increasing
the importance of the nuclear family. Figure 3.3.2 also shows some evidence on this
issue. The figure illustrates that for the households with 3 or more person,
homeownership rates increase as the size increases. However, overall the relation is
expected to be nonlinear since households formed with one or two persons have
higher homeownership rates than households formed with three or four persons. If
we think of the urbanization process as causing the household sizes to shrink, we can
see from the figure that nuclear family’s importance increases since the
homeownership rates of larger sized households fall more than those of the smaller
sized households. More specifically, although the average homeownership rate of the
households with a size of seven decreases from 74 percent to 69 percent, the average
homeownership rate of the households with two persons decrease only from 61.09

percent to 61.06 percent in the period between 1985 and 2000.
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Figure 3.3.2: Homeownership Rates with respect to Household Sizes
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Figure 3.3.3: Homeownership Rates of Females and Males in the Sample

Even though more than 80 percent of the household heads living in urban areas are
males, it may give some interesting information to compare the homeownership rates
of the males and females in the sample. Figure 3.3.3 illustrates the homeownership
rates of males and females for the years 1985, 1990 and 2000. Contrary to

expectations, females’ average homeownership rate is higher than that of males’ for
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all three years, though the gap between them has been seriously declined. This
finding is surprising since in the literature for developing countries being a female or

being in a female-headed household declines the probability of homeownership.
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Figure 3.3.4: Homeownership Rates with respect to Educational Attainments

Another important characteristic of households that may have serious impacts on
tenure choice is the educational attainments of the household heads. Figure 3.3.4
gives information about the relation between education levels and the
homeownership rates of the household heads. Despite the common thinking that
education increases the income level thus increases the homeownership rates; the
figure tells us that in Turkey this line of thinking is not valid. However, from the data
we are able to see that the highly educated household heads are younger than the
other heads. This fact explains the low homeownership rates of heads with higher
education levels. According to the figure, illiterates or the heads that didn’t graduate
from a school have the highest average homeownership rates while high school
graduates have the lowest. The group with highest level educational attainment, i.e.

academy or university graduates have average homeownership rates close to that of
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high school graduates. This picture may be due to the high unemployment rates of
the high school and university graduates and due to the fact that illiterates are usually

members of older age groups which may enhance the homeownership rate for this

group.

When we look at household heads grouped with respect to marital status, we see that
the heads that are widows have the highest average homeownership rates, 77 percent
in 1985, 73 percent in 1990 and 76 percent in 2000. Following widows, the married
household heads have the second highest average homeownership rates for all three
years. As can be expected, single household heads have the lowest homeownership
rates; 48 percent in 1985, 42 percent in 1990 and 33 percent in 2000. According to
these numbers, single household heads are the most affected ones from the
decreasing homeownership rates from 1985 to 2000. Again if we assume that
widows are generally in older age groups, the result becomes reasonable. Still to
learn the actual effect of marital status on tenure choice, we need to control for age of

the head of household.

Labor market characteristics are found to have great impact on tenure choice in
literature. If we think the labor market conditions of the household heads as a proxy
for the income they generate, these characteristics become even more essential.
Figure 3.3.5 illustrates the homeownership rates with respect to labor market statuses

of the household heads.
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Figure 3.3.5: Homeownership Rates with respect to Labor Market Statuses

As can be seen from the figure the household heads that are classified as nonworking
have the highest average homeownership rates for all years. The paid workers not
only have the lowest homeownership rates, but also their owning rates decrease
from 1985 to 2000. Therefore from the figure it can be inferred that either the labor
market status is a bad proxy for income or the direct link between higher income and
higher homeownership is broken for Turkey. However, if the nonworking group is

ignored, the rates for employers and self-employed are as expected.

33



90%

TOG | M T

50% e ... B ... .. BN . B B B B B B e

2 R E R BR RERERERE R 1985
1990

10% 2000

-
G
<
=
9]

manager
commerce
services
agriculturalist

administrative
non agricultural
without prof

Figure 3.3.6: Homeownership Rates with respect to Professions

Figure 3.3.6 presents information on another labor market characteristic, profess-
sions. Similar to expectations, the household heads that are specialized in agriculture
or fishery have one of the highest average homeownership rates, since in the
agricultural areas people build their own houses with cheap material and thus their
tenure decision is biased in this perspective. Analogous to the nonworking group,
household heads without a profession has also one of the highest average
homeownership rates for all three years. As previously mentioned, without
controlling for other characteristics of the household heads, the net effect of
professions on tenure choice cannot be understood; even though there seems to be no

direct correlation for the time being.

Although the migrants’ percentage in the population stay more or less the same, their
homeownership rates decline significantly for the period between 1985 and 2000.
However this is not the case for old migrants. Even though their owning rates are
declining slightly, in absolute terms the average homeownership rates of old
migrants are significantly higher than those of new migrants. With this information

we can say that as the duration of stay in the migrated city increases, homeownership
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rates increase. Figure 3.3.7 illustrates this case by comparing the average

homeownership rates for old and new migrants.
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Figure 3.3.7: Homeownership Rates of Old and New Migrants

Lastly, the household heads living in central districts should be examined. According
to the data, more than half of the there heads living in central districts are
homeowners, although there has been a trivial decrease in the average
homeownership rate in the period 1985 to 2000, from 61 percent to 58 percent.
Thinking of the decrease of the share of household heads living in central districts in
the sample and the ratio of homeowners among these household heads, we cannot
make a clear inference as of the relation between living in central districts and

owning a house.

In this section the homeownership rates of various socioeconomic groups have been
analyzed. This analysis has been done for the whole sample. However there may be
also regional disparities among household characteristics throughout Turkey. Next

section will be dealing with this issue.
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3.4 Regional Disparities

To examine the regional disparities in Turkey the following analysis is done using
the 12 NUTS (the Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics) Level-1 regions.

The categorization of the NUTS Level-1 regions is given in Appendix A.
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Figure 3.4.1: Average Homeownership Rates for NUTS Level-1 Regions

Figure 3.4.1 shows the average homeownership rates for 12 NUTS regions. From the
figure it can be clearly seen that the homeownership rates are varying between
regions. Most significantly, the ninth NUTS Level-1 which is the Eastern Black Sea
region has the lowest average homeownership rates for all three census years.
Similarly, the fourth and fifth regions which represent Eastern Marmara and Western
Anatolia respectively show divergent behavior from the rest of the regions in terms
of homeownership. In order to assess the reason why these regional disparities occur
in terms of homeownership we need to examine the characteristics of the households

that are believed to affect tenure choice.
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The age profile of the NUTS Level-1 regions is illustrated in Figure 3.4.2. The
divergent age characteristics can be evidently seen from the illustration. More
specifically, regions 2, 3, 4 and 8 are composed of older household heads than the
average. Namely, these regions are Marmara, Aegean, Eastern Marmara and Western
Black Sea areas, respectively. Furthermore, the effect of internal migration shows its
effects on the average ages in these regions. As can be seen from the figure from
1990 to 2000 there has been a drastic increase in the average ages in all of the

regions except Istanbul and Southeastern Anatolia.
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Figure 3.4.2: Average Ages in NUTS Level-1 Regions

When Figure 3.4.1 and figure 3.4.2 are analyzed together, it can be seen that the
average ages and the average homeownership rates move parallel to each other for
the first 4 regions. However after the fourth region, this movement becomes like a
mirror image. That is to say, if the average age is higher in a region, the average

homeownership rates are lower for the last 8 regions.
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Figure 3.4.3: Average Household Sizes in NUTS Level-1 Regions

A further distinguishing factor is believed to be the average household size across
NUTS Level-1 regions. If the average household sizes illustrated in Figure 3.4.3 are
compared with the average homeownership rates presented in Figure 3.4.1, up until
the fourth region, the areas with lower average household sizes have relatively higher
average homeownership rates whereas starting with the fifth region this trend
reverses and areas with relatively high household sizes have higher average
homeownership rates than the other regions. Besides this information, Figure 3.4.3
also provides evidence that there exist regional differences in Turkey based on

NUTS Level-1 regions regarding household sizes.

38



100%
80% | T T |
60% |l B 5 B W B —— - B 1985
40% (B 8B B . L B L e . NN . 1990
u

0% [TLEL. I R R B 1018 2000
0%

r 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Figure 3.4.4: Percentage of Household Heads Living in Central Districts in NUTS

Level-1 Regions

One of the possible determinants of tenure choice that has the largest discrepancy
among NUTS Level-1 regions is whether the heads live in the central districts or not.
Figure 3.4.4 pictures this divergence across regions. While almost all household
heads in the urban areas of Istanbul live in central districts, the ratio declines to one
half when Marmara is considered. However, interestingly if we ignore Istanbul and
Southeastern Anatolian region, then the trend in differences between regions
regarding living in central districts show almost perfect correlation with the trend in

differences between regions regarding average homeownership rates.

With regards to educational attainment, regional disparities still exist except for the
primary school graduates. The percentage of primary school graduates in NUTS
Level-1 regions is more or less the same, being around fifty percent. However, the
discrepancy in the education levels of the household heads living in different NUTS
regions is generated mostly by the illiterates, high school graduates and the

university graduates. Figures 3.4.5, 3.4.6 and 3.4.7 illustrate these discrepancies.
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Figure 3.4.5: The Share of Illiterate or Not Graduated Household Heads in NUTS

Level-1 Regions
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Figure 3.4.6: The Share of Household Heads that are Graduated from High School in

NUTS Level-1 Regions
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Figure 3.4.7: The Share of University-Graduate Household Heads in NUTS Level-1

Regions

When we look at Figure 3.4.5, it can be observed that the illiterates’ share in the
population increase from first region to the twelfth with the fifth and the ninth
regions, Western Anatolia and Eastern Black Sea regions respectively, being
exceptions. This figure therefore clearly illustrates the regional variation in among
these regions, since Turkey’s one of the biggest problems is the low literacy rates in
mostly the east part of the country. Nevertheless, the high illiterate shares even in the
eastern regions have declined significantly in the period between 1985 and 2000,

although the gap between the regions has not been eliminated.

One other gladsome observation is that the number of high school graduates all over
Turkey has been increased from 1985 to 2000. Although there is still some variation
between the regions, if we ignore the Southeastern Anatolian region, this variation is
less than five percent all around the country. Even though this variation is low, still
with some modification we can see some similarities between this illustration and
Figure 3.4.1 which presents average homeownership rates among NUTS Level-1
regions. More specifically, if we look at the trend in figure 3.4.6, we can see that the
movement in the share of high school graduate household heads’ shares from the
third region onwards is like the mirror image of the movement in the average

homeownership rates in the same regions.
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Figure 3.4.7 presents the university or academy graduate household heads in NUTS
Level-1 regions. It can be observed from this illustration that without taking into
account the Western Anatolian region, the disparities among the regions do not
exceed 7 percent. However, interestingly, Western Anatolia has university graduate
household heads accounting to almost twenty percent of its population in 2000. This
may be a result of the fact that Western Anatolia is one of the most crowded cities in
terms of both universities and university students. This interpretation is validated
also through the average homeownership rates in this region throughout late 1980s
and 1990s. Since students are less expected to be homeowners, Western Anatolia has
average homeownership rates that are below the average of the country, despite its

high share of university graduates.

For the labor market characteristics of the household heads, we have previously
examined whether these heads are employers, paid workers, self-employed or not
working. When it comes to regional disparities, however, every NUTS Level-1
region has approximately the same share of paid workers in its population, being
around 45 %. Nevertheless, the percentage of self-employed and employer heads

vary significantly between these regions.
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Figure 3.4.8: The Percentages of Employer Household Heads in NUTS Regions
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As reported by Figure 3.4.8, the share of employer heads in Istanbul is considerably
higher than those of other regions. Though there was a drastic gap between the
regions in terms of employer heads, when we look at data from 2000 Census, it is
observed that this gap has been drastically declined, Istanbul still having the largest

employer population.

Contrary to what we observe in Figure 3.4.8, the shares of self-employed heads in
NUTS regions have been radically declined in the period between 1985 and 2000.
Northeastern and Southeastern Anatolia are the most crowded regions in terms of
self-employed household heads. However, from 1985 to 2000, there has been almost
a 10 percentage point decrease in the self-employed heads in all regions. This can be
in line with the thinking that the crises of 1990s mostly affected the self-employed,
as many of them became unemployed and the other started to work as paid workers.
Still, if we take into account the first nine regions, Figure 3.4.9 almost completely
represents the relative average homeownership rates in the regions, though for the

last 4 regions there is no such relation.
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Figure 3.4.9: Percentages of Self-Employed Household Heads in NUTS Level-1

Regions
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The final thing to look at is the old and new migrants’ regional decomposition, which
may be a source of the regional differences in Turkey. Figure 3.4.10 and 3.4.11 show
the share of the old and new migrants in NUTS Level-1 regions’ population,
respectively. These figures are constructed in such a way that if a head is considered

as a migrant in a region, it means that he/she has migrated to that region.

In accordance with Figure 3.4.10, apart from Istanbul, Marmara and Eastern
Marmara regions, the new migrants have chosen other regions evenly, though there
has been a decrease in the percentage of household heads that are new migrants all
around Turkey except for Western and Eastern Black Sea. For this reason, there has
been a significant convergence for NUTS Level-1 regions regarding the population

shares of the household heads that are new migrants.
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Figure 3.4.10: Percentage of New Migrants in NUTS Level-1 Regions

On the other hand, there is a wide gap between the percentages of the old migrants in
these regions which has not been narrowed from 1985 to 2000, as can be seen from
Figure 3.4.11. Though, there is no direct correlation of old migrants’ population in

each region with the average homeownership rates, the skills and education levels of
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these migrants may have well contributed to each region’s development and thus the
tenure choices of the household heads. Therefore, to have a better understanding of
the regional differences in tenure choice behavior, we need to take a closer look at

the old and new migrants’ characteristics, which will be done in the next section.
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Figure 3.4.11: Percentage of Old Migrants in NUTS Level-1 Regions

3.5 Socioeconomic Profiles of Old and New Migrants

According to the literature on tenure choice behavior of migrants, length of duration
is of great importance. The reason is that as an individual spends more time in a
certain province or district, he/ she may be able to enter the labor market with
increasing experience important for that region and after some time the migrant’s

characteristics converge to that of the native population residing in that region.

To see this effect, we shall first look at the differences between homeownership rates
of old and new migrants. From Table 3.3.6, we can see that old migrants’

homeownership rates are about 60 percent while those of new migrants are
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decreasing from 40 percent to 20 percent during the period between 1985 and 2000.
This may signal a dissimilarity between the 1985 migrants’, 1990 migrants’ and 2000

migrants’ characteristics.

One of the reasons for the difference between old and new migrants may be of age
profiles. Figures 3.5.1 and 3.5.2 display the age profiles of old and new migrants,
respectively. One can immediately notice from these two illustrations that the old
migrant population is older than new migrant population. More specifically, while
most of the new migrants are in the 20-30 or 30-40 age groups, old migrants’ larger
share is a member of 30-40 or 40-50 age groups. As our a priori expectation is that
age is a positive determinant for homeownership rates, part of the difference between

these two groups can be explained by their age profiles.
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Figure 3.5.1: Age Profile of Old Migrants
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Table 3.5.3: Household Sizes for Old migrants Across Years
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Figure 3.5.4: Household Sizes for New Migrants Across Years
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Another important determinant for homeownership rates according to the literature is
the household sizes. In the previous studies, it has been found that the probability of
homeownership rises as household size increases. To see whether there is a disparity
among the two populations in this respect, we present Figure 3.5.3 and 3.5.4 which
illustrate the household size for old and new migrants, respectively. From the
information that the figures display, we again find evidence for the higher
homeownership rates of old migrants. While the mode of the distribution of
household sizes for old migrants is four, the mode of the same distribution for new
migrants is 3. Although this may seem a small difference, the higher household sizes
are more common in old migrants than new migrants. Therefore, based on the a
priori expectations of the effect of household size on tenure choice, it is reasonable

for old migrants to have higher homeownership rates than new migrants.

The marital status and gender profiles are more or less the same among the two
populations. Therefore, we do not expect these characteristics to have a significant
impact on explaining the homeownership rate disparities among the two groups.
However, labor market status and educational attainments of the household heads are
of great importance in determining the homeownership rates as told by previous

studies, hence they shall be analyzed in detail.

Figure 3.5.5 and 3.5.6 display the education levels of the household head that belong
to old or new migrant population. From these figures, it can be observed that the new
migrants are more educated than old migrants and these household heads are
becoming even more educated than the latter between 1985 and 2000 as the
university graduates are increasing and the illiterates are decreasing in this period.
This result may signal that from the empirical analysis we may not get a positive
impact of education on homeownership probabilities, as stated by the results of
previous literature. Another explanation may be that if the effect of education on
homeownership is positive, than this effect may be counterbalanced by an
unobserved characteristic of these two populations. In either case, we cannot be sure

without analyzing the empirical results.
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Figure 3.5.5: Educational Attainments of Old Migrant Household Heads
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Figure 3.5.6: Educational Attainment of New Migrant Household Heads

As previously mentioned, labor market status may also have a great impact on
homeownership rates. Not only due to income considerations, but also it gives an
idea whether the individual is permanent where he lives. According to Figure 3.5.7
and 3.5.8, the shares of self-employed and non working heads are greater in old
migrant population whereas paid workers’ share is higher in new migrant population.
Since in Turkey paid workers are usually of low or middle income classes, the old

migrants’ average income may be higher than that of new migrants. Even if this is
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not the case, it is certain that old migrants have generated more wealth both due to

their older ages compared to new migrants and the participation in the labor market

more as employer and self-employed compared to new migrants.
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Figure 3.5.7: Labor Market Statuses of Old Migrant Household Heads
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Figure 3.5.8: Labor Market Statuses of New Migrant Household Heads
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However, the fact that there are more non working household heads as old migrants
relative to new migrants is also controversial according to literature. Although there
are debates on the impact of income on homeownership, employed people are
generally expected to have higher homeownership rates than unemployed. Similar to
educational attainments of household heads, the picture we see regarding not
working heads may be either due to a counterbalancing unobserved characteristic or
due to a difference in the effects of mostly used tenure choice determinants on
probability of homeownership for Turkey. Only after the examining the empirical

results we can make a decision on this issue.

In conclusion, the important differences between old and new migrants are as

follows:

e New migrants are a younger population.

¢ They also have smaller families.

e The educational attainment levels of the household heads that are new
migrants are higher than those of the old migrants.

e The new migrants are more likely to be from Western Black Sea,

Northeastern Anatolian, Southeastern Anatolian regions.
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CHAPTER 4

THE EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

4.1 Methodology

4.1.1 The Model

Tenure choice models employed in this study are determined by the general
household head characteristics. Although there will be several different
specifications, the general properties of the model will be preserved in all of the

alternative specifications. Accordingly, the basic tenure choice model is:

PF(OWNL) = f(Dl', Ll'fMifPi) (511)

where Pr(OWN) represents the probability of owning the housing unit the household
head currently lives in, D; is a vector of the demographic characteristics of the
household heads, L; is a vector of the labor market characteristics of the household
heads, M; is a vector describing the migration status of these heads and P stands for

the control for provincial differences.

As explained in the preceding chapters, demographic and labor market characteristics
of the households are considered to be the important determinants of tenure choice.
Moreover, since the data set that we use for this study lacks the information about the
income or wealth of the household members, the labor market characteristics and the
education of the household heads may serve as proxies for the households’ budgets.
There may be other factors that are influential in the tenure choice decision of the
Turkish households’, yet all of the variables used in this empirical analysis are found
to be important determinants of the probability of homeownership in both developed

and developing countries. From this point on, when the phrase probability of
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homeownership is used, what is meant is the probability of owning the housing unit

the household head currently lives in.

In order to understand the model fully, we shall examine the variables included in
each vector in Equation (5.1.1), separately. The demographic characteristics of the
household heads used in this analysis, D;, consist of the gender of the household
head, the household size, marital status of the head, the educational attainment of the
head, and the age group that the household head is in. Furthermore, with the vector
of the labor market characteristics of the household heads,L; the employment status,
the profession and the labor market status of the household head is controlled in the
empirical analysis. By the labor market status we mean whether the household head
is employed as a paid worker or as an employer or in the form of self-employment.
Finally, the migration characteristics of the household heads are defined by the
vector M; and this vector includes the information of whether the head has migrated
in the last five years and whether the head had migrated earlier. The provincial
dummies are used to control for the regional effects, however they also proxy for the
price of housing in different local housing markets. In provinces where the price of
owning is high, it may be the case that the rents are also high. Nevertheless, in such a
case, the factor that will dominate the tenure choice would be the access of the
household heads to borrowing. For this reason, we believe that with these provincial
dummies we will be able to control for the differences in the local housing markets.
Other proxies that can control for this effect like the seashore dummy or the
population of the districts are also included in the models. The detailed explanation

of each variable used in the empirical analysis can be found in Table 4.1.1.
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Table 4.1.1: Definition of the Variables used in the Empirical Analysis

Variable
Homeowner

Demographic Characteristics:

Household size
Male

Illiterate

Primary School
Secondary School
High School

University

Age Group 20-29
Age Group 30-39
Age Group 40-49
Age Group 50-59
Age Group 60-69
Age Group 70plus
Single
Married

Divorced
Widow

Labor Market Characteristics:

Employed
Paid Worker
Employer
Self-employed
Craft
Manager
Chancellery
Commerce
Services

Agriculturalist

Nonagricultural production

No profession

Migration Status:

New Migrant

Old Migrant

Provincial Controls

Central District

Seashore

Population
Province Dummies

Definition
Homeownership dummy, equals 1 if the household head owns
the house he/she lives in

Number of people residing in that household

Equals 1 if the household head is male

Equals 1 if the household is illiterate or not graduated from any

school

Equals 1 if the household head is primary school graduate

Equals 1 if the household head is secondary school graduate

Equals 1 if the household head is high school graduate

Equals 1 if the household head is academy or university

graduate
Equals 1 if the household head age between 20 and 29
Equals 1 if the household head age between 30 and 39
Equals 1 if the household head age between 40 and 49
Equals 1 if the household head age between 50 and 59
Equals 1 if the household head age between 60 and 69
Equals 1 if the household head age 70 or above

Equals 1 if the household head is single

Equals 1 if the household head is married

Equals 1 if the household head is divorced
Equals 1 if the household head is a widow

Equals 1 if the household head is employed, 0 if unemployed
Equals 1 if the household head is employed as paid worker
Equals 1 if the household head is employed as employer
Equals 1 if the household head is employed as self-employed
Equals 1 if the household head is specialized in crafts

Equals 1 is the household head’s profession is management
Equals 1 is the household head’s profession is chancellery
Equals 1 if the household head is specialized in commerce
Equals 1 if the household head is specialized in service sector
Equals 1 if the household head’s profession is agriculture or
fishery

Equals 1 if the household head’s profession is nonagricultural
production or transportation

Equals 1 if the household head has no profession

Equals 1 if the household head has migrated in the last five
years before the census

Equals 1 if the household head had migrated earlier than the
last five years before the census

Equals 1 if the household head lives in the central district of a
province

Equals 1 if the household head lives in a province that is
located at a seashore

Logarithm of the population of each district

Dummies for each of the provinces of Turkey

54



Since most of the variables are included in the model based on the justification of
previous studies, we have a priori expectations about the influences of these factors
on probability of homeownership of Turkish household heads. To start with, age of
the head is an indicator of the household head’s stage in the life-cycle and it is
expected that the later stages in the life-cycle increases the probability of
homeownership. This can be argued on the basis that as age increases the household
accumulates more wealth which in turn increases the probability to own. Household
size is also expected to be positively related to the homeownership probability. When
the household size is large it would mean either the number of children is high or
there is an elder subfamily in the household. In both cases the size is expected to
increase the ownership probability since in the former case the parents’ are more
willing to own with bequest motives considering their children and in the latter case
the household lives most probably in the elder subfamily’s house. In most of the
developed and developing countries, education increases the probability to own, as
higher educational attainment would mean higher permanent income for the
household heads. Furthermore, all of the studies previously done show that males are
more probable candidates for homeownership, thus we hypothesize that the variable
“Male” will positively affect the probability of homeownership. Although, marital
status has not been analyzed in a detailed format as this study does, we expect the
married and widow household heads to have a higher probability than the single or

divorced heads.

For the labor market characteristics, employment is expected to be positively related
to homeownership rates. Employment means that the household head has a regular
income and thus more accumulated wealth than the unemployed. Moreover, if the
household head is an employed or self-employed he/she is predicted to have higher
probability to own since in Turkey paid workers are of middle-income or low-
income classes although they also have a regular income whereas employers and
self-employed individuals have higher incomes even though the volatility in their
incomes is also high in monthly basis. In earlier studies, the influence of professions
is not examined in detail therefore we can only presume the agriculturalists to have

higher homeownership rates since in the agricultural areas the owning a house is than
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in big cities as building small houses to live in is very common in these districts. We
are aware that the classification of professions is not very clear and the borders
between these profession is somewhat blurred. However, we only have the chance to
use the classification prepared by the Turkish Statistical Institute presented in the

censuses.

To find how migration influences the probability of homeownership is one of the
main aims of this study therefore the effects of the migration variables are of great
importance. As in previous studies, we expect migrating in the last five years to be
negatively related to the probability to own. However, since it is explained in the
literature that as the duration of stay in the same area increases, the individuals begin
to show native characteristics; the variable “Old Migrant” will presumably have a

less negative effect than the variable “New Migrant”.

The summary statistics for the variables explained above can be seen from Table

4.1.2 for the years 1985, 1990 and 2000.

Table 4.1.2: Summary Statistics for the Variables used in the Empirical Analysis

1985 1990 2000

Variables Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
Homeowner 0.624 0.484 0.576 0.494 0.588 0.492
Household size 4.15 2.011 4.025 1.932 3.643 1.748
Male 0.916 0.277 0.913 0.282 0.88 0.325
Age Group 20-29 0.166 0.372 0.157 0.364 0.147 0.354
Age Group 30-39 0.31 0.463 0.311 0.463 0.288 0.453
Age Group 40-49 0.22 0.414 0.23 0.421 0.254 0.435
Age Group 50-59 0.178 0.383 0.162 0.368 0.159 0.365
Age Group 60-69 0.08 0.271 0.098 0.297 0.097 0.295
Age Group 70plus 0.046 0.21 0.042 0.2 0.056 0.23
Illiterate 0.175 0.38 0.142 0.349 0.104 0.305
Primary School 0.525 0.499 0.52 0.5 0.458 0.498
Secondary School 0.089 0.284 0.097 0.297 0.118 0.322
High School 0.124 0.33 0.14 0.347 0.188 0.391
University 0.087 0.282 0.101 0.301 0.132 0.339
Single 0.037 0.188 0.035 0.183 0.046 0.21
Married 0.888 0.315 0.889 0.314 0.859 0.348
Divorced 0.012 0.107 0.013 0.113 0.023 0.149
Widow 0.063 0.244 0.063 0.243 0.072 0.258
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Table 4.1.2 (continued)

Employed 0.711 0.453 0.714 0.452 0.602 0.489
Paid Worker 0.477 0.499 0.493 0.5 0.444 0.497
Employer 0.028 0.166 0.036 0.185 0.048 0.214
Self-employed 0.205 0.404 0.185 0.388 0.11 0.313
Craft 0.11 0.312 0.109 0.312 0.135 0.342
Manager 0.013 0.115 0.016 0.124 0.017 0.128
Chancellery 0.055 0.228 0.06 0.237 0.057 0.232
Commerce 0.086 0.28 0.089 0.285 0.073 0.26
Services 0.098 0.297 0.097 0.296 0.091 0.287
Agriculturalist 0.057 0.233 0.057 0.232 0.027 0.162
Nonagricultural

production 0.411 0.492 0.401 0.49 0.405 0.491
No profession 0.17 0.376 0.171 0.376 0.195 0.396
New Migrant 0.121 0.327 0.129 0.335 0.1 0.3
Old Migrant 0.411 0.492 0.402 0.490 0.484 0.500
Central District 0.796 0.403 0.792 0.406 0.936 0.244
Seashore 0.587 0.492 0.596 0.491 0.619 0.486
Population 13.190 1.859 13.283 1.922 14.112 1.617

4.1.2 Estimation Method

In the tenure choice literature, since the dependent variable is dichotomous most
studies use logit regressions while some use ordinary least squares (OLS). Although
OLS is mostly used due to its simplicity of calculation and interpretation, there are
several problems inherited within this method. Firstly, previous studies have shown
that there are some cases in which the predicted probabilities with OLS may fall
outside the 0-1 interval. Moreover, heteroscedasticity present in the error term results
in inefficient parameter estimates. However as argued by Li (1977), with logit
estimation, heteroscedasticity due to a dichotomous dependent variable is avoided as
the probability of homeownership is monotonically transformed from a range of (0,
1) to (-0, o). Moreover, as stated by Lim et al. (1980), logit qualifies for the S-
shaped true relationship between the probability of homeownership and its

determinants.
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For the reasons stated above, in this study logit regressions are used which are in the

form of:

p
log (E) =y + a;X; 4.1.2)

In Equation 4.1.2, p is the probability of homeownership and X; is a vector of the

determinant factors explained in the preceding section. Solving for p;

1
p= 1 + e—(@ota;Xy)

(4.1.3)

we obtain the cumulative logistic probability function.

The estimates for the logit model are obtained by the maximum likelihood
estimation. According to Amemiya (1985), the likelihood function is globally
concave and therefore the maximum likelihood estimates are unique as well as

asymptotically normal, consistent and asymptotically efficient.

The probit regressions are also similar to logit when dichotomous dependent
variables are in consideration. Although, the choice between the logit and probit
models is theoretically indistinguishable, this study utilizes the logit model as it is
more commonly used in the literature. However, it should be noted that the same
analysis could have been done with probit and the results would not have changed
except for the coefficients in absolute terms, since the interpretation will be done
comparing the effects of different variables or comparing the effects of the same

variables over years.

4.2 Tenure Choice Determinants for Turkish Household Heads

For the analysis in this study, the main focus is to explore the determinants of tenure
choice of the household heads in Turkey. Consequently, the main model to analyze is

the logit model of homeownership as explained in the previous sections.
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To remind the reader once again, the model for the probability of homeownership in
this section will question the explanatory power of age of head, household size,
educational attainment and the labor market status of the head, migrant status,
marital status and the profession of the head and living in central districts on the
tenure choice of Turkish household heads living in urban areas. Moreover, the
regional differences are controlled by adding province dummies to the model. The

results from the estimation are presented in Table 4.2.1.

If we look at the variables separately, we can see that increasing household size has a
positive impact on probability of homeownership, though this positive impact has
declined from 1990 to 2000. Similar to the findings in tenure choice literature in
developing countries, being male or in other words being in a household headed by a
male makes the probability of homeownership 0.4 times greater than being a female,
holding other variables at their mean levels. However, interestingly this advantage of
being a male in terms of likeliness to own decreased significantly in the period

between 1985 and 2000 which is similar to the findings for developed countries.

Table 4.2.1: The Results of the Logit Model of Tenure Choice®

Dependent Variable: homeowner or not 1985 1990 2000
Household size 0.106 0.127 0.082
(0.003)** (0.003)** (0.003)**
Male 0.156 0.088 0.075
(0.027)** (0.024)** (0.018)**
Seashore -0.68 1.05 -0.682
(0.232)** (0.183)** (0.123)**
Central District -0.203 -0.165 -0.148
(0.026)** (0.021)** (0.028)**
New Migrant -0.875 -1.231 -1.422
(0.015)** (0.014)** (0.015)**
Old Migrant -0.294 -0.228 -0.195
(0.012)** (0.010)** (0.009)**
Population 0.046 0.044 0.093
(0.012)%** (0.009)** (0.016)**
Employed -0.427 -0.501 -0.393

(0.016)** (0.015)** (0.011)**

Numbers in brackets are standard errors. * indicates significance at %1 level and ** indicates
significance at %5 level. Province dummies are omitted due to space considerations.
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Table 4.2.1 (continued)

Employer 0.271 0.436 0.455
(0.028)** (0.022)** (0.018)**
Self-employed 0.279 0.354 0.293
(0.013)** (0.012)** (0.013)**
Married -0.068 -0.177 0.08
(0.026)** (0.025)** (0.021)**
Divorced -0.505 -0.575 -0.61
(0.050)** (0.043)** (0.031)**
Widow -0.045 -0.206 -0.007
(0.038) (0.034)** (0.028)
Primary school -0.063 0.081 0.163
(0.015)** (0.014)** (0.015)**
Secondary school -0.247 -0.079 0.145
(0.021)** (0.019)** (0.018)**
High school -0.359 -0.136 0.2
(0.020)** (0.018)** (0.017)**
University -0.402 -0.165 0.186
(0.026)** (0.024)** (0.022)**
Age group 30-40 0.323 0.453 0.519
(0.014)** (0.013)** (0.012)**
Age group 40-50 1.001 1.086 1.191
(0.015)** (0.014)** (0.013)**
Age group 50-60 1.343 1.57 1.734
(0.018)** (0.016)** (0.015)**
Age group 60-70 1.501 1.746 2.076
(0.024)** (0.020)** (0.019)**
Age group 70plus 1.674 1.761 2.058
(0.032)** (0.028)** (0.023)**
Craft -0.076 -0.015 -0.041
(0.028)** (0.025) (0.020)*
Manager -0.148 -0.11 -0.097
(0.045)** (0.037)** (0.032)**
Chancellery -0.214 -0.104 -0.027
(0.028)** (0.025)** (0.021)
Commerce -0.035 -0.01 -0.094
(0.027) (0.024) (0.020)**
Services -0.238 -0.295 -0.376
(0.025)** (0.022)** (0.018)**
Agriculturalist 0.237 0.094 -0.112
(0.030)** (0.026)** (0.027)**
Nonagricultural prod. -0.11 -0.041 -0.162
(0.021)** (0.019)* (0.014)**
Constant 0.146 -1.934 -1.305

(0.247) (0.194)** (0.193)**

Contrary to expectations and the finding from previous studies, married household
heads are more likely to rent compared to single households. This observation is
reversed only for 2000, while the heads that have the least probability to own with

respect to marital status are divorced heads for all three years that are considered in
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the analysis. In almost all previous studies, being married increases the probability of
homeownership, therefore from this perspective one can conclude that Turkey has a
unique characteristic in terms of the marital status effects. However, this result may
be due to the uncontrolled skill and demographic composition of the household heads

that are married.

Educational attainment dummies provide us with some interesting results. Since the
educational attainment levels of the households can be thought as a proxy for
permanent income, this variable is of great importance. Figure 4.2.1 shows the
education effects in the period between 1985 and 2000. In 1985, household heads
that are graduated from a school in any level have less probability of homeownership
compared to illiterates or non graduates. Nevertheless, from 1985 to 1990 this
adverse effect of education in all levels has been declined, though the coefficients are
still negative. When we look at 2000, we see that the adverse effect of education is
totally eliminated and in fact, household heads with any school diploma are more
likely to own compared to illiterates and non graduates. More specifically, there isn’t
a perfect trend as the educational attainment increases for homeownership
probability but it is observed that high school graduates have the highest probability
to own, followed by university and primary school graduates. Moreover, it can be
seen that the gap between the household heads with different educational attainment
levels has been eliminated from 1985 to 2000, as in 2000 having a school diploma
affects the probability of homeownership positive regardless of the level of the

school.
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Figure 4.2.1: The Effect of Education on Tenure Choice from 1985 to 2000.

Figure 4.2.2 shows the affect of age on probability of homeownership in 1985, 1990
and 2000. Similar to expectations, age is positively related to the probability of
homeownership. Moreover, across years this positive impact has grown
considerably. For example, in 1985 for a household head in the age group of 70plus,
the odds of owning a house is 5.4 times greater while in 1990 and 2000, this factor
has increased to be 5.8 and 7.7, holding all other variables constant. From these
numbers it can be seen that age has a drastic impact on tenure choice as older
household heads are more likely to own, in fact even more in the most recent years.
Nevertheless, the difference between the effect of younger age groups and the older

age groups is still the same, after 2000.
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Figure 4.2.2: The Effect of Age on Tenure Choice from 1985 to 2000.

We have included very detail labor market characteristics of the household heads in
the model. First of all, whether a head is employed or not is though as a determinants
of tenure choice. Yet, the variable may also be thought as a proxy for current income
of the head, it is observed from Table 4.1.1 that being employed is negatively related
to the probability of homeownership. Although there is a small decline in this
adverse effect from 1985 to 2000, still the odds of being a homeowner is decreased
by a factor of 44 % for employed household heads even in 2000. This adverse effect
of employment may be a result of temporary jobs. Canada Statistics Institute also
report on a similar result for the effect of employment on tenure choice, though only
for the young households’. However if we think that most employed people are of
the 40-50 age group or lower, Turkey has a similar characteristic to that of Canada.
According to the report, temporary jobs are described as an obstacle to
homeownership since the individuals that are employed with these jobs are expected
to have wide fluctuations in their income levels from one year to another. Other than
this, there isn’t much information in the literature so further research may be needed
to find an answer to this puzzle. However, as far as this study is concerned, we can
say that being employed may not be a good proxy for income or wealth for Turkish

household heads.

7 Retrieved from http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/11-008-x/2007005/103 14-eng.htm#4.
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If we examine the employed people in more detail, if a household head is acting in
the labor market as an employer or self-employed, the probability of homeownership
is higher, compared to that of paid workers. Despite having job security and less
fluctuation in the income levels due to the wage bargaining process, paid workers in
Turkey are generally members of middle-income or low-income classes. Therefore
the results for self-employed and employer household heads just visualize this

picture as a solid fact based on the empirical analysis.

The different profession dummies do not present a lot of information. What can be
seen from the table is that only agriculturalists and fishermen have a higher
probability of homeownership compared to heads with no profession, though valid
for only 1985 and 1990. On the other hand, household heads that are working in the
service sector are in the worst situation in terms of odds of owning versus renting for
all years considered. Nevertheless, we think that the results for the profession groups
may be due to the uncontrolled characteristics of specific to each group, affecting
their tenure choice decision significantly. Still, it is observed that except for
agriculturalists, service sector workers and agents of non agricultural production, this
“adverse” effect of having a profession is being reduced from 1985 to 2000

compared to the heads with no professions.

Household heads living in central districts are found to have less likelihood to own
than those who are not. More specifically, living in central districts decreases the
probability to own a house by a factor of 0.02 in 1985 and this rate decreases only by
a slight amount if we look at 2000. The reason for this may be due to the high
population of central districts and thus higher prices of houses as a result of the high
demand. If we had a chance to look at the 2007 census, most probably we would
have seen a decline in this negative effect since recently people living in central
districts buy houses from the suburbs to avoid the noise and air pollution of the

center, especially in the major cities of Turkey.

In order to control for the differences in the local housing markets of the provinces,
we have included a dummy indicating whether the province has a shore to the sea

and the logarithm of the population of the districts. If we look at the coefficients of
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the “Seashore” variable, we can see that in 1985 and 2000, the effect of living in a
province at the sea level is negatively related to the probability to own and the effects
are nearly the same for the two years. However, there is a jump in this effect for
1990, so that the coefficient becomes positive. This may reflect an uncontrolled
change in the common characteristics of these cities. On the contrary, when we look
at the “Population” variable, we observe that being in a more populated district

increases the probability to own, and this effect also increases over time.

One of the most essential information, considering the aims of this study, comes
from the migration variables, which capture the unfavorable impacts of internal
migration. The “New Migrant” variable specifies the household heads that have
migrated from one part of Turkey to another one in the last five years before the
census was surveyed, whereas the “Old Migrant” variable specifies the household
heads that are not living where they were born and that have not migrated in the last
five years. From the results, it can be calculated that being a new migrant decreases
the odds of homeownership by 47 % in 1985, 64 % in 1990 and 72 % in 2000 while
being an old migrant lowers the odds of homeownership by 34 % in 1985, 27 % in
1990 and 26 % in 2000, holding all other variables constant. From these percentages,
one can understand that the length of duration in a certain province is undoubtedly
positively related to the probability of homeownership. Since the old migrants have
higher homeownership rates than new migrants as shown in the third chapter, the
adverse effect is lower for this variable. The effect of length of duration can also be
seen from the decrease in the negative effect of heads that are not living at their birth
places across years. As from 1985 to 2000, their length of duration increase, so that

the probability of homeownership is less affected form their migrant status.

In order to analyze the effect of migration in more detail, another specification of this
model is also estimated. The results are presented in Table 4.1.2. The difference of
this model from the first one is the addition of the “New Migrant” variable interacted
with NUTS Level-1 regions. Explicitly, we have the migration variable interacted
with the NUTS region the head was living before migration so as to see which

regions’ migrants are most disadvantageous.
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Compared to the first specification, the variables’ effects have not changed much,
according to the results presented in Table 4.2.2. As for migration, in 1985
households that are migrated from Western, Southeastern and Mideastern Anatolia in
the last five years before the census have the lowest probabilities of homeownership
among other migrants, respectively. More specifically, being migrated from Western
Anatolia decreases the odds of being a homeowner by 67 %, migration from
Southeastern Anatolia decreases the odds by 65 % and migration from Mideastern

Anatolia decreases the odds by 64 % in 1985, holding all other variables constant.

Table 4.2.2: The Results of the Alternative Tenure Choice Model®

Dependent Variable: homeowner or not 1985 1990 2000

Household size 0.108 0.129 0.086
(0.003)**  (0.003)**  (0.003)**

Male 0.152 0.08 0.066
(0.027)**  (0.024)**  (0.018)**

Central District -0.204 -0.17 -0.149
(0.026)**  (0.021)**  (0.028)**

Seashore -0.149 1.052 -0.704
(0.159) (0.183)**  (0.124)**

Migrated from NUTS-1=1 -1.168 -1.204 -1.375
(0.051)**  (0.045)**  (0.045)**

Migrated from NUTS-1=2 -1.118 -1.123 -1.62
(0.060)**  (0.056)**  (0.065)**

Migrated from NUTS-1=3 -1.246 -1.358 -1.637
(0.047)**  (0.045)**  (0.044)**

Migrated from NUTS-1=4 -1.039 -2.009 -1.742
(0.051)**  (0.045)**  (0.047)**

Migrated from NUTS-1=5 -1.37 -1.541 -1.564
0.047)**  (0.046)**  (0.047)**

Migrated from NUTS-1=6 -1.19 -1.471 -1.633
(0.051)**  (0.047)**  (0.044)**

Migrated from NUTS-1=7 -1.17 -1.482 -1.534

(0.055)**  (0.045)**  (0.050)**

¥ Numbers in brackets are standard errors. * indicates significance at %1 level and ** indicates
significance at %5 level. Province dummies are omitted due to space considerations.
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Table 4.2.2 (continued)

(0.048)**  (0.041)**  (0.043)**

(0.062)**  (0.051)**  (0.061)**

(0.032)*  (0.045)**  (0.059)**

(0.061)**  (0.052)**  (0.055)**

(0.054)**  (0.034)**  (0.047)**

(0.012)**  (0.010)**  (0.009)**

(0.012)**  (0.009)**  (0.016)**

(0.017)**  (0.015)**  (0.011)**

(0.028)**  (0.023)**  (0.018)**

(0.014)**  (0.012)**  (0.013)**

(0.027)**  (0.025)**  (0.021)**

(0.050)**  (0.043)**  (0.032)**

(0.038) (0.034)** (0.028)

(0.015)**  (0.014)**  (0.015)**

0.021)**  (0.019)**  (0.018)**

(0.020)**  (0.018)**  (0.017)**

(0.027)**  (0.024)**  (0.022)**

(0.014)**  (0.013)**  (0.012)**

(0.015)**  (0.014)**  (0.013)**

(0.018)**  (0.016)**  (0.015)**

(0.024)**  (0.020)**  (0.019)**

(0.032)**  (0.028)**  (0.023)**

(0.028)** (0.025) (0.020)*

(0.045)**  (0.038)**  (0.032)**

(0.029)**  (0.025)** (0.021)

(0.027) (0.024) (0.020)**
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Table 4.2.2 (continued)

Services -0.233 -0.29 -0.373
(0.025)** (0.022)** (0.018)**
Agriculturalist 0.226 0.093 -0.106
(0.031)** (0.026)** (0.027)**
Nonagricultural production -0.132 -0.0438 -0.164
(0.021)** (0.019)** (0.014)**
Constant -0.356 -1.944 -1.299

(0.183) (0.195)**  (0.194)**

In 1990, the odds are decreased the most by being migrated from Eastern Marmara,
Western Anatolia and Mediterranean regions. This finding is actually unexpected
since Mediterranean region is one of the regions that have relatively higher income
and education levels relative to other parts of Turkey. However, since the source
regions of the migrants those have comparably less homeownership probabilities
change every year, these effects may be due to same significant changes occurring in
those years. Moreover, the changing composition of the household heads that have
migrated in the last five years before each census as shown in Chapter 3 may also
cause this effect. Finally when we look at the results for 2000, we observe that
similar to the previous model, migrants’ probabilities have worsened as a whole. The
odds of being an owner decreases the most for the migrants from Eastern Marmara
by 79 %, later for migrants from Mediterranean by 77 % and thirdly by 76 % for

migrants from Aegean region, holding all other variables constant.
In conclusion, the most important findings of this section are as follows:

e The effect of education on probability of homeownership increases over time
form negative to positive values and the gap between the less educated and
the more educated household heads is closed in 2000.

e Older household heads have greater probability to own, while the impact of

age increases over time.
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¢ Contrary to expectations, employment has a negative effect on probability of
homeownership.

e Migrants have less probability of homeownership, yet the length of stay
definitely matters as the old migrants are in a less adverse position compared
to new migrants. Moreover, while the unpleasant effect of being an old
migrant declines over time, being a new migrant more adversely affect the

probability of homeownership in 2000 compared to 1985.

Similar studies in the literature find that household size, permanent income,
education and mobility to be the important determinants of tenure choice for
developing countries. (Daniere, 1992; Lim et al., 1980) From this perspective, our
model for Turkey generates results common to other developing countries.
Moreover, Morais and Cruz (2007) find that recent migrants have a lower probability
of homeownership in Brazil, though the effect is eliminated through time. From the
above results, we see that the situation is the same for the recent migrants in Turkey.
Although this adverse effect is not totally eliminated through time, from the effects

of being an old migrant, we see that it considerably declines.

It might be the case that these trends on the effects of certain variables on tenure
choice for the whole country may be dominated by some populated districts. In order
to analyze this relation, next section will examine the tenure choice model for

districts that belong to different population groups, separately.

4.3 The Effects of District Populations on Tenure Choice

For the second analysis, we will examine how the effects of demographic, labor
market and migration characteristics change according to the populations of the
places of residence. In order to do this, we list each districts real population in 1985
and take the districts with a population higher than 50,000 individuals. Then, we
group these districts as those with populations higher than 5,000,000, between
1,000,000 and 5,000,000, between 100,000 and 1,000,000 and lastly between 50,000

and 100,000. This classification has been chosen after several trials and thus, this is
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the one with the highest explanatory power. The descriptive statistics for the key
variables used in this analysis are presented in Appendix 2. After choosing the
classification, we estimate the main tenure choice model we have specified
previously by using each of these districts as different samples. Tables 4.3.1, 4.3.2
and 4.3.3 present the estimation results while the list of populations for the districts
can be found in Appendix 3 and the name of each district code can be found in

Appendix 4.

Table 4.3.1: Estimation Results for Districts Grouped with respect to their
Populations for the year 1985°

Dependent Variable: homeowner >5000000 >1000000 >100000 >50000

or not <5000000 <1000000 <100000
Household size 0.093 0.12 0.112 0.103
(0.006)** (0.007)** (0.005)**  (0.006)**
Male 0.139 0.112 0.178 0.173
(0.049)** (0.061) (0.051)**  (0.059)**
Seashore 0.023 0.962 0.042
(0.024) (0.236)** (0.138)
Central District -0.189 -0.042
(0.068)** (0.069)
New Migrant -0.68 -0.692 -0.931 -0.816
(0.034)** (0.036)** (0.026)**  (0.031)**
Old Migrant -0.137 -0.118 -0.328 -0.312
(0.025)** (0.025)** (0.020)**  (0.025)**
Population 0.018 -0.477 0.089
(0.025) O0.111)**  (0.026)**
Employed -0.44 -0.419 -0.385 -0.409
(0.033)** (0.039)** (0.029)**  (0.035)**
Employer 0.157 0.08 0.365 0.328
(0.044)** (0.066) (0.057)**  (0.067)**
Self-employed 0.077 0.186 0.306 0.357
(0.025)** (0.034)** (0.024)**  (0.030)**
Married 0.071 0.159 -0.132 -0.01
-0.047 (0.055)** (0.052)* (0.053)
Divorced -0.377 -0.374 -0.634 -0.409
(0.081)** (0.100)** (0.106)**  (0.108)**
Widow 0.005 0.145 -0.085 0.03
(0.067) (0.082) (0.073) (0.079)
Primary school 0.039 0.085 -0.071 -0.101

(0.030) (0.041)* (0.026)**  (0.035)**

Numbers in brackets are standard errors. * indicates significance at %1 level and ** indicates
significance at %5 level. Province dummies are omitted due to space considerations.
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Table 4.3.1 (continued)

Secondary school -0.085
(0.039)*
High school -0.135
(0.039)**
University 0.052
(0.050)
Age group 30-40 0.303
(0.027)**
Age group 40-50 0.971
(0.030)**
Age group 50-60 1.239
(0.033)**
Age group 60-70 1.368
(0.045)**
Age group 70plus 1.46
(0.057)**
Craft -0.094
(0.053)
Manager -0.122
(0.078)
Chancellery -0.214
(0.056)**
Commerce -0.141
(0.049)**
Services -0.204
(0.048)**
Agriculturalist -0.127
(0.075)
Nonagricultural production -0.208
(0.040)**
Constant -0.206
(0.070)**

-0.123
(0.052)*
-0.256
(0.049)**
0.267
(0.059)**
0.381
(0.032)**
1.055
(0.036)**
1.371
(0.041)%*
1.561
(0.057)%*
1.666
(0.077)**
-0.051
(0.062)
0.018
(0.099)
-0.066
(0.062)
0.003
(0.065)
-0.082
(0.057)
0.147
(0.086)
0.074
(0.049)
-0.696
(0.373)

-0.247
(0.037)%*
-0.372
(0.036)**
-0.587
(0.050)**
0.296
(0.024)**
0.947
(0.027)**
1.305
(0.032)%*
1.417
(0.045)**
1.684
(0.061)**
-0.039
(0.051)
-0.238
(0.088)**
-0.274
(0.052)%*
-0.007
(0.049)
0316
(0.045)**
0.087
(0.052)
-0.066
(0.038)
5.837
(1.258)%*

-0.321
(0.047)**
-0.453
(0.045)**
-0.537
(0.056)**
0.369
(0.029)**
1.081
(0.032)**
1.414
(0.037)**
1.654
(0.053)**
1.811
(0.072)**
-0.1
(0.058)
-0.045
(0.095)
-0.175
(0.058)**
-0.007
(0.060)
-0.182
(0.053)**
0.255
(0.064)**
-0.119
(0.045)**
-1.533
(0.318)**

Table 4.3.2: Estimation Results for Districts Grouped with respect to their

Populations for the year 1990

Dependent Variable: homeowner or >5000000 >1000000 >100000 >50000
not <5000000 <1000000 <100000

Household size 0.11 0.129 0.14 0.118
(0.005)** (0.007)** (0.005)**  (0.006)**

Male -0.014 0.008 0.21 0.133
(0.042) (0.056) (0.046)** (0.053)*

Seashore -0.005 0.08 -0.968
(0.020) (0.280) (0.127)**

Central District 0.479 -0.142
(0.217)* (0.061)*

10 . . . . e . .
Numbers in brackets are standard errors. * indicates significance at %1 level and ** indicates
significance at %5 level. Province dummies are omitted due to space considerations.
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Table 4.3.2 (continued)

(0.030)** (0.034)** (0.026)**  (0.031)**

(0.022)** (0.023)** (0.018)**  (0.022)**

(0.233)**  (0.029)**

(0.030)**  (0.036)**  (0.026)**  (0.032)**

(0.034)** (0.055)** (0.047)**  (0.055)**

(0.024)** (0.032)** (0.023)**  (0.027)**

(0.041) (0.057) (0.049)**  (0.056)**

(0.069)** (0.092)** (0.091)**  (0.096)**

(0.059) (0.077)* (0.067)**  (0.074)**

(0.030)**  (0.040)**  (0.025)**  (0.033)**

(0.037)** (0.049) (0.034) (0.042)**

(0.037)** (0.047) (0.033)**  (0.041)**

(0.046)** (0.055) (0.045)**  (0.051)**

(0.025)**  (0.031)**  (0.023)**  (0.028)**

(0.027)** (0.034)** (0.025)**  (0.030)**

(0.031)** (0.039)** (0.030)**  (0.035)**

(0.039)%*  (0.049)**  (0.038)**  (0.045)**

(0.052)** (0.068)** (0.054)**  (0.062)**

(0.048) (0.056) (0.047) (0.053)

(0.063) (0.085) (0.076)**  (0.082)*

(0.048) (0.056) (0.047)** (0.053)

(0.044) (0.058)** (0.044) (0.054)

(0.043)**  (0.052)**  (0.041)**  (0.048)**

(0.066)** (0.076) (0.046) (0.055)

(0.036) (0.045)* (0.034)* (0.042)

(0.062)** (0.081)** .731)**  (0.351)**
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Table 4.3.3: Estimation Results for Districts Grouped with respect to their
Populations for the year 2000’

Dependent Variable: homeowner or >5000000 >1000000 >100000 >50000

not <5000000 <1000000 <100000
Household size 0.053 0.071 0.104 0.085
(0.005)** (0.007)** (0.004)**  (0.006)**
Male 0.021 0.078 0.113 0.063
(0.030) (0.039)* (0.031)** (0.038)
Seashore 0.03 1.004 0.344
(0.017) (0.421)* (0.123)**
Central District 0.532 -0.16
(0.229)* (0.049)**
New Migrant -1.527 -1.197 -1.397 -1.368
(0.029)** (0.033)** (0.024)**  (0.029)**
Old Migrant -0.175 -0.089 -0.236 -0.248
(0.018)** (0.019)** (0.015)**  (0.018)**
Population -0.677 0.107
(0.233)**  (0.022)**
Employed -0.353 -0.461 -0.372 -0.467
(0.019)** (0.025)** (0.018)**  (0.023)**
Employer 0.421 0.442 0.463 0.524
(0.028)** (0.040)** (0.033)**  (0.039)**
Self-employed 0.212 0.237 0.326 0.374
(0.023)** (0.030)** (0.021)**  (0.025)**
Married 0.14 0.159 0.031 0.097
(0.033)** (0.045)** (0.039) (0.045)*
Divorced -0.526 -0.606 -0.695 -0.578
(0.050)** (0.062)** (0.062)**  (0.067)**
Widow -0.003 0.092 -0.006 0.048
(0.046) (0.059) (0.050) (0.058)
Primary school 0.223 0.289 0.093 0.215
(0.028)** (0.037)** (0.023)**  (0.032)**
Secondary school 0.212 0.31 0.072 0.184
(0.033)** (0.043)** (0.029)* (0.038)**
High school 0.254 0.451 0.091 0.277
(0.032)** (0.042)** (0.028)**  (0.037)**
University 0.269 0.404 0.072 0.167
(0.040)** (0.048)** (0.037) (0.044)**
Age group 30-40 0.404 0.598 0.56 0.614
(0.021)** (0.029)** (0.020)**  (0.025)**
Age group 40-50 1.002 1.282 1.288 1.291
(0.022)** (0.030)** (0.021)**  (0.026)**
Age group 50-60 1.492 1.838 1.85 1.888
(0.026)** (0.035)** (0.025)**  (0.031)**
Age group 60-70 1.847 2.153 2.182 2.247
(0.034)%** (0.043)** (0.032)**  (0.039)**
Age group 70plus 1.828 2.17 2.121 2.26
(0.041)** (0.052)** (0.040)**  (0.048)**
Craft -0.065 -0.05 -0.044 0.053
(0.037) (0.043) (0.035) (0.040)
Manager 0.072 -0.136 -0.154 -0.174

(0.058) (0.065)* (0.056)**  (0.059)**

11 . . . . e . .
Numbers in brackets are standard errors. * indicates significance at %1 level and ** indicates
significance at %5 level. Province dummies are omitted due to space considerations.



Table 4.3.3 (continued)

Chancellery 0.059 -0.008 -0.107 -0.002

(0.038) (0.044) (0.036)** (0.041)

Commerce -0.026 -0.183 -0.085 -0.139
(0.034) (0.046)** (0.034)* (0.042)**

Services -0.354 -0.32 -0.397 -0.356
(0.033)** (0.041)** (0.031)**  (0.037)**

Agriculturalist -0.303 -0.232 -0.14 -0.002

(0.063)** (0.072)** (0.041)** (0.050)

Nonagricultural production -0.131 -0.18 -0.172 -0.143
(0.026)** (0.033)** (0.024)**  (0.030)**

Constant -0.511 -1.018 7.283 -2.113

(0.048)** (0.064)** (2.469)**  (0.249)**

To start with, if we look at the effect of household size on tenure choice, the impact
is positive for all districts and this effect increase as populations of the districts
decline. Therefore, it can be said that household size is a more important factor that
determines probabilities of homeownership in less populated areas. Moreover, it can
be observed that the effect of household size is less effective on homeownership in
2000 compared to 1985 in more populated areas. As discussed in Chapter 3, the new
migrants have are of smaller households and as they migrate to populated districts,
the household size effect has declined from 1985 to 2000. We have also discussed
this decrease in the effect of household size on probability of homeownership in the

last section.

Similarly, the effect of being a male on tenure choice is higher in less populated
areas though the effect declines a bit in 1990 and 2000 for the least populated group.
Interestingly, the impact of the household head being a male even decreases the

probability of homeownership for the populated districts in 1990.

If we continue with more important demographic characteristics of the household
heads, we can observe from the tables that the effect of age and educational
attainment levels change significantly from more populated to less populated
districts. Although there exists some immaterial declines as population drops, the

effect of age groups increase drastically when the most populated and the least
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populated districts are compared. Moreover, this increase in the importance of age
groups as districts get less crowded is a result for all the three years. Specifically, in
2000 being a household head of age above 60 increases the odds of homeownership
by a factor of 6.16 for the central district of Istanbul, while the odds are increased by
a factor of 9.31 for the group with the least populated districts, holding all other
variables constant. Therefore, it can be concluded that in the smaller districts, age
becomes an even more crucial factor for the homeownership behavior of the
household heads. To see the age effects more clearly, the impact of each age group
on probability of homeownership compared to the 20-30 age group for districts with

different populations is displayed in Figure 4.3.1, 4.3.2 and 4.3.3 for all years.
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Figure 4.3.1: Impact of Age for Different Population Groups in 1985
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Figure 4.3.2: Impact of Age for Different Population Groups in 1990
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Figure 4.3.3: Impact of Age for Different Population Groups in 2000

In Section 4.2 we have found out that from 1985 to 2000, the effect of each age
group on homeownership probability increases over time compared to being in the
20-30 age group. Therefore, we can say that as the migrants from less populated
areas move to more populated districts, the age gains importance in determining the
probability of homeownership. Moreover, since the new migrants are of 20-30 age
group, the impact of all other age groups’ on homeownership increase in the larger
districts placing the new migrants in a more disadvantageous position regarding

homeownership.
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On the opposite, the impact of education decreases even more in smaller districts. In
1985, even the effect of being a primary school graduate is negative for the least
populated districts. However, starting with 1990 this situation changes and the effect
of education on probability of homeownership improves for all population groups.
More importantly, while in 1985 for the districts with populations between 100,000
and 50,000 the household heads with the highest probabilities were illiterates; in
2000 the household heads with the highest probabilities happen to be the high school
graduates. Another striking result from these tables comes from the third population
group, i.e. the districts with population between 1,000,000 and 100,000. In 2000, this
group has the lowest coefficients for all education groups meaning that being
educated is less advantageous for the household heads living in these districts
compared to other groups. The effect of education groups compared to illiterates are
displayed in Figure 4.3.4, 4.3.5 and 4.3.6 for the years 1985, 1990 and 2000,

respectively.
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Figure 4.3.4: The Effects of Different Education Groups on Homeownership in 1985

77



04

0.2
\___Q =&—primary school

0 secondary school
=—high school
02 \'\\: =®—university
-0.4

>5000000 >1000000 >100000 >50000

Figure 4.3.5: The Effects of Different Education Groups on Homeownership in 1990
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Figure 4.3.6: The Effects of Different Education Groups on Homeownership in 2000

From the previous section, we also know that the effect of all education groups on
probability of homeownership compared to being illiterate increase over time. Based
on the above findings, the increasing trend in education for the country as a whole
can be interpreted also as the effect of internal migration. As the population moves to
more populated districts, education plays a key for the household heads that want to
buy a housing unit. Since the new migrants are more educated than the average of the
native population, it can be said that the effect of education acts in the favor of those

new migrants.
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For labor market characteristics, the most important information comes from the
variable “Employed”. Previously, we have found for the whole country that being an
employed household head is negatively related to the probability of homeownership.
This result is confirmed for all districts with different populations from the above
tables. However, the interesting result is that in 1985 and 1990, this negative effects
decline for the smaller districts. Since employed household heads in less populated
districts are less likely to be temporarily employed, this results may be interpreted as
the impact of temporary employment. For 2000, this effect increases when the most
populated and the least populated districts are compared, and this time the first and
the third group behave more similarly while the second and the least populated group

behave more similarly regarding the importance of employment.

Though the professions of the household heads do not have significant effects on
homeownership for all years, whether the head is a paid worker or self-employed
gives us some valuable insight. For all three years, it can be observed that being a
self-employed household head becomes more important for homeownership for the
less populated areas. In fact, there is a perfect trend without volatility in this relation
between being self-employed and homeownership probabilities. Similarly, for
employers when the central district of Istanbul and districts with population between
100,000 and 50,000 are compared, it can be seen that being an employer in the least
populated districts is positively related to the probability of homeownership even
more. However, for 1985 and 1990 the second population group becomes an
exception since the effect of being an employer is the lowest for the heads living in
these districts. Nevertheless, when we consider 2000, there is again a perfect trend in
the relation between population and the effect of being an employer on probability of

homeownership.

Finally, for migration characteristics we analyze the effects of being a new and an
old migrant on probability of homeownership, separately. As for the variable “New
Migrant”, there is no perfect trend between the populations and the effect of
migration. Yet, we observe that while in 1985 and 1990 the new migrants are more

adversely affected regarding homeownership in less populated districts, in 2000 this
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situation changes and being a new migrant in the central districts of Istanbul more
adversely affects homeownership than being a new migrant in less populated
districts. Furthermore, it should be noticed that the adverse effect of migration on
probability of homeownership increases significantly from 1985 to 2000 and this

increase is valid for all districts regardless of the population group they belong to.

When we look at the coefficients of the “Old Migrant” variable, it is observed that
being born in another district is more negatively related to the homeownership
probabilities when the population drops. Although the effect of being an old migrant
shows a similarity between the districts of the first and second population group,
there is a drastic jump in the size of the effect when population drops below
1,000,000. For instance, in 2000, while the odds of being a homeowner decreases by
22 % for the household heads that are old migrants for the districts of the second
population group, the rate becomes 38% for the districts of the third population
group. Since there also exists a similarity between the third and the fourth population
groups, it can be said that population size of 1,000,000 is the borderline for the effect

of being an old migrant, for all three years.
To sum up, we observe that

e For less populated areas, age is more positively related to homeownership,

e Education which is also thought to be a signal of permanent income becomes
more important for more populated districts,

¢ The adverse effect of being employed declines as population decreases,

e Being an old migrant is more negatively related to the probability of

homeownership in districts with less population.

The findings of this section are of great importance, since in the literature no known
research has been done to analyze the differing effects of household head
characteristic conditioned on population. Without considering the population
differences, Li (1977) compared the differences in the tenure choice decisions in
Baltimore and Boston. His results show that while age and income are important

determinants for homeownership in the more populated city, Boston, age and race
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are the crucial factors for tenure choice in Baltimore. From this perspective, our
findings match with the literature since we also find that age is important regardless
of population, though more important in less populated districts and permanent

income proxied by education is more important for more populated districts.

Although, the results we find in this section may be unique to Turkey, if developing
countries that have regional differences in the sense of development, and internal

migration were to be analyzed, the results might be similar.

In the previous analyses, we have found that being a migrant negatively affects
homeownership. However, the source and the receiver regions of these migrants may
also have an impact on these probabilities. To examine this subject in detail, next

section presents an analysis considering the effects of migration on tenure choice.

4.4 Migration and Tenure Choice

4.4.1 Differing Effects of Source and Receiver Regions

Since the regions that the household heads migrated to as well as the regions they are
migrated from are important, we estimate two different specifications to see the
effects of different source and receiver regions. For this reason, firstly the basic
model is estimated for the years 1985, 1990 and 2000; however, this time the
interacted dummy variables are created for old migrants rather than the new
migrants. The reason behind this attempt is to be able to track the same heads across
years, as if a head is classified as an old migrant in 1985, he/she will be an old
migrant in 1990 and 2000, as well. Undoubtedly, more household heads will be in
the old migrant group as time passes, but most of the heads we are analyzing will be

the same.

The samples are restricted to the heads living in the West, East, Central, South and

North districts at the time of the census, respectively to see whether there is a region
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effect on the negative impact of being a migrant on homeownership. The
classification of these districts is made as follows: the districts of the first, second,
third and fourth NUTS Level-1 regions are grouped as West, the fifth and sixth
regions are grouped as Central, Mediterranean region is taken as South, the eighth
and ninth regions are grouped as North and finally, Northeastern, Mideastern and
Southeastern Anatolian regions are grouped as East. These estimation results for all
years are given in Tables 4.4.1, 4.4.2, 4.4.3 for years 1985, 1990 and 2000,

respectively.

Table 4.4.1: The Source Region Effect of Migration on Tenure Choice in 1985

From/ To West Central South North East

West -0.182 -0.375 -0.604 -1.022 -1.135
(0.020)**  (0.045)**  (0.145)** (0.142)**  (0.231)**

Central -0.475 -0.476 -1.23 -1.238 -0.746
(0.033)**  (0.043)** (0.172)** (0.204)**  (0.125)**

South -0.2 -0.25 -0.363 -0.459 -0.753
(0.032)**  (0.036)** (0.082)** (0.148)**  (0.233)**

North -0.164 -0.26 -0.354 -0.368 -0.47
(0.022)**  (0.037)** (0.133)**  (0.054)** (0.148)**

East -0.395 -0.468 -0.481 -0.71 -0.362

(0.024)**  (0.034)**  (0.126)**  (0.134)**  (0.051)**

Table 4.4.2: The Source Region Effect of Migration on Tenure Choice in 1990

From/ To West Central South North East
West -0.246 -0.342 -1.187 -0.883 -0.839
(0.019)**  (0.043)** (0.217)** (0.143)**  (0.206)**
Central -0.363 -0.345 -0.722 -1.032 -0.607
(0.029)**  (0.037)**  (0.128)**  (0.191)**  (0.113)**
South -0.141 -0.162 -0.275 -0.384 -0.886

(0.028)**  (0.031)**  (0.069)**  (0.129)**  (0.206)**

'2 Numbers in brackets are standard errors. * indicates significance at %1 level and ** indicates
significance at %5 level. In the model all the demographic, migration, labor market and province
controls are used.
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Table 4.4.2 (continued)

North 0.127 0207 0488  -0246  -0.858
(0.019)%*  (0.034)**  (0.127)%%  (0.049)**  (0.154)**
East 0254 0318 0331 0705  -0.238

(0.021)**  (0.030)**  (0.117)**  (0.108)**  (0.042)**

Table 4.4.3: The Source Region Effect of Migration on Tenure Choice in 2000

From/ To West Central South North East

West -0.222 -0.41 -1.437 -0.658 -1.035
(0.017)**  (0.037)** (0.246)**  (0.130)**  (0.190)**

Central -0.371 -0.308 -0.579 -0.905 -0.579
(0.024)**  (0.030)** (0.115)** (0.166)**  (0.083)**

South -0.09 -0.136 -0.214 -0.488 -1.026
(0.023)**  (0.026)**  (0.070)** (0.131)** (0.168)**

North -0.135 -0.203 -0.669 -0.192 -0.91

(0.016)**  (0.028)**  (0.160)**  (0.048)**  (0.139)**

East -0.148 -0.238 -0.202 -0.387 -0.219

(0.016)**  (0.025)**  (0.100)*  (0.111)**  (0.036)**

From the estimation results, it can be observed that central part of the country is the
source region that generates migrants that are in the most adverse position in the
housing market, for all the years. More specifically, except for the household living
in the eastern part of the country, the migrants from central districts have the least
probability to own. This result can be interpreted with the obligatory service of the
civil servants. Central part of the country is the most populated areas in terms of civil
servants, and as they migrate to different parts of the country for their obligatory
service, it is expected for them not to be able to purchase housing units as they will
be moving to another place sooner or later. Also as these heads are paid workers they
have relatively lower incomes and thus lower probability to own relative to other
heads. Moreover, we know that even these heads are migrants; they have not been
migrating in the last 5 years before the date of the census. From this it can be argues
that, among the heads that migrating due to their obligatory service, some may have
reached their permanent destination. However, as these heads will be the ones with

the least length of stay in their current regions compared to other old migrants, they
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will, nevertheless, be in a more adverse situation considering homeownership

probabilities.

Furthermore, interestingly the more developed part of the country, that is the western
regions, also lead to migrants that have relatively lower probabilities to own. If we
look at the results, it can be seen that the migrants from western regions have the
lowest probabilities to own in eastern districts of the country in 1985, in southern and
eastern districts of the country in 1990 and in central, southern and eastern districts in
2000. Moreover, the effect of migration within regions is also worth considering.
Specifically, for 1985 and 1990 it can be observed that among the heads that live in
the central districts of the country, the migrant heads that again come from districts
that are in the central region are in the worst position in terms of homeownership
probabilities. Although this may be a result of the uncontrolled characteristics central
districts have, nevertheless, it can be said that for migrants to have lower
probabilities to own, it does not have to be the case for them to move to different

regions.

Since the western region includes Istanbul and Eastern Marmara which are major
receiver areas for migrants, we shall look at the migrants that currently live in
western districts more closely. Although, the heads from the central districts have the
lowest probability to own, those from the eastern part of the country come second
regarding low homeownership probabilities. This result is expected as the heads
migrating from the eastern parts of the country have fewer skills and they migrate at
the early stages of their life-cycle due to the unfavorable conditions in those areas

created by both terrorist attacks and less investment made to area by the government.

While interpreting the above results, it should be noticed that these tables also show
the effect of repeat migration. The a priori expectation was to have the eastern part
of the country as the region that generated migrants with the lowest homeownership
probabilities, as it is well known that the migration from east to west creates
household heads that are unemployed and that are in an adverse condition regarding
both the economic and the social life. However, the first destinations of the

household heads that have migrated from the eastern districts, most probably, were
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not the regions they currently live in. The fact that these heads migrated first to
another region, may have well enabled them to get used to some of the common
characteristics that the receiver regions have. Moreover, in their temporary
settlement they may have created additional income so that in the next migration they
are in a better position than the other old migrants regarding probabilities of
homeownership. Since the data set we use in this empirical analysis only gives
information about the final destination of these migrants, we can not analyze this
phenomenon in more detail. However, from the results it can be inferred that the
effect of repeat migration is of great importance for the homeownership probabilities

of the old migrants.

Previously, in section 4.2 we have found that the unfortunate effect of being an old
migrant decreases in the period between 1985 and 2000. However, when we look at
the tables above, we see that this fact is not true for all the household heads that are
old regions. The heads that migrated from the eastern part of the country are those
who most significantly reduced their disadvantage in homeownership probabilities
across years, compared to the all other household heads. This may be due to the
anticipated positive effect of repeat migration, or the fact that the migrants from the
eastern districts do so at an early stage of their life-cycle leading to an increase in

their length of stay in a certain region.

From the above interpretations it can be concluded that the adverse effect of
migration is diversified among the NUTS Level-1 regions and the major
determinants of these regional effects are repeat migration and employment or more

specifically, temporary employment.

A similar analysis can be done by restricting the sample to the household heads that
were born in Western, Central, Southern, Northern and Eastern, respectively.
Shifting the specification of the model by changing the migration variables to
interaction of the “Old Migrant” variable with the regions the heads are living at the
time of the census, we will be able to observe the differing effects of the receiver
regions. Moreover, the heads that were born in the rural areas are also added to the

sample so as to present a more complete analysis. Tables 4.4.4, 4.4.5 and 4.4.6
85



present the estimation results for the migration variables for years 1985, 1990 and

2000, respectively.

Table 4.4.4: The Receiver Region Effect of Migration on Tenure Choice in 1985

To/From West Central South North East

West -0.314 -0.277 0.003 -0.296 -0.254
(0.019)**  (0.060)** (0.065) (0.037)**  (0.047)**

Central -0.346 -0.649 0.169 0.009 -0.154
(0.048)**  (0.040)**  (0.047)** (0.055) (0.044)**

South -0.498 -1.069 -0.832 -0.242 -0.369
(0.188)**  (0.143)**  (0.062)** (0.174) (0.122)%**

North -1.125 -1.175 -0.626 -0.692 -0.685
(0.109)**  (0.162)**  (0.130)**  (0.041)**  (0.108)**

East -1.079 -0.848 -0.868 -0.13 -0.653

(0.185)**  (0.113)**  (0.209)**  (0.127)  (0.044)**

Table 4.4.5: The Receiver Region Effect of Migration on Tenure Choice in 1990

To/From West Central South North East

West -0.26 -0.242 -0.084 -0.154 -0.281
(0.017)**  (0.054)** (0.059) (0.033)**  (0.040)**

Central -0.274 -0.552 -0.225 0.215 -0.275
(0.043)**  (0.033)** (0.043)** (0.051)** (0.038)**

South -0.805 -0.746 -0.61 -0.079 -0.498
(0.155)**  (0.111)**  (0.063)** (0.120) (0.101)**

North -1.246 -1.245 -0.889 -0.545 -0.933
(0.103)**  (0.153)**  (0.116)**  (0.038)**  (0.089)**

East -1.037 -0.771 -1.289 -0.428 -0.49

(0.171)**  (0.102)**  (0.187)**  (0.125)**  (0.037)**
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Table 4.4.6: The Receiver Region Effect of Migration on Tenure Choice in 2000

To/From West Central South North East

West -0.413 -0.345 -0.259 -0.288 -0.346
(0.015)**  (0.046)**  (0.052)** (0.027)**  (0.033)**

Central -0.5 -0.564 -0.362 -0.137 -0.406
(0.036)**  (0.026)**  (0.036)**  (0.040)** (0.031)**

South -1.397 -0.824 -0.407 -0.436 -0.739
(0.172)**  (0.086)**  (0.053)** (0.103)**  (0.079)**

North -1.275 -1.025 -0.991 -0.559 -0.893
(0.091)**  (0.128)**  (0.102)**  (0.034)**  (0.082)**

East -1.198 -0.801 -1.444 -0.781 -0.447

(0.154)**  (0.073)**  (0.149)**  (0.112)**  (0.029)**

For all three census years, north and east are the receiver regions of the migrants that
have relatively lower homeownership probabilities. From the graphs presented in
Chapter 3, we have observed that the household heads that currently live in Eastern
Black Sea region have the lowest average homeownership rates. Though some of this
divergence in probabilities can be explained by education or age differences of the
household heads that live there, there is an unexplained part left. This unexplained
difference for the northern districts is due to either uncontrolled characteristics
unique to the migrants heading towards north regions or to the difference in housing
prices or rents in these regions. As for the eastern part of the country, this region
including Northeastern and Mideastern Anatolia is the part of the country with the
lowest investment to infrastructure and housing due to the political and social
instability in these areas. This is also another fact affecting the probability of

homeownership in these areas.

When we look at the results of this alternative specification, the importance of the
intra-regional migration effects on tenure choice is evident. In 1985 and 1990, among
the household heads that were born in northern districts, those who have the lowest
probability of homeownership are the migrant heads that headed to again northern
districts. Therefore, we can once again argue that for migration to have an adverse

effect on homeownership, moving from one region to another is not crucial.
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Since eastern part of the country is a major source for the migrants, the
homeownership probabilities of the heads that are from eastern districts should be
more thoroughly analyzed. From the results of 1985, the household heads that
migrated from the east of the country have the lowest homeownership probabilities if
they migrated to the northern districts. However, it is important to notice that while
in 1985 there is a strongly adverse intra-regional migration effect in this region,
across years this unfavorable effect considerably declined. Nevertheless, if we look
at the household heads that migrated from eastern part of the country to the major
receiver regions for the migrants, such as the west and the center, it can be seen that
those heads’ homeownership probabilities decline in the period between 1985 to
2000, compared to other migrant heads that were born in the eastern part of the

country.

With this alternative specification we have identified the receiver regions for the
migrants with lower homeownership probabilities. However, it should be noted that
with more detailed information about the characteristics of these household heads
and reasons for migration, alternative factors affecting the homeownership rates can
be found. Nevertheless, with the data present for Turkey the interpretations can only

go this far.

To sum up, we have identified the source and receiver regions of these migrants that
lead to lower homeownership probabilities. The most crucial findings of this section

are:

e (Central part of Turkey is identified as the source region for the household
heads with the lowest probabilities of homeownership.

¢ The explanation of the differences between the source regions is argued to be
the temporary employment of civil servants in different parts of the country
and the repeat migration phenomenon.

e Northern part of Turkey is the receiver region for the old migrant household
heads with the lowest probabilities to own.

e While the homeownership probabilities’ of the migrants from the eastern part

of the country have increased compared to other household heads, whether
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migrant or not; their position have worsened compared to other old migrants

that were born in eastern districts.

However the differences in the characteristics of the old and new migrant
populations may also explain the adverse effect of being a migrant on
homeownership, as found in previous estimations. For this reason, next sections will

be analyzing each of these aspects in detail.

4.4.2 Differences in Old and New Migrants

In the main model of tenure choice used in this study, we have included two different
variables representing two different definitions for migration. The first one is
whether the household head was living in a different province five years before the
date of the census and the second one is whether the household head was born in a
different province than he lives at the date of the census. From the results of the
estimation of the main model, we observed that household heads that were born in a
different province than they live during the census are less negatively affected than
the heads that are migrated in five years time in terms of homeownership. For this
reason, we expect to find a difference between those who migrated more than five
years ago and those who migrated within the five years before the census dates, i.e.
old and new migrants, in terms of probability of homeownership. Moreover, the
factors explaining this difference between the two groups may help us in terms of

policy recommendations.

In order to understand the factors explaining the difference between old and new
migrants we estimate five different specifications. Firstly using a logit method, we
try to explain probability of homeownership by using a dummy for new migrants and
a dummy for old migrants. With this specification, we will see the difference
between these two group regarding probability of homeownership. In the second
specification, in addition to these migration dummies, we control for age groups and
see how the gap between old and new migrants changes. Next, for the third

specification we use the migration dummies and control for educational attainments
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of the heads. Then, we control for labor market characteristics used in previous

models while again using the two migration dummies. Lastly, we control for all the

characteristics we had for the main model and try to understand how the difference

between old and new migrants change. In all these five specifications, provincial

dummies are used so as to eliminate regional differences. The estimation results are

presented in Tables 4.4.7, 4.4.8 and 4.4.9 for the years 1985, 1990 and 2000,

respectively. The tables only present the coefficients for the new migrant and old

migrant dummies since these are the only variables that are under consideration.

Table 4.4.7: Old and New Migrant Differences for 1985

with only labor

without with only with only market with all
controls age education characteristics controls
New mig -1.136 -0.955 -1.027 -1.047 -0.872
(0.014)**  (0.015)** (0.014)** (0.014)** (0.015)**
Old mig. -0.22 -0.3 -0.244 -0.194 -0.289
(0.011)**  (0.011)** (0.011)** (0.011)** (0.012)**

Table 4.4.8: Old and New Migrant Differences for 1990

with only labor
without with only with only market with all
controls age education characteristics controls
New mig. -1.473 -1.279 -1.391 -1.37 -1.226
(0.013)**  (0.014)** (0.013)** (0.013)** (0.014)**
Old mig.  -0.168 -0.235 -0.183 -0.137 -0.222
(0.009)**  (0.010)**  (0.009)** (0.010)** (0.010)**
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Table 4.4.9: Old and New Migrant Differences for 2000

with only labor
without with only with only market with all
controls age education characteristics controls
New mig -1.673 -1.434 -1.634 -1.638 -1.418
(0.013)**  (0.014)** (0.014)** (0.014)** (0.015)**
Old mig. -0.103 -0.178 -0.129 -0.104 -0.191
(0.008)**  (0.009)** (0.008)** (0.008)** (0.009)**

The first thing to notice is the increasing gap between old and new migrants from
1985 to 2000. While being a new migrant decreases the odds of owning a house 68%
in 1985, this number becomes 78% in 1990 and 82% in 2000. Meanwhile, being an
old migrant decreases the odds of homeownership by 20% in 1985, 16% in 1990 and
10% in 2000. Therefore, as the adverse effect of being a new migrant increases
between 1985 and 2000, that of being an old migrant decreases at a similar rate. With
this information, we can argue that the effect of length of duration on tenure choice

has become more crucial during the last decade.

To examine which factors explain this gap the most, we should analyze the other
specifications presented in the tables above. Firstly, if we control for the age of the
household heads it can be seen that the gap between old and new migrants decline for
all three years. That is if the household heads that are old or new migrants were of
the same age, then the new migrants would have had a higher probability to own
while the new migrants would have had a lower probability. With this observation, it
can be understood that one of the factors that is essential in explaining the divergence
between the probabilities of homeownership of old and new migrants is the age
distribution of the household heads. Since the old migrants are generally older, as
shown in Chapter 3, the odds of owning a house for them is higher. Therefore one of

the major disadvantages of new migrants is their young age.

Second specification controls for the educational attainment levels of the household
heads. Although not as strong as age controls do, controlling for education also

narrows the disparity between the probabilities of homeownership for old and new
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migrants. Since probability of owning increases with higher educational attainment,
the results presented imply that if the new and old migrants were to have the same
education levels, the adverse effect of being a new migrant would have been
declined. Though there isn’t a clear trend in the relationship between homeownership
and educational attainment, from the results of the main tenure choice model it can
be seen that high school and university graduates have less probability to own
compared to primary school or secondary school graduates, except for 2000.
Nevertheless, the descriptive statistics presented in Chapter 3 showed that the new
migrant population has a higher average educational attainment level than the old
migrants. While discussing the different effects of source and receiver regions on the
new migrants’ homeownership probabilities we argued that the civil servants’
obligatory service is a major determinant. The fact that new migrants have higher
average education levels confirms our argument as civil servants are usually of more

educated individuals.

From the fourth columns of Table 4.4.7, 4.4.8 and 4.4.9, we can identify the outcome
of controlling for labor market characteristics such as labor market statuses and
professions of the household heads. Unlike age and education controls, when labor
market characteristics are taken into consideration, not only new migrants’
probabilities but also the old migrants’ probabilities of homeownership increase,
except for the year 2000. Nevertheless, since the rate of increase in new migrants’
probabilities is higher than those of old migrants the gap is declined when labor
market characteristics are controlled for. To see this effect, we need to compare the
first and fourth columns of the tables, that is, we shall compare the specification

without controls and the specification with only labor market controls.

Finally, the last columns of the above tables show the gap between old and new
migrants’ homeownership probabilities when household size, gender, age, education
and labor market characteristics are taken into consideration. From the results, it can
be observed that compared to the specification without any controls, the discrepancy
between the homeownership probabilities of old and new migrants has significantly

declined, though not eliminated. However, combining the information from the other
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results of Tables 4.4.7, 4.4.8 and 4.4.9 it can be said that households being of the
same size and household heads being of the same gender, only slightly explains the
gap between these two population in terms of homeownership. That is to say, new
migrant household heads are in an adverse condition relative to old migrants mostly
due to their age composition and education, while labor market characteristics and
other demographic variables also have some limited explanatory power for this

disparity.

In the literature, the studies that link migration and tenure choice generally try to find
the reasons of the gap between natives’ and migrants’ homeownership probabilities.
(Painter, 2000; US Department of Commerce, 1997). Nevertheless, these studies
emphasize the importance of age and length of duration in explaining this gap. In a

similar context, we find that:

e Age differences explain the major part of the gap between the homeowner-
ship probabilities of old and new migrants.

e Education is also another crucial factor, though less powerful than age
differences.

e The effect of length of duration definitely matters in tenure choice and this

effect becomes more important in the period between 1985 and 2000.

4.5 Tenure Choice and Regional Disparities

We have shown that there exists regional variation in migrants’ probabilities of
homeownership across Turkey. However, this variation may as well be due to the
regional disparities or in other words due to the distinct characteristics of NUTS
Level-1 regions. In order to understand these characteristics and how they affect the
tenure choice behavior in each region, we use a similar method to that of the last
section. For this reason we estimate five different specifications of the main tenure
choice model of this study to understand the tenure choice behavior in each region.

For the first specification, again using a method of logit, we estimate the variable
93



“Homeowner” on dummies for NUTS Level-1 regions. From these results, we expect
to see the raw differences in each region in terms of homeownership. Secondly, we
estimate the same model, but by adding age controls. Therefore, this model will
present the age effects in each region; that is to say the model will show the effect of
different age compositions of the household heads in each region on homeownership
probabilities. As for the third specification, we again try to explain the probability of
homeownership with NUTS Level-1 dummies but this time controlling for education.
Similarly, the results of this estimation will show the educational differences in
household heads living in different regions and how this educational variation effects
the tenure choice decision. For the fourth model, with the same focus we control for
migration variables used in the main model of this study. More specifically, we
control for migration and for being born elsewhere. Finally, for the last specification
probability of homeownership is tried to be explained by NUTS Level-1 dummies
and all demographic, labor market and migration controls specified for the main
tenure choice model. For all the five models, Istanbul is used as a base region and
thus the results demonstrate only the coefficients for the other eleven regions. Tables
4.5.1, 4.5.2 and 4.5.3 illustrate the estimation results only for the NUTS Level-1
dummies for the years 1985, 1990 and 2000, respectively.

Table 4.5.1: Regional Disparities in 1985

without with with only with only with all
controls only age education migration controls
nuts1=2 0.176 0.164 0.147 0.114 0.164
(0.024)** (0.026)** (0.025)** (0.025)** (0.036)**
nuts1=3 0.206 0.192 0.168 0.148 0.167
(0.014)** (0.015)** (0.014)** (0.014)** (0.021)**
nuts1=4 0.144 0.162 0.123 0.101 0.164
(0.017)** (0.018)** (0.017)** (0.017)** (0.025)**
nuts1=5 0.102 0.177 0.144 0.065 0.159
(0.014)** (0.015)** (0.014)** (0.014)** (0.023)**
nuts1=6 0.267 0.359 0.186 0.185 0.19
(0.015)** (0.016)** (0.016)** (0.016)** (0.024)**
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Table 4.5.1 (continued)

nuts1=7 0.097 0.163 0.042 -0.022 -0.033
(0.020)** (0.022)** (0.021)* (0.022) (0.031)
nuts1=8 0.004 0.003 -0.075 -0.134 -0.14
(0.020) (0.021) (0.020)** (0.021)** (0.031)**
nuts1=9 -0.262 -0.23 -0.287 -0.413 -0.34
(0.032)** (0.034)** (0.032)** (0.033)** (0.044)**
nuts1=10 -0.103 -0.078 -0.185 -0.223 -0.309
(0.031)** (0.033)* (0.032)** (0.032)** (0.042)**
nutsl=11 0.142 0.18 0.028 0.026 -0.022
(0.028)** (0.029)** (0.028) (0.029) (0.039)
nuts1=12 0.353 0.44 0.139 0.202 0.064
(0.019)** (0.021)** (0.020)** (0.021)** (0.030)*
Table 4.5.2: Regional disparities in 1990
without with with only with only with all
controls only age education migration controls
nuts1=2 -0.002 -0.039 -0.021 -0.059 0.08
(0.020) (0.022) (0.020) (0.021)** (0.031)**
nuts1=3 0.144 0.095 0.107 0.08 0.13
(0.012)** (0.013)** (0.012)** (0.013)** (0.018)**
nutsl=4 0.093 0.077 0.069 0.101 0.172
(0.014)** (0.015)** (0.014)** (0.015)** (0.021)**
nuts1=5 0.033 0.07 0.058 -0.017 0.044
(0.012)** (0.013)** (0.013)** -0.013 (0.020)*
nuts1=6 0.199 0.259 0.126 0.16 0.207
(0.013)** (0.014)** (0.013)** (0.014)** (0.021)**
nuts1=7 0.127 0.161 0.077 0.001 0.065
(0.019)** (0.020)** (0.019)** (0.020) (0.029)*
nuts1=8 0.041 -0.014 -0.031 -0.01 -0.006
(0.017)* (0.018) (0.017) (0.018) (0.027)
nuts1=9 -0.19 -0.204 -0.213 -0.347 -0.218
(0.027)** (0.029)** (0.028)** (0.028)** (0.038)**
nuts1=10 0.097 0.098 0.04 -0.013 -0.025
(0.029)** (0.031)** (0.029) (0.030) (0.039)
nutsl=11 0.133 0.177 0.058 0.029 0.06
(0.024)** (0.025)** (0.024)* (0.025) (0.034)
nutsl=12 0.348 0.45 0.161 0.251 0.14
(0.016)** (0.018)** (0.017)** (0.018)** (0.026)**
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Table 4.5.3: Regional Disparities in 2000

without controls with with only with only with all controls
only age education migration
nuts1=2 0.049 -0.013 0.065 0.081 0.124
(0.022)* (0.023) (0.022)** (0.023)** (0.033)**
nuts1=3 0.073 -0.038 0.06 0.056 0.021
(0.011)** (0.012)%* (0.011)%* (0.011)%* (0.017)
nuts1=4 0.021 -0.036 0.019 0.02 0.03
(0.012) (0.013)** (0.012) (0.013) (0.020)
nuts1=5 0.013 -0.021 0.05 0.008 -0.008
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011)** 0.011) (0.018)
nuts1=6 0.208 0.204 0.178 0.192 0.207
(0.012)** (0.013)** (0.012)** (0.012)** (0.021)**
nuts1=7 0.053 0.052 0.032 0.024 0.043
(0.019)** (0.020)** (0.019) (0.020) (0.028)
nuts1=8 0.028 -0.067 0.009 -0.021 -0.049
(0.018) (0.019)** (0.018) (0.019) (0.029)
nuts1=9 -0.222 -0.307 -0.206 -0.277 -0.28
(0.029)** (0.031)** (0.029)** (0.030)** (0.041)**
nuts1=10 0.057 0.068 0.065 0.03 0.004
(0.027)* (0.029)* (0.027)* (0.028) (0.037)
nuts1=11 0.217 0.24 0.185 0.201 0.174
(0.022)** (0.023)** (0.022)** (0.023)** (0.030)**
nuts1=12 0.19 0.308 0.09 0.128 0.145
(0.015)** (0.016)** (0.015)** (0.016)** (0.024)**

From the results for all years, it can be observed from the tables that only Eastern
Black Sea and Northeastern Anatolia in 1985, Western Black Sea in 1990 and
Eastern Black Sea in 2000 have lower probabilities of homeownership relative to
Istanbul when none of the characteristics are controlled for. Among the regions with
positive homeownership probabilities when Istanbul is taken as the base region,
Southeastern Anatolia has the highest probability in 1985 and 1990, while
Mideastern Anatolia is the region with the highest probability of homeownership for
2000. However when age groups are controlled, the results change significantly and
Southeastern Anatolia becomes the region with household heads that have the
greatest homeownership probabilities for all years. More specifically, if all regions
were to have the same age composition, then the regions with younger household
heads in reality would have higher probabilities of homeownership. That is to say,
age characteristics are proven to be of great importance for tenure choice decisions

once again. Having a relatively old population, Eastern Black Sea would have been
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the region with the lowest probabilities of homeownership compared to Istanbul if all

household heads across the country were to be of similar age groups.

When educational attainment levels of the household heads are taken into account,
the results are more varying. The reason for this kind of a result can be found in the
estimation results for the main model. Previously, we have explained that in 1985,
being illiterate or non-graduate, in 1990 being a primary school graduate and in 2000
being a high school graduate increases the homeownership probabilities the most.
Therefore in Table 4.5.1, when education controls are used, the gap between Istanbul
and the regions with a population of lower literacy rates declines. Mediterranean,
Mideastern Anatolian and Southeastern Anatolian regions are examples for this.
Since Eastern Black Sea and Northeastern Anatolia also have significantly higher
illiterate population than Istanbul, the homeownership probabilities in these regions
also fall but due to negative coefficients of these regions, the gap between the
probabilities generated by being in Istanbul and being in Eastern Black Sea or
Northeastern Anatolia increases. With the same focus, it we look at Table 4.5.2, the
coefficients of the regions with a higher primary school graduate population than
Istanbul decreases significantly. In other words, if the household heads in each
region had the same education levels, then being a resident of Eastern Marmara and
Mid-Anatolian regions would have a lower positive impact on probability of
homeownership. Finally, for 2000, the regions with higher high school graduate
population than Istanbul are Northeastern Anatolia and Mideastern Anatolia and as a
result, being a household head in each of the regions have a lower positive impact on
probability of homeownership than before, compared to being in Istanbul. From the
above reasoning, it can be stated that educational attainment levels of the household
heads living in different regions are of great importance in explaining the variance

between the effects of living in different NUTS Level-1 regions.

The fourth columns of the above tables show the impact of controlling for migration
characteristics of the household heads that live in different regions. It can be easily
seen from the graphs that either the impacts of all regions with a positive effect on

homeownership declines or the impacts decline for the regions with a negative effect
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compared to first NUTS Level-1 region, Istanbul. This is due to the fact that Istanbul
being the most populated migrant region. Although Marmara also has a great amount
of migrant population, the coefficients of this region also decline and this decline
may be due to the uncontrolled characteristics of the migrants that come to this
region. For this reason, migration is once again proven to have a crucial role in
explaining the differences in the tenure choice behavior of household heads living in

different regions.

If the last and the first columns of the above tables are compared, it can be seen that
although living in almost of the regions have a favorable effect on homeownership
probabilities compared to Istanbul when no characteristics of the household heads are
taken into account. However, when all demographic, labor market, migration and
provincial characteristics are controlled, the last columns display that contrarily this
time living in most of the regions have an adverse effect on homeownership
compared to living in Istanbul. Moreover, it can be observed that although the
differences between Istanbul and other central or western regions diminish when all
controls are used, for the NUTS Level-1 regions from seventh to twelfth this
situation is just the opposite. From the results, it can be seen that after controlling for
the characteristics of the household heads and the districts, the difference in the
probability of homeownerships between these regions and Istanbul increase even

more.

The most influential factors in explaining the regional disparities is the age
composition, educational attainment levels and migration characteristics of the
household heads living in different regions. As reported by the estimation results
with controls, a significant portion of the discrepancy regarding homeownership
between the regions could not be explained. The most probable reason for this is the
different characteristics of the household heads of different regions that we could not
see with the data set used in this study. Nevertheless, the analysis provides some
valuable results regarding the differing homeownership probabilities of household

heads living in different NUTS Level-1 regions.
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From the above interpretations, the main findings of this section can be outlined as

follows:

e [f all household heads from different regions were of the same age, the
household heads that live in Southeastern Anatolia, a region with the
youngest household heads, were to have the highest homeownership proba-
bilities.

e Educational attainment of the household heads is of great importance in
explaining the regional disparities in tenure choice. However, there is no clear
trend, since the education group that most positively affects tenure choice
changes every census year.

e Migration is the factor that creates the largest variation in regional
homeownership rates. When migration is controlled for, most of the regions
with households that have higher probabilities of homeownership lose their
advantage compared to Istanbul, as Istanbul is the most crowded city
regarding migrant population.

e  When all controls are used, the difference between Istanbul and the regions
that lie in the eastern part of the country increase even more.

e Age, education and migration profiles of the heads are the most crucial
factors in explaining the regional disparities regarding homeownership

probabilities.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

This thesis examines the factors that determine the tenure choice decision of Turkish
household heads. In order to do so, we utilize the micro level data sets of the Turkish
Censuses for the years 1985, 1990 and 2000 and use logit as the method of
estimation. Moreover, as there are few studies in the literature that analyzes the
effects of migration on tenure choice, we attempt to understand the reasons behind
the differences between the tenure choice decisions of migrant and native household

heads.

From the results of our basic tenure choice model, we find out that the most crucial
factors affecting the probabilities of homeownership of Turkish household heads are
age, education and migration. Age is found to have a positive impact on
homeownership and this impact gets stronger through time. Although the household
heads with high levels of education have lower probabilities to own in 1985, in 2000
education becomes more important and probability of homeownership increases as
the education level of the head increases. Furthermore, being a migrant reduces the
probability to own a housing unit, whereas there is a considerable difference in this
effect between the heads that migrated in the last five years before the census and the
heads that migrated even before. We also capture from the empirical analysis for the
basic tenure choice model, being employed decreases the probability of

homeownership, which we think is the outcome of temporary employment issues.

As a second analysis, we investigated how the basic tenure choice model we use
gives different results for districts that are grouped with respect to their populations.
The estimation results tell us that while age is a more crucial factor enhancing
homeownership probability in less populated regions, education has a more powerful
positive effect on probability to own in more populated regions. Moreover, the low
probabilities to own for the old migrant household heads declines even more as the

population decreases.
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To inspect the effect migration has on tenure choice in more detail, we identified the
source and receiver regions that the household heads with relatively lower
probabilities to own live in. It is observed from the analysis that the central part of
the country is the source region whereas the northern part of the country is the
receiver region for the migrant household heads with lower homeownership
probabilities. Furthermore, we argue that the differences in these source and receiver
regions regarding probability to own a housing unit can be explained by the
obligatory services of the civil servants and the repeat migration issue. In addition,
we explore the factors that explain the gap between the probabilities of
homeownership of new and old migrants and once again find that age, education and
duration of stay at a certain location are most important factors that explain this

difference.

Finally, after seeing that there exists a regional diversity in the tenure choice decision
of the household heads, we investigated which factors are most influential in
explaining this diversity. According to the results, age, education and migration are
the most influential factors in explaining regional disparities and when all the
controls are used, the differences in the homeownership probabilities of heads living

in Istanbul and eastern part of the country increase.

Based on the findings of this study, it is necessary to implement subsidization
programs to internal migrants so as to ease the difficulties they face in the economic
life. Most importantly, education programs may be offered to those households that
will increase their permanent incomes in the long run. As another step, the mortgage
instruments that enable the household heads to obtain long-term credit shall be more

common, for the probabilities of homeownership to increase.

This research can be developed in several ways. First of all, a theoretical model can
be constructed, which will show the opportunity costs of buying and renting more
specifically. In fact, this model may be constructed by differentiating between the
tenure choice decisions of migrants’ and natives. Furthermore, the negative effect of
employment on homeownership probabilities can be analyzed more thoroughly.

However, in order to do this, more detailed information is needed in the data set for
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the employment conditions of the household heads. In fact, if one can obtain the
income characteristics of these household heads, the importance of the current and
permanent income for the Turkish household heads for their tenure choice decision
can be examined. Lastly, the average homeownership rates of the Turkish household
heads can be composed as age, cohort and year effects, which will be a major step in

understanding the tenure choice behavior of the Turkish population across years.
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APPENDIX A
12 NUTS Level-1 Regions

) Eastern
Istanbul Mediterranean Black Sea
Istanbul Antalya Trabzon
Western
Marmara Isparta Ordu
Tekirdag Burdur Giresun
Edirne Adana Rize
Kirklarerli Mersin Artvin
Balikesir Hatay Giimiighane
Northeastern
Canakkale Kahramanmarag Anatolian
Aegean Osmaniye Erzurum
[zmir Mid-Anatolian Erzincan
Aydin Kirikkale Bayburt
Denizli Aksaray Agn
Mugla Nigde Kars
Manisa Nevsehir Igdir
Afyon Kirsehir Ardahan
Mideastern
Kiitahya Kayseri Anatolian
Usak Sivas Malatya
Eastern
Marmara Yozgat Elazig
Western Black
Bursa Sea Bingol
Eskisehir Zonguldak Tunceli
Bilecik Karabiik Van
Kocaeli Bartin Mus
Sakarya Kastamonu Bitlis
Diizce Cankir1 Hakkari
Southeastern
Bolu Sinop Anatolian
Yalova Samsun Gaziantep
Western
Anatolian Tokat Adiyaman
Ankara Corum Kilis
Konya Amasya Sanlurfa
Karaman Diyarbakir
Mardin
Batman
Sirnak
Siirt
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APPENDIX B
The descriptive statistics for the key variables among different populations is as

follows:

Table B.1: Descriptive Statistics of Variables among Different Populations for 1985

1985
>5000000 >1000000 >100000 >50000

Variable Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. Std.

Dev. Dev. Dev. Dev.
Homeowner 0.596 0.491 0.617 0.486 0.626 0.484 0.486
Household size 3.89 1.84 3.822 1.775 4.403 2.088 1.938
Male 0.904 0.295 0.908 0.289 0.927 0.26 0.276
Central District 1 0 0.987 0.113 0.916 0.278 0.461
Seashore 1 0 0.417 0.493 0.467 0.499 0.419
New Migrant 0.117 0.322 0.138 0.344 0.12 0.324 0.337
Old Migrant 0.714 0.452 0.585 0.493 0.263 0.44 0.484
Population 15.527 0 14.415 0.454 12.583 0.593 1.751
Employed 0.706 0.456 0.709 0.454 0.714 0.452 0.448
Employer 0.047 0.211 0.028 0.164 0.023 0.149 0.146
Self-employed 0.187 0.39 0.148 0.355 0.204 0.403 0.393
Illiterate 0.134 0.341 0.121 0.326 0.196 0.397 0.365
Primary School 0.537 0.499 0.503 0.5 0.528 0.499 0.5
Secondary School 0.1 0.299 0.093 0.291 0.086 0.28 0.282
High School 0.128 0.334 0.144 0.351 0.121 0.326 0.338
University 0.101 0.301 0.139 0.346 0.069 0.253 0.315

Age Group 20-29 0.161 0.368 0.168 0.374 0.173 0.378 0.377
Age Group 30-39 0.307 0.461 0.308 0.462 0.321 0.467 0.464
Age Group 40-49 0.217 0.413 0.218 0.413 0.221 0.415 0.413
Age Group 50-59 0.181 0.385 0.182 0.386 0.172 0.377 0.382
Age Group 60-69 0.083 0.277 0.083 0.275 0.071 0.257 0.268
Age Group 70plus 0.05 0.217 0.041 0.197 0.041 0.197 0.202
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Table B.2: Descriptive Statistics of Variables among Different Populations for 1990

1990
>5000000 >1000000 >100000 >50000

Variable Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.

Dev. Dev. Dev. Dev.
Homeowner 0.555 0.497 0.562 0.496 0.583 0.493 0.564 0.496
Household size 3.774 1.769 3.651 1.661 4.259 2.025 3.9 1.805
Male 0.903 0.297 0.901 0.299 0.922 0.268 0.913 0.282
Central District 1 0 1 0 0.966 0.182 0.723 0.447
Seashore 1 0 0.423 0.494 0.483 0.5 0.249 0.432
New Migrant 0.142 0.349 0.143 0.35 0.133 0.339 0.171 0.376
Old Migrant 0.694 0.461 0.58 0.494 0.269 0.443 0.374 0.484
Population 15.718 0 14.612 0.185 12.804 0.637 12.872 1.726
Employed 0.718 0.45 0.709 0.454 0.708 0.455 0.725 0.446
Employer 0.065 0.246 0.034 0.181 0.027 0.161 0.027 0.163
Self-employed 0.161 0.367 0.133 0.34 0.181 0.385 0.18 0.384
Illiterate 0.101 0.301 0.098 0.297 0.163 0.37 0.126 0.332
Primary School 0.533 0.499 0.491 0.5 0.525 0.499 0.503 0.5
Secondary 0.108 0.311 0.104 0.305 0.092 0.289 0.098 0.297
School
High School 0.143 0.35 0.158 0.365 0.136 0.342 0.151 0.358
University 0.115 0.319 0.148 0.355 0.084 0.278 0.123 0.328

Age Group 20-29 0.161 0.367  0.161 0368 0.162 0369 0.162  0.369
Age Group 30-39 0309 0462  0.303 0.46 0.316 0465 0313  0.464
Age Group 40-49 0.227 0419 0232 0422 0234 0423 0.23 0.421
Age Group 50-59  0.16 0.367  0.162 0369 0.162  0.368 0.16 0.366

Age Group 60-69 0.1 0.3 0.101 0.301 0.089  0.285 0.096  0.294
Age Group 0.043 0.204  0.041 0.198  0.036  0.188 0.04 0.195
70plus

Table B.3: Descriptive Statistics of Variables among Different Populations for 2000

2000
>5000000 >1000000 >100000 >50000

Variable Mean  Std. Mean  Std. Mean  Std. Mean  Std.

Dev. Dev. Dev. Dev.
Homeowner 0.575 0494  0.579 0494  0.603 0.489  0.581 0.493
Household size 3.5 1.631 3.326 1.514 30911 1.902 3.562 1.66
Male 0.873 0.333 0.864  0.343 0.89 0.312 0.884  0.321
Central District 1 0 1 0 0.98 0.139 0.772 0419
Seashore 1 0 0.425 0.494 0475 0.499  0.245 0.43

New Migrant 0.093  0.291 0.104 0305 0.099 0299  0.108 0.31

108



Table B.3 (continued)

Old Migrant
Population
Employed
Employer
Self-employed
Illiterate
Primary School

Secondary
School
High School

University

Age Group 20-
30

Age Group 30-
40

Age Group 40-
50

Age Group 50-
60

Age Group 60-
70

Age Group
70plus

0.727
16.005
0.629
0.066
0.1
0.08
0.49
0.121

0.178
0.131
0.158

0.296

0.245

0.154

0.09

0.056

0.446
0
0.483
0.248
0.3
0.272
0.5
0.327

0.382
0.337
0.365

0.456

0.43

0.361

0.287

0.23

0.605
14.845
0.607
0.047
0.087
0.077
0.405
0.124

0.208
0.187
0.133

0.274

0.257

0.169

0.103

0.064

0.489
0.18
0.488
0.211
0.282
0.267
0.491
0.329

0.406
0.39
0.34

0.446

0.437

0.375

0.304

0.244

0.303
13.102
0.581
0.039
0.118
0.13
0.456
0.114

0.187
0.113
0.148

0.29

0.257

0.158

0.096

0.051

0.46
0.656
0.493
0.194
0.323
0.337
0.498
0.317

0.39
0.316
0.355

0.454

0.437

0.364

0.294

0.22

0.413
13.138
0.616
0.04
0.116
0.097
0.419
0.121

0.204
0.16
0.138

0.284

0.261

0.159

0.099

0.058

0.492
1.709
0.486
0.196
0.321
0.296
0.493
0.326

0.403
0.367
0.345

0.451

0.439

0.366

0.299

0.233
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APPENDIX C

The district codes are calculated as “(1000*city code) + (10*town code)”. The last

digits of the codes are all 1, indicating the districts are in urban areas.

Population  District Population Population  District  Population
Group Code Group Code

1 34001 5539260 4 9001 91940
2 6001 2271940 4 22001 86880
2 35001 1503660 4 3001 86260
3 1001 793100 4 24001 85440
3 16001 622000 4 68001 83360
3 27001 486960 4 52001 82080
3 42001 445660 4 9131 79560
3 38001 381340 4 60001 75080

4 1041 73980
3 26001 372840

4 45021 71900
3 33001 318400

4 42171 71460
3 21001 312920

4 10031 69720
3 7001 262540

4 45151 69180
3 55001 247560

4 42121 67960
3 44001 244280
3 25001 243840 4 2001 67480

4 40001 67160
3 41001 235820 4 45071 64600
3 46001 211800 4 59001 64320
3 6181 207160 4 36001 64100
3 58001 203980 4 60091 62640
3 63001 194240 4 79001 60940
3 23001 184720 4 59021 60400
3 20001 170700 4 28001 57000
3 54001 156960 4 16081 57000
3 31041 153600 4 41021 55980
3 10001 153440 4 67041 55600
3 33091 150780 4 55041 55580
3 61001 146460 4 6231 55160
3 45001 128200 4 77001 54580
3 67001 120320 4 5001 53860
3 43001 119460 4 31071 53380
3 72001 113420 4 15001 53380
3 65001 110660 4 56001 52880
3 31001 110180 4 13061 52600
3 80001 104820 4 6001 52420
3 32001 103620 4 1091 52360
4 78001 97600 4 14001 52040
4 19001 97600 4 4001 51700
4 41011 95120 4 50001 50620
4 64001 92000 4 51001 50420
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