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Abstract  
 
This study analyzes income distribution types, both individual and functional, in terms of the first 
and the last quintiles in Turkey from 2006 to 2015. In this respect, the study first reveals how 
income types represented by functional income distribution are distributed for the first and last 
quintiles. Secondly, the inequalities arising within different income types obtained by the 
respective income quintiles are involved to the analysis. TURKSTAT Income and Living 
Conditions Survey dataset has been used in the study. With regards to methodology, first the 
variations that occurred in the shares obtained by households in different income categories for 
the first and last income quintiles have been used from 2006 to 2015. The improving or 
deteriorating effects of the relevant income quintiles on income inequality have been put forth 
for these variations. Then, the Lorenz curves and the Gini coefficients have been used to 
assess the distribution within each income category. According to the findings of the study, 
items that increase income equality for the first quintile are salaries and wages, pensions and 
survivors’ benefits, property income and other social transfers. On the other hand, casual 
incomes, entrepreneurial incomes, household transfers and rental incomes are the income 
categories that deteriorate income equality against the first income quintile. While wages and 
salaries have a positive effect on establishing income equality within this category, rental and 
property income are the types of income that reveal the most unequal distribution within 
themselves. 
 
Keywords: Income Distribution, Personal Income Distribution, Factor Income Distribution, 
Turkey. 
 

 
 
1. Introduction 
 
This paper investigates the determinants of personal income distribution in relation with 
functional income distribution in Turkey between the years 2006-2015. It is well known that 
functional income distribution is a direct determiner of personal income distribution. The wealth 
providing high return is distributed unequally and researchers indicate that the distribution of 
wealth has an important role in income distribution (Glyn, 2009). Evidence from the database 
comprising 18 OECD countries highlights that wealth inequality is much more important than 
income inequality due to financial assets that are very unequally distributed to high income 
groups (OECD, 2015).  
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This study investigates the relations between personal income distribution and 
functional income distribution in Turkey, based on the thesis that a close link exists between 
those two concepts. A few studies have been in the Turkish literature regarding to the link 
between personal income distribution and functional income distribution. The contribution of this 
study is to realize a two-dimensional analysis between the years 2006-2015 with the variations 
arising in the shares obtained from the related income types by the first quintile and the last 
quintile in the framework of inequalities within incomes types.  

The main purpose of the paper is to analyze the developments of personal income 
distribution and income inequality in Turkey via the Gini-coefficients measured through the 
Turkish Statistical Institute (TURKSTAT) database. The paper uses the TURKSTAT dataset 
derived from Income and Living Conditions Surveys during the period 2006-2015. Section 2 
explains the empirical literature of income distributions on Turkey. Section 3 describes the 
methodology of the paper. The later section explores personal and functional income inequality 
in Turkey, based on the estimations mentioned in the methodological section. 

 
2. Empirical Literature 
 
There are quite scarce researches on income distribution, due to the limited data available in 
Turkey. The first research on income distribution was made in the year 1963 by Cavusoglu and 
Hamurdan (1966), based on income tax declarations. The first study based on income 
distribution surveys was made by the Institute of Population Studies in the year 1968. The field 
research conducted on the population structure by the State Planning Organization in the year 
1973, produced some information on functional income distribution. Apart from these studies, 
Celasun (1986) calculated Gini coefficients on the basis of an income distribution modelling that 
was not based upon surveys. In the years 1987 and 1994, TURKSTAT published income 
distribution data based on surveys. After that date, TURKSTAT published households budget 
surveys data regularly between the years 2002-2005. Since the year 2006, it continues to 
publish income distribution statistics based on the Income and Living Conditions Surveys. 

Also, Aran et al. (2010) builds the poverty profiles and determinants on the officially 
calculated consumption and poverty line levels in Turkey between 2003 and 2006. They found 
that inequality in urban areas has decreased as a result of higher growth in consumption levels 
of urban poor compared to richer deciles, while no significant changes to inequality measures 
have been noted in rural areas. In fact, the consumption levels of the poorest groups in rural 
Turkey have declined between 2003 and 2006. In another study, Seker and Jenkins (2013) 
investigates poverty trends in Turkey between 2003 and 2011. According to their study, the 
absolute poverty declined rapidly between 2003 and 2008 but fell only slightly between 2008 
and 2011. They argue that the rate of the decline in the absolute poverty rate is largely 
accounted for by changes in the rate of national economic growth rather than by changes in the 
income distribution. 

In this article, two studies conducted recently on income distribution based on the 
TURSTAT surveys will be analyzed in detail, owing to the similarities of their content with the 
current study. 
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Table 1. Household income shares and household numbers with respect to income types 
(%) 

Income types Household income shares (%) Household numbers (%) 

1994 2002 2005 2002 2005 

Wage and salary 30.31 38.71 42.51 44.5 46.7 

Unrequited transfers 10.0 17.5 23 23.4 26.4 

1. Pensions - - - 15.9 18.3 

2. Other unrequited transfers - - - 7.5 8.4 

Entrepreneurial 45.4 34.5 28.8 29.2 25.0 

Rental + Property income 13.6 9.2 5.6 - - 

1. Rental income - 4.1 2.9 1.3 0.8 

2. Property income - 5.1 2.7 1.5 0.5 
Source: Estimated from data in Yukseler and Turkan (2008).  

Note: 1 casual income is included in the wage and salary. 

 
The first study, conducted by Yukseler and Turkan (2008), provides data on income 

distribution between the years 1994-2005 by analyzing the number of households and the share 
they receive among six different sources of income. As we take a look at the data in Table 1, 
which were prepared from the findings of the related study, we observe that there has been a 
significant decrease in the share of entrepreneurial income and property income - which are 
accepted as capital income - from 1994 until the year 2005, while there has been an increase in 
the share of salaries, wages and unrequited transfers. The increase in the number of 
households receiving salaries, wages and unrequited transfers as well as the increases in the 
shares of those incomes have been the main factors leading to the improvement of income 
distribution in Turkey. During this period, the decrease in the number of households receiving 
property income and entrepreneurial income as well as the decreases in the shares of those 
incomes lead to the prominence of income items such as wages, salaries and pensions in total 
household incomes and thus generated an improvement in income inequality (Yukseler and 
Turkan, 2008). 

According to Yukseler and Turkan (2008), although the ratio of financial assets to Gross 
National Product (GNP), the returns on financial assets as well as the annual average growth 
rate have risen between the years 1994-2002, the decrease in the share of property income 
within the total household disposable income might not reflect the real case. Thus, this matter 
points out that the income inequality problem should be considered as a prolonged issue. 

Selim et al. (2014) analyze the income distribution developments in Turkey following the 
year 2002 by comparing the periods between 2002-2007 and 2007-2011. The study determines 
the contribution of each income type to income inequality with the Shorrocks decomposition 
method and by using the annual micro data set of Household budget surveys comprising the 
period 2002-2011. According to the study, the decrease in the income share of the last quintile 
caused a substantial improvement in income distribution during the first period. On the other 
hand, the leastwise increase in the income share of the same group during the second period 
caused a deterioration in income distribution (Selim et al. 2014). This study classifies 
households in six groups (labor income holders, agriculture income holders, entrepreneurial 
income holders, interest income holders, pension income holders and transfer income holders) 
and analyzes which type of income causes personal income inequality. According to the 
findings of the study, the incomes of households having interest as their main source of income 
diminished between the years 2002-2007 while those incomes rapidly increased after the year 
2007. Thus, the gap increased between the incomes of this group and the incomes of 
households having for main income source salaries, pensions, transfer incomes or 
entrepreneurial incomes (Selim et al. 2014).  

As we take a look at the findings of the study, we observe that the share interest income 
holders in total income decreased from 3.0% in 2002 to 0.7% in 2011. The contribution of 
interest income to income inequality decreased from 10.9 in 2002 to 7.4 in 2011. However, 
interest income is still the most important income type that contributes to income inequality. The 
share of entrepreneurial income holders in total income decreased from 25.2% in 2002 to 18.2% 
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in 2011. The contribution of this income type to income inequality increased from 1.9 in 2002 to 
2.4 in 2011. The share of labor income holders in total income increased from 45.2% in 2002 to 
58.4% in 2011. The contribution of this income type to income inequality increased from 0.3 in 
2002 to 0.8 in 2011. The share of agriculture income holders in total income decreased from 
13.5% in 2002 to 7.2% in 2011. The contribution of this income type to income inequality 
increased from 0.3 in 2002 to 0.5 in 2011. Even though the shares obtained by households 
receiving pensions and transfer incomes in total income increased from 9.2% and 3.8% in 2002 
to respectively 10.6% and 4.9% in 2011, those income types have accelerating effects on 
income inequality, contrary to expectations. The study especially points out that transfer 
incomes contribute to income inequality at least as much as pensions, although transfer 
incomes correspond to almost the half of the share of pensions in total income (Selim et al. 
2014).  
 
3. The Methodology 
 
This study analyzes income distribution types, both individual and functional, in terms of the first 
and the last quintiles in Turkey from 2006 to 2015. In this respect, the study first reveals how 
income types represented by functional income distribution are distributed for the first and last 
quintiles. Secondly, the inequalities arising within different income types obtained by the 
respective income quintiles are involved to the analysis. TURKSTAT Income and Living 
Conditions Survey dataset has been used in the study. This study targets to realize a two-
dimensional analysis between the years 2006-2015 with the variations arising in the shares 
obtained from the related income types by the first quintile and the last quintile in the framework 
of inequalities within incomes types. With regards to methodology, first the variations that 
occurred in the shares obtained by households in different income categories for the first and 
last income quintiles have been used from 2006 to 2015. The improving or deteriorating effects 
of the relevant income quintiles on income inequality have been put forth for these variations. 
Then, the Lorenz curves and the Gini coefficients have been used to assess the distribution 
within each income category. It considers 7 income categories consisting of wages and salaries; 
casual incomes; entrepreneurial incomes; agricultural incomes; rental incomes; property 
incomes; pensions and survivors’ benefits. The spreadsheets generated from the Annual 
Income and Living Conditions Surveys prepared by TURKSTAT have been used as data set in 
the study. Lorenz curves and Gini coefficients have been used to analyze the income 
distribution of income types among themselves.  
 
4. Analysis of Personal and Functional Income Distribution in Turkey: 2006-2015 
 
While before 1980 Turkey was taking place among the OECD countries where income 
distribution was highly deteriorated with a Gini coefficient that was generally above 0.50, this 
coefficient decreased especially after 1994. As seen from Table 1, the Gini coefficient 
decreased in Turkey from 0.49 in 1994 to 0.38 in 2007. However, this coefficient increased to 
0.39 once again in the year 2009 and following the 2013 and Turkey still takes place among the 
three OECD countries where income distribution deterioration is at the highest levels.  

As we look at income quintiles generating an improvement in income distribution, we 
observe that the decrease in the share of last quintile in total income and the increase in the 
share of other income quintiles have been effective in this result. According to Table 2, the first 
quintile, second quintile, third quintile and fourth quintile increased their shares in total income 
respectively by 0.9, 1.1, 1.2 and 0.3 points while the last quintile decreased its share in total 
income by 3.5 points from 1987 until 2015.  
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Table 2. Personal Income Distribution and Gini Coefficients in Turkey 

Years First 
20% 

Second 
20% 

Third 
20% 

Fourth 
20% 

Last 
20% 

Gini 
coefficients 

1973 3.5 8.0 12.5 19.5 56.0 0.51 

1987 5.2 9.6 14.0 21.2 50.0 0.43 

1994 4.9 8.6 12.6 19.0 54.0 0.49 

2003 6.0 10.3 14.5 20.9 48.3 0.42 

2004 6.0 10.7 15.2 21.9 46.2 0.40 

2005 6.1 11.1 15.8 22.6 44.4 0.38 

2006 5.8 10.5 15.2 22.1 46.5 0.40 

2007 6.4 10.9 15.4 21.8 45.5 0.38 

2008 6.4 10.9 15.4 22.0 45.3 0.38 

2009 6.2 10.7 15.3 21.9 46.0 0.39 

2010 6.5 11.1 15.6 21.9 44.9 0.38 

2011 6.5 11.0 15.5 21.9 45.2 0.38 

2012 6.5 11.0 15.6 22.0 45.0 0.38 

2013 6.6 10.9 15.4 21.8 45.2 0.38 

2014 6.2 10.9 15.3 21.7 45.9 0.391 

2015 6.1 10.7 15.2 21.5 46.5 0.397 
Source: TUIK (2017) 

 
Table 3. The shares of income types in total income (%) 

 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Variations 
between 

2006-2015 

Wage and salary 40.8 39.7 41.9 42.9 43.7 44.8 46.5 48.3 49.1 49.7 8.9 (+) 

Casual 3.7 4.0 4.1 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.2 3.3 2.8 0.9 (-) 

Entrepreneurial 24.2 23.2 22.4 20.4 20.2 21.4 20.4 19.6 18.5 18.8 5.4 (-) 

-Agriculture 7.1 6.4 6.2 5.4 6.3 6.8 6.8 6.4 5.3 5.0 2.9 (-) 

-Non-agriculture 17.1 16.8 16.1 15.0 13.0 14.6 13.6 13.2 13.2 13.8 3.3 (-) 

Rental income 3.1 4.1 4.4 5.0 4.2 3.9 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.3 0.2 (+) 

Property income 6.1 7.0 4.2 5.3 4.5 3.8 3.3 3.1 2.9 2.6 3.5 (-) 

Social Transfers 17.8 18.2 19.1 19.6 20.5 19.4 20.0 19.7 20.1 20.0 2.2 (+) 

-Pensions and 
survivors’ benefits 

16.9 17.0 18.1 18.3 18.6 17.8 18.4 18.2 18.7 18.4 1.5 (+) 

-Other social 
transfers 

0.9 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.8 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.6 0.7 (+) 

Inter-Household 
Transfers 

2.9 2.6 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.0 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.6 0.3 (-) 

Other incomes 1.5 1.1 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.3 (-) 

Source: TUIK (2017)  

 
It is possible to analyze with the data in Table 3, which factor incomes are generally 

related with the decrease in Gini coefficients. When we take a look at the income items that 
have undergone the most important change between the years 2006-2015 as of income types, 
we observe that the share of wages, salaries and social transfers in total income increased, 
whereas the share of property incomes, casual incomes and entrepreneurial incomes 
decreased. 

An important consideration for income distribution is the effect caused on income 
shares obtained by the first quintile and the last quintile due to the decrease and increase of 
income type shares in total income. It is required to connect with the functional income 
distribution with personal income distribution. Table 4 shows income types where the income 
shares of the first quintile and last quintile decreased and increased from 2006 until 2015.  

According to the data in Table 4, income types that realized an increase in the incomes 
of the first and last income quintiles are wages, salaries and social transfers. The fact that the 
increase in the shares of wages and salaries in total income with regards to the first income 
quintile (14.3) was higher than the increase in the shares of last income quintile (11.4) created a 
positive effect on income distribution from 2006 until 2015. 



 
 
 

H. Balseven & Z. B. Gul / Eurasian Journal of Economics and Finance, 5(2), 97-109 

 
 
 

101 

 

The increase in social transfers observed from the year 2006 until the year 2015, arose 
from the 7.2 points increase in the share of social transfers in total income with regards to the 
first income quintile. The share of pensions and survivors’ benefits in total income increased by 
5.2 points for first income quintile and decreased by 0.3 points for last quintile. As to other social 
transfers, the share of the first income quintile increased by 2 points while the increase rate for 
the last income quintile has been 0.3 points. 

As to rental income, there has been a decrease in the share of the first income quintile 
in total income and an increase in the shares of other income quintiles. The share of rental 
income in the total income obtained by the first quintile decreased by 0.2 points. However, 
together with the increase of the share of rental income in other income quintiles (by 0.2, 0.2, 
0.1 and 0.2 points), the share of rental income increased. Although this change has been to the 
detriment of the first income quintile, it points out a situation in favor of the other income 
quintiles. 

According to Table 4, income types that showed a decrease in the incomes of the first 
and last quintiles during this period are as follows: Casual income, entrepreneurial income, 
property income, household transfers and other incomes. Whereas the decrease rate of causal 
income in total income is 8.6 points for the first income quintile, it is just 0.2 points for the last 
income quintile. While the decrease rate of entrepreneurial income in total income is 8.8 points 
for the first income quintile, it is 5.9 points for the last income quintile. While the decrease rate of 
agriculture income in total income is 9 points for the first income quintile, it is 1.2 points for the 
last income quintile. Whereas the decrease rate of the share of property income in total income 
is 1.1 points for the first income quintile, this decrease is 4.4 points for the last income quintile. 
Lastly, the decrease of household transfers in total income exists only for the first income 
quintile and it is 2.6 points. 

In brief, income types that increased income equality in favor of the first income quintile 
between 2006 and 2015 have been wages and salaries, pensions and survivors’ benefits, 
property incomes and other social transfers, when put in order according to their significance 
level. On the other hand, income types that decreased income equality in the detriment of the 
first income quintile are casual incomes, entrepreneurial incomes, household transfers and 
rental income, when put in order according to their significance level. 
 

Table 4. The variations in income shares of the first quintile and the last quintile  
between 2006-2015 

 2006 2015 Variations 

 First 
20% 

Last 
20% 

First 
20% 

Last 
20% 

First 
20% 

Last 
20% 

Wage and salary 23.0 41.0 37.3 52.4 14.3 (+) 11.4 (+) 

Casual 24.8 0.7 16.1 0.5 8.6 (-) 0.2 (-) 

Entrepreneurial 25.6 27.7 16.8 21.8 8.8 (-) 5.9 (-) 

-Agriculture 17.0 5.2 8.0 4.0 9 (-) 1.2 (-) 

-Non-agriculture 8.6 22.2 8.8 17.8 0.2 (+) 4.4 (-) 

Rental income 1.2 4.4 1.0 4.6 0.2 (-) 0.2 (+) 

Property income 2.9 7.5 1.8 3.1 1.1 (-) 4.4 (-) 

Social Transfers 13.3 15.4 20.5 15.4 7.2 (+) 0 

-Pensions and survivors’ 
benefits 

7.5 15.1 12.7 14.8 5.2 (+) 0.3 (-) 

-Other social transfers 5.8 0.4 7.8 0.7 2(+) 0.3 (+) 

Inter-Household Transfers 7.7 2.1 5.1 2.1 2.6 (-) 0 

Other incomes 1.5 1.2 1.5 0.0 0 1.2 (-) 

Total 100 100 100 100 - - 

Source: TUIK (2017)  

 
According to the analyses conducted so far, it is considered that the increases and 

decreases in the shares of different types of income obtained by the first and last income 
quintiles in total income are effective on income distribution. The distribution of percentage 
shares of different income types according to the income quintiles that obtain this income is a 
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significant structural indicator determining the extent of income inequality in society. As we 
consider together the increases and decreases that occurred over the years in the shares of 
income types obtained by income quintiles, those shares enable to make a two-dimensional 
analysis of the effects on income distribution. Table 5 has been prepared in the light of the 
information obtained from the mean Lorenz Curves, calculated according to the income types 
between 2006 and 2015 as well as the data taking place in Table 4 so as to enable this 
analysis.  

Table 5. The Dispersion of inter and intra income types 

 Contribution of income 
types to income distribution 

Inequality of the 
income types in itself 

Contribution to 
equality 

-Wage and salary 
-Pensions and survivors’ 
benefits 
-Property income 
-Other social transfers 

-Casual income 
-Agriculture income 

Contribution to 
inequality 

-Casual income 
-Entrepreneurial income 
-Agriculture income 
-Inter-Household Transfers 
-Rental income 

-Rental income 
-Property income 
-Wage and salary 
-Entrepreneurial income 
-Pensions and survivors’ 
benefits 

Source: Adapted from table 4 and appendix 2. 
 
The Lorenz curves are generated based on the means of cumulative income sums 
corresponded to the cumulative quintiles for each income types between 2006 and 2015. The 
Gini coefficients are the means of Gini coefficients calculated for each income types between 
2006 and 2015. Generally, the Gini coefficient below 0.30 implies that the inequality in income 
distribution remains within the acceptable limits. According to the average Gini coefficient 
calculations between 2006 and 2015 within the income types, income type with the highest 
income inequality is the rental income with Gini coefficient equal to 0.607. The others are as 
follows: property incomes (0.519), wages and salaries (0.448), entrepreneurial incomes (0.442), 
pensions and survivors’ benefits (0.406). On the other hand, casual income represents the most 
equally distributed income type with a Gini coefficient equal to -0.198 while agricultural incomes 
are ranked at the second place with a Gini coefficient equal to 0.224. These coefficients are 
given in the appendix 1 and the means of cumulative income sums for the Lorenz curves for the 
period of 2006-2015 can be seen in the appendix 2.  

Figure 1 has been generated from the Gini coefficients calculated on the basis of 
income quintiles for each income type for the period 2006-2015. The rental incomes significantly 
increase the inequality of income distribution due to two reasons. First of all, the inequality 
within itself is the largest compared to the other income types (Gini coefficient equal to 0.607). 
Secondly, this type has been contributing to income distribution inequality between 2006-2015 
in Turkey. On the other hand, the property income, which is placed at the second rank in income 
inequality within itself, has been contributing positively to the income distribution equality 
between 2006-2015. Although the wages and salaries are income types that have made the 
most positive contribution to income equality between 2006 and 2015 in Turkey, it might be 
argued that their contribution to income distribution equality has been limited due to the high 
level of inequality within themselves (Gini coefficient equal to 0.448). While the entrepreneurial 
income is placed at the fourth rank in income inequality within itself, it has been contributing to 
inequality at the second rank in Turkey between 2006-2015 and thus increased income 
distribution inequality. On the other hand, while pensions and survivors’ benefits are placed at 
the fifth rank in income inequality within themselves (Gini coefficient equal to 0.406), they have 
been making positive contributions to income distribution equality in Turkey between 2006-
2015. Besides, although casual income is the income types contributing to income distribution 
equality at the highest level within itself (Gini coefficient equal to -0.198), it is observed that it 
contributes to income distribution inequality in Turkey between 2006-2015. Finally, although 
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agricultural income contributes to the income distribution equality within itself at the second 
highest rank after casual income (Gini coefficient equal to 0.224), it seems to have been 
contributed to income distribution inequality between 2006-2015 in Turkey.  

 

 
Figure 1. The dispersions of Gini coefficients in the income types in itself between 2006-

2015 (%) 

 
In the framework of Lorenz curves taking place in Figure 2, the most unevenly 

distributed income types within themselves are the rental and property income, entrepreneurial 
income, wages and salaries and finally pensions and survivors’ benefits respectively. While 80% 
of the rental income holders obtain 30% of the total rental income, 20% of the rental income 
holders take 70% of the total rental income. Similarly, while 38% of property incomes are 
obtained by 80% of property income owners; 20% of the property income owners obtain 62% of 
the total property income. On the other hand, while 80% of entrepreneurial income owners 
obtain 44% of the total entrepreneurial income, 20% of entrepreneurial income owners obtain 
56% of the total entrepreneurial income. While 80% of wage and salary owners take 48% of the 
total wage and salary income, 20% of the wage and salary owners take 52% of the total wage 
and salary income. Finally, as 80% of pension and survivors’ benefits owners receive 54% of 
the total pension and survivors’ benefits income, 20% of pension and survivors’ benefits owners 
receive 46% of the total pension and survivors’ benefits income. 80% of casual income owners 
obtained an income share of 91%; which is 11 points higher than the level of an egalitarian 
distribution (80%). On the other hand, the richest 20% of them obtained an income share of 9%; 
which is 11 points lower than the level of an egalitarian distribution (20%). This can be 
interpreted as a reason for the Gini coefficients having negative ratios for casual income. With 
those ratios, casual incomes hold a more egalitarian structure than agricultural incomes. While 
80% of agricultural income owners obtain 65% of the income, the remaining 20% of them obtain 
35% of the agricultural income. Agricultural income takes the income shares that are the most 
proximate ones to population shares. Thus, they are one of the income categories revealing the 
most egalitarian income distribution compared to other income categories. 
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Figure 2. Average Lorenz curve with respect to rental income between 2006-2015 

 

 
Figure 3. Average Lorenz curve with respect to property income between 2006-2015 

 

 
Figure 4. Average Lorenz curve with respect to wage and salary between 2006-2015 
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Figure 5. Average Lorenz curve with respect to entrepreneurial between 2006-2015 

 

 
Figure 6. Average Lorenz curve with respect to pensions and survivors’ benefits between 

2006-2015 
 

 
Figure 7. Average Lorenz curve with respect to agriculture between 2006-2015 
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Figure 8. Average Lorenz curve with respect to casual between 2006-2015 

 
5. Conclusions and Policy Recommendations 
 
When analyzing the conclusions of the current study with the outcomes of Yukseler and Turkan 
(2008) and Selim et al. (2014), the share of wages, salaries and social transfers in total income 
continued to increase between 2006-2015 as being these studies. The share of entrepreneurial 
income in total income continued to fall after 2006, also in parallel with these studies. The share 
of property incomes in total incomes decreased after 2006. According to the current study, 
although the share of rental incomes in total incomes increased by 0.2 points between 2006 and 
2015, Yukseler and Turkan (2008) stated that it decreased between 2002 and 2005. Before 
2006, the share of casual incomes in total income rose to 2.9 in 2002, 3.1 in 2003 and to 3.5 in 
2004; while it dropped to 3.3 in 2005. After 2006, this share rose until 2008 and started 
decreasing after that date. While 8.6 points of this decrease originated from the first quintile, 
only 0.2 points originated from the last quintile; which created a negative impact on income 
distribution.  

The contribution level of salaries and wages to inequality increased between 2002 and 
2011, and in 2011 this income category appears at the third rank in this respect (Selim et al. 
2014). The fact that the increase in the share of salaries and wages was higher in the first 
quintile between 2006 and 2015 affected income distribution in favor of this quintile. According 
to Selim et al. (2014), the contribution to inequality increased with regards to social transfers in 
terms of pensions and transfer incomes between 2002 and 2011, although their share in total 
income increased. However, in current study this is the type of income that contributes the least 
to inequality, compared to other types of income. Between 2006 and 2015, social transfers 
affected favorably income distribution in favor of the first quintile.  

The share of rental income in total income was 4.5% in 2002 and declined to 2.9% in 
2005 (Yukseler and Turkan, 2008). In the table 4, the decline of 0.2 points in the first quintile 
deteriorates income distribution against this quintile, even though its share rose from 3.1% to 
3.3% from 2006 to 2015 as seen in table 3.  With regards to entrepreneurial income; a decrease 
of 8.8 points in first quintile compared to a fall of 5.9 points in the last quintile reveals a situation 
to the detrimental effect against the first quintile from 2006 to 2015. As a matter of fact, Selim et 
al. (2014) also pointed out that entrepreneurial income was the type of income contributing to 
income inequality at the second rank in 2011.  

The fact that the decrease in the share of property income arose from the last quintile, 
also seems to affect income distribution in the positive way. However, according to Selim et al. 
(2014), the positive impact of the high drop in the income share of the last quintile on income 
distribution should be cautiously approached, given that property income is placed at the first 
rank in contributing to inequality in 2011. 

In current study, it has been put forth that wages and salaries, pensions and survivors’ 
benefits, property incomes and other social transfers increased income equality in favor of the 
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first income quintile between the years 2006 and 2015 in Turkey. On the other hand, casual 
incomes, entrepreneurial incomes, household transfers and rental incomes have been income 
types that decreased income equality in the detriment of the first income quintile. 

Although there has been an important contribution of casual incomes in providing 
income equality within themselves, the decrease of the share of casual incomes in total incomes 
from 24.8% to 16.3% from 2006 to 2015, as seen in table 4, refers also to the decrease of this 
improving effect. Thus, as casual incomes are the income types displaying the most egalitarian 
distribution within themselves; it is considered that increasing the share of casual incomes in 
total income in favor of the first income quintile would make an important contribution to 
decrease income inequality. The proposals such as cash income system for the first quintile as 
suggested by Bugra and Sınmazdenir (2007) make a significant improvement in income 
equality.  

On the other hand, considering that rental income and property income are the 
categories displaying the most inegalitarian distribution within themselves between the above-
mentioned dates in Turkey; policy measures aimed at decreasing income inequality would affect 
income distribution positively. At this point, it is evaluated that measures devoted to increase 
equality in the distribution of property would be effective in the amelioration of income 
distribution. 

Due to the high share of wages and salaries in total income and their heterogeneous 
quality, their inegalitarian distribution within themselves is quite significant, although their share 
in total income increases from 2006 to 2015 in Turkey. According to Filiztekin (2015), wage 
inequality explains the increase in total inequality by more than 50% between 2007-2011 in 
Turkey. Since the importance of employment incomes increased during this period, inequality 
between wage incomes started to contribute even further to total inequality. Similarly, in the 
United Kingdom, there is clear evidence putting forth the increase in the divergences regarding 
the distribution of wage incomes. While real earnings increased by 11% in the lowest income 
groups, they increased by 50% for the upper income groups (Atkinson, 1997). At this point, 
structuring the welfare state function might be useful when compensatory mechanisms are 
required to balance market wage inequality. Thus, improving the salability of labor on the 
market, establishing exchange and employment conditions shall be the main priorities. 

Lastly, we might argue that although the Gini coefficients of pensions and survivors’ 
benefits are above 0.30, which is a level accepted as egalitarian, this income type contributed to 
income equality in Turkey, as they increased their shares significantly between 2006-2015. 
Thus, supporting of this income types by social policies provides improving both Gini coefficient 
and income distribution within itself.  
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Appendix 1. Gini Coefficients 

 
Rental 
Income 

Property 
Income 

Wage 
and 

Salary Entrepreneurial 

Pensions 
and 

Survivors’ 
Benefits Agriculture Casual 

2006 0.615 0.542 0.454 0.471 0.430 0.251 -0.200 

2007 0.602 0.481 0.442 0.446 0.417 0.144 -0.167 

2008 0.596 0.531 0.444 0.430 0.425 0.151 -0.174 

2009 0.617 0.543 0.449 0.434 0.428 0.158 -0.167 

2010 0.608 0.519 0.456 0.413 0.419 0.204 -0.186 

2011 0.604 0.539 0.451 0.436 0.410 0.258 -0.201 

2012 0.618 0.542 0.446 0.435 0.406 0.259 -0.222 

2013 0.610 0.499 0.448 0.437 0.381 0.278 -0.248 

2014 0.605 0.497 0.445 0.440 0.366 0.241 -0.213 

2015 0.602 0.502 0.440 0.466 0.355 0.295 -0.201 

Mean 0.608 0.519 0.448 0.441 0.404 0.224 -0.198 

 
 

Appendix 2. The Means of Cumulative Income Sums for the Lorenz Curves: 2006-2015 

Cumulative 
Sums of 

Population 

Cumulative 
Sums of 
Rental 
Income 

Cumulative 
Sums of 
Property 
Income 

Cumulative 
Sums of 

Wage and 
Salary 

Cumulative 
Sums of 

Entrepreneurial 

Cumulative 
Sums of 

Pensions and 
Survivors’ 
Benefits 

Cumulative 
Sums of 

Agriculture 

Cumulative 
Sums of 
Casual 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.20 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.10 0.29 

0.40 0.05 0.09 0.12 0.14 0.11 0.26 0.55 

0.60 0.12 0.20 0.26 0.26 0.29 0.43 0.75 

0.80 0.29 0.38 0.48 0.44 0.54 0.65 0.91 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 


