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Abstract 

In this paper we examine the rural-urban consumption disparity in Turkey by using data from Household 

Consumption Expenditures surveys, conducted by Turkish Statistical Institute from the year 2010 to 2015. The 

econometric method of the study is the quantile regression method. Primary findings from quantile regression 

techniques suggest that the urban-rural consumption disparity is on rise in every quantile in Turkey, and the larger 

consumption discrepancies are associated with lower quantiles. The effect of income in urban area for all of 

quantiles have a higher magnitude than rural area, indicating expenditure on total consumption tend to be is more 

sensitive to changes in income in urban areas than in rural areas. The results also indicate that increasing the 

educational level of rural household head is helpful in reducing urban-rural consumption disparity. Household 

size and household expenditure have an inverted U-shape relationship implying that households’ expenditure 

increases in household size at a decreasing rate both in rural and urban areas. 

Keywords: Household Consumption, Inequality, Quantile Regression, Urban, Rural, Turkey 

JEL classification codes: D04, D31, D63, C21 

Öz 

Bu makalede, Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu tarafından 2010-2015 yılları arasında gerçekleştirilen Hanehalkı 

Tüketim Harcamaları araştırmalarından elde edilen veriler kullanılarak Türkiye'deki kırsal-kentsel tüketim 

eşitsizliği incelenmektedir. Çalışmanın ekonometrik yöntemi kantil regresyon yöntemidir. Kantil regresyon 

yönteminden elde edilen birincil bulgular, Türkiye'de kentsel-kırsal tüketim eşitsizliğinin her dilimde arttığını ve 

daha büyük tüketim farklılıklarının daha düşük gelir dilimlerinde olduğunu göstermektedir. Kentsel alanda tüm 

kantiller için gelirin tüketim harcamaları üzerindeki etkisi, kırsal alandan daha yüksektir. Bu da hanelerin 

tüketim harcamalarının gelirdeki değişime duyarlı olma eğilimlerinin kentsel alanda kırsal alandan daha fazla 

olduğunu göstermektedir. Ayrıca, kırsal alanda hane reisinin eğitim düzeyinin, kentsel ve kırsal alanlar 

arasındaki tüketim eşitsizliğini azaltmada etkili olacaktır.

1 This article is derived from the project titled "Decomposition of Consumption Inequality According to Income 

Quantile in Turkey: Quantile Regression Approach" with SBA-2019-12121 number supported by Çukurova 

University Scientific Research Project Unit. 
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Hanehalkı büyüklüğü ve hanehalkı tüketim harcamaları arasında hem kırsal hem de kentsel alanlarda U 

şeklinde bir ilişki olduğu, hanehalkı büyüklüğü arttıkça hanehalkı tüketim harcamasının azalan oranda arttığı 

belirlenmiştir.  

Anahtar Kelimeler: Hanehalkı Tüketim Harcaması, Eşitsizlik, Kantil Regresyon, Kent, Kırsal, Türkiye 

JEL sınıflandırılma kodları: D04, D31, D63, C21 

1. Introduction

The Turkish economy is associated with a persistent and unequal income and consumption distributions. 

The income of individuals plays a fundamental role in social integration by meeting their vital and socio-

cultural needs. In this context, inequality in income distribution worsens not only economical but also 

socio-cultural problems. The reasons of inequality in Turkey can be attributed to the negative trend of 

real wages, existing tax structure benefiting the rich, low public and private investments, insufficient 

redistributive tax policies, high real interest rates, unequal opportunity in access to education, and 

excessive migration to urban areas due to both economic and political pressures. Consumption can be a 

more appropriate indicator of economic and social well-being, because consumption is a better measure 

of household’s welfare than household’s income. However, the debate over inequality almost 

exclusively relies on income inequality, though official income statistics may not accurately reflect the 

changes in well-being.  The income data in general ignore taxes and transfers and rely on income badly 

reported in surveys. For these reasons, the consumption patterns of households may provide a better 

indicator of economic and social well-being. 

Economic conditions and standards of living have always been considerable different between urban 

and rural areas. The income and consumption disparities between urban and rural areas have widened 

since the 1990s due to speedy immigration to urban areas for security reasons related to on-going terror 

incidents and state of emergency in the eastern and south eastern regions of Turkey. The lack of 

employment opportunities, lower returns to human capital investments and low economic performance 

in rural areas result in increasing welfare inequalities between urban-rural parts of Turkey. Hence, the 

disparities in welfare between urban and rural areas have been one of the most debated social 

phenomenon since 1990s. Levels of inequality in consumption expenditure change depending on 

parental education, geographical location and demographic composition of the household members such 

as age, marital status and gender of the household head, etc.  

Studying consumption inequality is not new. There have been several studies focused on consumption 

inequality at the country level (Johnson and Shipp 1999, Koenker and Hallock 2001, Nguyen et al. 2007, 

Qu and Zhao 2008, Chamarbagwala 2010, Huang 2015, Agyire-Teddey et al. 2018, Bui and Imai 2019, 

etc). Using Consumer Expenditure Survey data, Johnson and Shipp (1999) obtain summary measures 

of the distributions of income and consumption for each quarter between 1980 and 1994. Johnson and 

Shipp (1999) find that the trends in the distribution of income and consumption and the response of 

these trends to changes in inflation and unemployment were similar during this period. Johnson and 

Shipp find that unemployment does not significantly affect the inequality measures and that inflation 

has a progressive effect, i.e., that a decrease in inflation is associated with an increase in inequality. 

Koenker and Hallock (2001) present a classical empirical application in economics, Engel's (1857) 

analysis of the relationship between household food expenditure and household income. Using data for 

235 European working-class households, they plotted Engel’s data with seven estimated quantile 

regression lines corresponding to the 0.05, 0.1, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 0.9, and 0.95 quantiles. Nguyen et al. 

(2007) use the Vietnam Living Standards Surveys from 1993 and 1998 to examine inequality in welfare 

between urban and rural areas in Vietnam. Real per capita household consumption expenditure (RPCE) 

is used as the measure of welfare. The authors apply a quantile regression decomposition technique to 

analyze the difference between the urban and rural distributions of log RPCE. Qu and Zhao (2008) also 

apply quantile regression to examine the large urban-rural disparity in China. Chamarbagwala (2010) 

examines India’s urban-rural inequality in welfare in 1993-1994 and 2004, a period which coincides 

with the country’s economic liberalization reforms and rapid economic growth. Using real monthly per 

capita household consumption expenditure as the measure of welfare, the author estimates quantile 

regressions to analyze the urban–rural welfare gap across the entire welfare distribution. Huang (2015) 

employs quantile regression to analyze the determinants of household electricity consumption in Taiwan 
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over the period 1981-2011. The results show that the effects of demographic, socio-economic, and 

household dwelling characteristics on household electricity consumption may differ across quantiles 

and may change over time. The study reports that household income and household size are significant 

in all quantiles for each year. Agyire-Teddey et al. (2018) employs an unconditional quantile regression 

and recently proposed decomposition technique based on re-centred influence functions. They find 

significant spatial differences in consumption expenditure across selected quantiles, with rural-urban 

inequalities driven largely by differences in returns to households’ endowments. Bui and Imai (2019) 

examines the determinants of urban and rural gasp of household welfare in Vietnam during 2008-2012 

using unconditional quantile regression model. 

There is a huge literature related to the study of Turkey’s economic inequalities. Among these attempts, 

Başlevent and Dayıoglu (2005) studies regional income disparity in the urban areas of Turkey from 

1994 to 2003. Duygan and Guner (2006) investigates the role of education in income and consumption 

inequalities by comparing statistics from 1994 and 2002. Filiztekin (2015) presents a preliminary 

investigation of income distribution in Turkey in the last 17 years using evidence from inequality index 

decompositions by sub-group and by income source. The improvement in income distribution between 

1994 and 2003, a time period with high macroeconomic and political instability, can be attributed mostly 

to decline in within group inequality, whereas convergence between groups contributed to the decline 

in the first half of the 2000s. The data, however, reveals that the trends both in within and between 

inequality is reversed in the last four years. Eksi and Kirdar (2015) studies wage and income inequalities 

between 2002 and 2011 by focusing exclusively on males who live in urban areas between the ages of 

25 and 49. Tamkoc and Torul (2020) investigate the evolution of Turkey’s wage, income and 

consumption inequalities using a cross-country comparable methodology and the Turkish Statistical 

Institute’s Household Budget Survey and the Survey of Income and Living Conditions micro data sets. 

Turkey’s wage, income and consumption inequalities all exhibit downward time trends over the 2002-

2016 period. 

There is a significant disparity between urban and rural areas in Turkey. Various aspects of this disparity 

have focused much attention from economists (Baslevent Dayıoğlu, 2005; Duman, 2010; Torul & 

Oztunalı, 2018;Tekguc, 2018; Filiztekin, 2020, etc). However, there is a little study of consumption 

inequality between urban and rural households in Turkey. But consumption is a better measure of long-

term family well-being in that it reflects the life-cycle earning capacity of a household, whereas income 

and earnings can easily be affected by temporary shocks (Cutler and Katz 1992). For this reason, the 

purpose of this paper is to examine the consumption inequality between urban and rural areas in Turkey, 

using data obtained from Household Consumption Expenditure survey, conducted by Turkish Statistical 

Institute (TurkStat) in every year between 2010 and 2015. In an attempt to explain how the urban-rural 

consumption inequality varies across different levels of income, we apply the quantile regression 

technique for decomposition of consumption disparities between urban and rural areas in Turkey. This 

study will provide insight into Turkish urban-rural disparity beyond the other dimensions examined in 

the previous literature. That is the first contribution of this paper. The second contribution of this paper 

is looking into the average disparity between urban and rural areas. 

The rest of the paper is developed as follows: Section 2 presents the data and variables used. Section 

3explains the quantile regression. Section 4 introduces the empirical results. Finally, the last section 

attempts to come up with some policy prescriptions that may help reducing consumption inequality 

between urban-rural areas in Turkey.  

2. Data Used and Variables 

Data used in this study include six independent household budget survey, conducted by the TurkStat in 

every year for the period 2010-2015 and cover a total of 52419 households. The household budget 

surveys are conducted as random sampling each year. This data provides information about income, 

expenditure and consumption as well as a wide range of demographic and socio-economic 

characteristics of Turkish household members and household head. Household monthly expenditure is 

used as dependent variable while household total income is added as an independent variable. Recent 

literature suggests that consumption maybe a more appropriate indicator of economic well-being than 

income because consumption is a better measure of permanent household well-being than income, 
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which may better reflect the changes in well-being (Slesnick 1993, Cutler and Kats 1991, Johnson and 

Shipp 1999). If consumers smooth their spending over their lifetimes, then consumption inequality 

might behave differently than income inequality over time (Johnson and Shipp 1999). Quantile 

regression also incorporates the following independent variables: gender, age and marital status of 

household head, the education level of household head (as year), household size and square of household 

size and dummy variables indicating the six years (2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015). However, 

the household budget survey for 2015 do not explicitly distinguish between rural and urban areas. 

Therefore, in the 2015 survey, if a household head is working in the agricultural, forestry and fisheries 

sectors, we assume that house hold is located in rural area. Household size obtained from household 

budget survey conducted by TurkStat and is adjusted according to the OECD scale for taking into 

account the economies of scale in consumption. Accordingly, OECD measure of 1 for the reference 

person of the household, 0.5 for household members aged 14 and over, 0.3 for household members less 

than age 14 are used (TurkStat, 2015). The reference person is household head in this study. Table 1 

shows the definition of variables used in the econometric model.  

Table 1: The Definition of Variables 

Variables Definition 

Dependent variable  

Lnexp logarithm of monthly household total expenditure  

Independent variables  

Lnincome log of monthly household total income 

Hsize Household size  

Hsizesqr Household size squared 

Gender Equals 1 if household head is male zero otherwise 

Marital Equals 1 if household head is married, zero otherwise 

Education The education of household head (year)  

year2010 Equals 1 if the year is  2010, zero otherwise (reference ) 

year2011 Equals 1 if the year is  2011, zero otherwise 

year2012 Equals 1 if the year is  2012, zero otherwise 

year2013 Equals 1 if the year is  2013, zero otherwise 

year2014 Equals 1 if the year is  2014, zero otherwise 

year2015 Equals 1 if the year is  2015, zero otherwise 

 

3. Econometric Model  

The quantile regression approach allows different consumption patterns between urban and rural areas. 

Hence, we use the quantile Regression (QR) technique developed by Koenker and Bassett (1978) for 

the analysis. QR shows the differences in the relationships between the dependent and the explanatory 

variables at diverse points of the conditional distribution of the dependent variable. The QR approach 

assume that the conditional quantile of a random variable Y is a linear in the vector of regressors X. The 

ordinary least squares estimators are obtained by minimizing the sum of squared residuals. The quantile 

regression estimators for the vector of coefficients β, on the other hand minimize the following 

expression (Bassett and Chen 2001, Huang 2015, Koenker and Hallock 2001, Çağlayan and Astar, 2012, 

Karaoğlan and Tansıt 2017, Valenzuale et al. 2014): 

( ) 







−−+−

*

1min
i

iiii xyxy 


                                           (1)

 

Where ii xyii =* and ii xyii =*  
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4. The Consumption Gap in Turkey 

  

The shares of consumption expenditures by quantiles vary considerable in Turkey (Table 2). 

While the share of food and non-alcoholic beverages in the total consumption expenditure is 

19.9% in Turkey, it is 28.8% for the first 20% quantile and drops to 14.6% for the fifth 20% 

quantile in 2013. The expenditure share of clothing and footwear ratio is 5.3% in overall the 

country, the shares are 3.9% and 6.0% for the first and fifth quintiles respectively. Similarly, 

the shares of transportation, communication, entertainment and education in total consumption 

expenditure are higher than country’s average for the fifth quantile, while the shares of the same 

groups are lower than the country average for the first quantile (Table 2).  

 

Table 2: The Consumption Expenditure Quantiles Ordered by Income in Turkey (2013) 

Main groups of 

consumption expenditures Total 

first 

%20  

second 

%20 

third 

%20 forth %20 fifth %20 

Total consumption 

expenditure 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Food and non-alcoholic 

beverages 19.9 28.8 25.6 22.1 20.0 14.6 

Alcoholic beverages, 

cigarette and tobacco 4.2 5.3 4.8 4.9 4.7 3.2 

Clothing and footwear 5.3 3.9 4.5 4.9 5.4 6.0 

Housing and rent 25.0 33.3 29.6 26.3 24.1 21.2 

Furniture, houses appliances 

and home care services 6.6 5.6 5.9 6.4 7.0 6.8 

Health 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.1 2.0 

Transportation 17.4 8.1 12.2 16.3 17.4 22.1 

Communication 4.0 3.0 3.6 4.0 4.3 4.2 

Entertainment and culture 3.1 1.6 2.2 2.6 2.9 4.1 

Educational services 2.4 0.7 1.1 1.4 1.8 4.0 

Restaurant and hotels 5.9 4.0 4.8 5.4 6.1 6.9 

Various good and services 4.3 3.5 3.7 3.7 4.3 5.0 

Source: http://www.tuik.gov.tr/PreTablo.do?alt_id=1012. 

Table 3 outlines the consumption expenditure quantiles ordered by income in urban area for 2013. The 

share of food and non-alcoholic beverages in total urban household consumption is 17.8%. But this ratio 

changes according to quantiles. Food and non-alcoholic beverages turns out to be 25.9% and 12.5% for 

the first and fifth quintiles respectively, consistently decreasing from the first to fifth quintile. The shares 

of the order of the main groups' expenditures also change between quantiles in urban area. The shares 

of transportation, communication, entertainment and education in total consumption expenditure are 

higher than country’s and urban’s average for the fifth quantile in urban area, while the shares of the 

same groups are lower than country’s and urban’s average for the first quantile in urban area (Table 3). 
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Table 3: The Consumption Expenditure Quantiles Ordered by Income in Urban Area (2013) 

Main groups of  

Consumption exp. Total first %20  second %20 third %20 forth %20 fifth %20 

Total consumption 

expenditure 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Food and non-

alcoholic beverages 
17.8 25.9 23.4 22.2 19.0 12.5 

Alcoholic 

beverages, cigarette 

and tobacco 

4.0 5.0 5.3 5.2 4.7 2.7 

Clothing and 

footwear 
5.3 3.2 4.3 4.8 5.8 6.0 

Housing and rent 25.7 40.7 34.0 30.4 26.2 18.6 

Furniture, houses 

appliances and 

home care services 

6.7 4.3 5.8 6.2 7.3 7.2 

Health 2.1 1.9 1.7 2.1 2.4 2.0 

Transportation 17.7 6.1 8.7 10.7 14.5 26.7 

Communication 4.1 3.3 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.0 

Entertainment and 

culture 
3.3 1.5 2.2 2.7 3.0 4.4 

Educational services 2.7 0.5 1.1 1.5 2.0 4.4 

Restaurant and 

hotels 
6.3 5.0 6.3 6.4 6.6 6.3 

Various good and 

services 
4.4 2.7 3.1 3.6 4.4 5.3 

Source: http://www.tuik.gov.tr/PreTablo.do?alt_id=1012 

Table 4 also presents the consumption expenditure quantiles ordered by income in rural area of Turkey. 

In particular, in all quantiles of rural area the shares of food and non-alcoholic beverages are higher 

compared with all quantiles of urban area and overall Turkey. The shares of housing and rent, on the 

other hand, are lower compared with all quantiles of urban area and overall Turkey with the exception 

of the first quintile which represents a slightly higher percentage of expenditure than overall Turkey. 

The shares of the other commodity groups’ expenditures vary across quantiles in rural area as in Turkey 

and urban area. However, the share of food and non-alcoholic the consumption expenditure in rural area 

is considerable higher than in urban area and overall Turkey in general, except the first quintile whose 

share is lower than that of urban area. The shares of transportation, communication, entertainment, 

education and various goods increases in higher quintiles in rural area but in general lower than those 

of urban area and overall Turkey. 
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Table 4: The Consumption Expenditure Quantiles Ordered by Income in Rural Area   (2013) 

Main groups of 

consumption 

expenditures 

Total first 

%20 

second 

%20 

third %20 forth %20 fifth %20 

Total consumption 

expenditure 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Food and non-

alcoholic beverages 

27.2 33.2 31.8 30.3 26.0 22.8 

Alcoholic beverages, 

cigarette and tobacco 

5.1 4.7 5.0 5.5 5.2 4.9 

Clothing and 

footwear 

5.1 3.2 4.5 5.4 5.1 5.7 

Housing and rent 22.3 33.6 26.8 23.3 20.7 17.9 

Furniture, houses 

appliances and home 

care services 

6.1 4.7 6.1 6.2 6.7 6.1 

Health 2.1 2.2 2.3 1.9 1.8 2.2 

Transportation 16.6 8.0 10.5 13.2 18.6 21.8 

Communication 3.7 2.5 3.1 3.6 3.5 4.5 

Entertainment and 

culture 

2.2 1.5 1.8 1.9 2.6 2.4 

Educational services 1.0 0.4 0.7 0.6 1.3 1.4 

Restaurant and 

hotels 

4.5 2.7 3.9 4.2 4.7 5.3 

Various good and 

services 

4.2 3.4 3.5 3.9 3.9 5.1 

Sources: http://www.tuik.gov.tr/PreTablodo?alt_id=1012 

The distribution of annual equivalised household disposable income by quantiles are given in Table 5. 

The share of total income received by the poorest and richest 20% of the population are 6.1%, and 

46.6% respectively. These figures show that the income inequality is a serious problem in Turkey. The 

mean of annual equvalised household disposable income per capita is 13,250 Turkish liras, while the 

median of annual equvalised household disposable income per capita is 10,024 Turkish liras. These 

ratios and values tend to be the same in urban and rural areas. However, the mean and median income 

are higher in urban area compared to Turkey and rural area while they are lower in rural area with 

respect to overall Turkey and urban area. 

Table 5: Distribution of Annual Equivalised Household Disposable Income by Quantiles, 2013 

Turkey Total first %20  second %20 third %20 forth %20 fifth %20 

Percentage (%)     100 6.1 10.7 15.2 21.4 46.6 

Mean (TL)    13250 4016 7076 10080 14193 30889 

Median (TL) 10024 4188 7080 10024 14000 24726 

http://www.tuik.gov.tr/PreTablo.do?alt_id=1012
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Urban      
 

Percentage (%)     100 6.4 10.9 15.2 21.1 46.4 

Mean (TL)    15046 4811 8213 114378 15888 34900 

Median (TL) 11387 5051 8163 11387 15596 28103 

Rural      
 

Percentage (%)     100 6.7 11.4 16.1 22.6 43.3 

Mean (TL)    9 374 3128 5331 7522 10609 20293 

Median (TL) 7451 3300 5328 7451 10443 16755 

Source: http://www.tuik.gov.tr/MicroVeri/GYKA_2014/turkce/downloads/tablo1.xlsx 

 
5. Results 

Table 6 and Table 7 shows QR estimation results for urban and rural areas respectively. All variables of 

income and expenditure are in natural logarithm. Most of the estimated coefficients are statistically 

significant. The effect of the logarithm of household income is positive and significant on the logarithm 

of household expenditure in all quantiles. In general, our results show that households with higher 

income levels have higher consumption elasticities in both urban and rural areas, though 95% confidence 

intervals for log income coefficients overlaps within urban and rural areas. The effect of income in urban 

area for all of quantiles have a higher magnitude than rural area, indicating expenditure on total 

consumption tend to be is more sensitive to changes in income in urban areas than in rural areas. 

 

Table 6: Quantile regression results for urban area 

Variables Q.25 Q.50 Q.75 

 Coefficient t value Coefficient t value Coefficient t value 

Log of household 

income (TL) 

0.705 7.90* 0.78 7.76* 0.844 8.72* 

Household size 0.33 4.83* 0.28 3.61* 0.17 1.98* 

Square of 

household size  

-0.0001 -4.32* -0.0001 -0.42 -0.00008 -0.88 

Age of household 

heads  

0.06 4.20* 0.04 3.41* 0.02 2.23* 

Gender of 

household head  

-0.092 -8.18* -0.052 -10.08* -0.045 -8.98* 

Marital status of 

household head 

-0.25 -3.42* -0.42 -4.27* -0.51 -3.98* 

Education of 

household head  

0.53 5.71* -0.33 4.30** -0.19 1.52 

Year2011 0.71 3.91* 0.48 1.96** 0.27 4.33* 

Year2012 0.78 4.01* 0.53 2.28* 0.22 4.27* 

Year2013 0.81 3.49* 0.39 1.19 0.21 3.15* 

Year2014 0.83 4.25* 0.57 5.11* 0.30 2.41* 

Year2015 0.86 4.28* 0.57 5.42* 0.31 2.28* 

Constant 1.41 30.62 1.08 11.01 0.793 7.25 

 

http://www.tuik.gov.tr/MicroVeri/GYKA_2014/turkce/downloads/tablo1.xlsx
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Table 7: Quantile regression results for rural area 

Variables Q.25 Q.50 Q.75

Coefficient t value Coefficient t value Coefficient t value 

Log of 

household 

income (TL) 

0.541 9.17* 0.56 9.17* 0.57 5.10* 

Household 

size 

0.71 3.05* 0.68 4.19* 0.54 3.05* 

Square of 

household size 

-0.0017 -3.49* -0.0001 -4.92* -0.001 -2.57*

Age of 

household 

heads 

0.15 3.36* 0.20 4.70* 0.14 2.75* 

Gender of 

household 

head 

-0.06 -1.92* -0.07 -3.36* -0.052 -1.69*

Marital status 

of household 

head 

-0.12 4.87* -0.09 -8.12* -0.23 -6.17*

Education of 

household 

head 

0.15 0.714 0.08 0.91 -0.10 -2.83*

Year2011 0.51 2.27* 0.12 2.15* 0.28 4.23* 

Year2012 0.48 3.28* 0.16 3.42* 0.23 1.28 

Year2013 0.53 5.15* 0.24 3.01* 0.36 5.97* 

Year2014 0.57 7.13* 0.32 1.99* 0.38 8.16* 

Year2015 0.60 6.48* 0.37 2.28* 0.41 7.48* 

constant 1.02 4.97 1.02 7.62 1.03 4.97* 

Asterisks indicate levels of significance; *: 0.05 

When we look at the results of urban areas estimates, we can see that the effect of household size on 

consumption expenditures is decreasing in the upper quantiles both in urban and rural areas of Turkey. 

The effect of household size on consumption expenditure decreases in higher quintiles both in urban 

and rural areas and higher in rural area than in urban area in all quintiles though the confidence intervals 

overlap both within and between urban and rural areas. Household size and household expenditure have 

an inverted U-shape relationship implying that household’s expenditure increases in household size at a 

decreasing rate both in rural and urban areas. Age of household head is found to be significantly and 

positively affecting consumption expenditures both in urban area and rural areas, but the magnitude in 

rural area is higher than that of urban area for all quintiles. The impact of household head's age on 

consumption expenditure increases in the middle quintile in urban area and decreases in higher quintiles 

in urban are. Gender of household head is negative in all quintiles but significant only in urban area, 

implying households with a male household head in urban area tend to consume less than the households 

with a female household head and the households in rural areas. 
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Regarding the marital status, consumption is significantly lower relative to the widowed/divorced/single 

household heads, if household head is married both in urban and rural areas and magnitude is 

considerable larger in urban areas. The effect on being married is negatively and statistically significant 

on household expenditure in urban area with the value of 0.25 in the 25% quantile and the value of 0.51 

in the 75 quantile in urban area. The effect of being married on consumption also raises monotonically 

from the 25% to 75% quantile in rural area. It should be noted that the confidence intervals across all 

quintiles for the effect of marital status overlap within each region. The other important  finding of the 

study is that the impact of  the education level on household consumption is positive and significant 

only in the first quantile in urban area, while the effect of education level is negative and significant 

only in the middle quintile in urban area and the third quintile of urban area.  

Finally, year dummies are positive and significant across all quantiles in urban and rural areas, except 

the dummies for 2013 for urban and 2012 for rural areas which turn out to be insignificant. Overall the 

results from year dummies indicate increase in consumption over time both in urban and rural areas, and 

the effect seems to be larger in lower quintiles and overall in urban area, except the highest quintile. 

6. Conclusion

In this paper we examine the disparities of consumption in urban and rural areas in Turkey. We use 

quantile regression technique in order to investigate the impact of income, marital status, age, gender 

and education level of household head and household size on consumption at different quantiles in urban 

and rural areas in Turkey. 

Turkey is a developing country, and poverty in both rural and urban areas is a substantial problem in 

Turkey. For people who living in poverty, the consumption, especially the food consumption is 

definitely the most important item, representing the largest share in total expenditure. The results in this 

study suggest that there exist significant consumption disparities across the income quantiles both in 

urban and rural areas. But the disparity is significantly larger in rural area than in urban area. The 

household consumption both in urban and rural areas are responsive to income in all quantiles.  

The impact of household income on household consumption seems to be higher in urban areas than in 

rural areas. The relationship between household size and household consumption is concave across 

quantiles in urban and rural areas. This impact on household size on household consumption is higher 

in lower quantiles in rural area. The effect of education is positive and statistically significant in the 

lowest quantile in urban area, negative and significant in the middle quantile and insignificant in the 

highest quintile and in all quintiles of the rural area. Households with a female household head tend to 

consume more than those with a male household head in urban area but there is no significant difference 

in consumption with respect to the gender of household head in rural area. Moreover, the gender effect 

on consumption tend to be larger in magnitude in the lowest quantile and decreases in higher quintiles 

in urban area. The impact of household head married has a negative and significant effect on 

consumption in both areas and in all three quintiles but the magnitude is larger in urban area.  

The results from year dummies indicate increase in consumption over time both in urban and rural areas, 

and the effect seems to be larger in lower quintiles and overall in urban area, except the highest quintile. 

Finally, we should note that, one of the potential cause of consumption disparities in urban area across 

the quintiles may be the internal migration from rural to urban areas which is not included in the analysis. 

Improvement of educational level for the lowest quintile in urban area seems to be helpful in reducing 

consumption disparities in urban area, indicated by the fairly large positive and significant coefficient 

of education for the lowest quintile in urban area. Rural areas do not consist of homogeneous households, 

even in the context of food consumption. There is a big difference in food spending among households 

in rural areas. Therefore, income distribution in rural areas, needs to be seen as an important part of 

development policies. 
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Genişletilmiş Özet 

1. Giriş

Türkiye ekonomisi, kalıcı ve eşitsiz bir gelir ve tüketim dağılımına sahiptir. Bireylerin gelirleri,  sosyo-

kültürel ve yaşamsal ihtiyaçlarını karşılayarak toplumsal bütünleşmede temel bir rol oynamaktadır. Bu 

bağlamda gelir dağılımındaki eşitsizlik sadece ekonomik sorunları değil sosyo-kültürel sorunları da 

ağırlaştırmaktadır. Türkiye'deki eşitsizliğin temel nedenleri, reel ücretlerin olumsuz gidişatı, zenginlerin 

yararlandığı mevcut vergi yapısı, düşük kamu ve özel yatırımlar,  vergi politikaları, yüksek reel faiz 

oranları, eğitime erişimde fırsat eşitsizliği ve hem ekonomik hem de politik baskılar nedeniyle kentsel 

alanlara yapılan aşırı göçe bağlanabilir. Tüketim, ekonomik ve sosyal refahın daha uygun bir göstergesi 

olabilir. Çünkü tüketim, hanehalkı refahının hane gelirine göre daha gerçekçi göstergesidir. Bununla 

birlikte, resmi gelir istatistikleri refahtaki değişiklikleri doğru bir şekilde yansıtmasa da, eşitsizlik 

konusundaki tartışmaların neredeyse tamamı gelir eşitsizliğine dayanmaktadır. Gelir verilerinde genel 

olarak vergiler ve transferler göz ardı edilmekte ve yapılan anketlerde gelirler genellikle yanlış 

kaydedilmektedir. Bu nedenlerle, hanehalklarının tüketim kalıpları, ekonomik ve sosyal refahın daha iyi 

bir göstergesi olabilir.  

Ekonomik koşullar ve yaşam standartları, kentsel ve kırsal alanlar arasında her zaman önemli ölçüde 

farklı olmuştur. Türkiye'nin doğu ve güneydoğu bölgelerinde devam eden terör olayları ve olağanüstü 

hal nedeniyle kırsal alanlardan kentsel alanlara olan hızlı göç nedeniyle 1990'lı yıllardan itibaren 

kentsel ve kırsal alanlar arasındaki gelir ve tüketim eşitsizliği genişlemiştir. Kırsal alanlarda istihdam 

olanaklarının olmaması, beşeri sermaye yatırımlarının daha düşük getirisi ve düşük ekonomik 

performans, Türkiye'nin kentsel-kırsal alanları arasındaki refah eşitsizliklerinin artmasına neden 

olmuştur. Dolayısıyla kentsel ve kırsal alanlar arasındaki refah farklılıkları 1990'lardan bu yana en çok 

tartışılan sosyal olgulardan biri olmuştur. Tüketim harcamalarındaki eşitsizlik düzeyleri, eğitim, 

coğrafi konum ve hanehalkı bireylerinin yaş, medeni durum ve hane reisinin cinsiyeti gibi demografik 

yapıya bağlı olarak değişmektedir. 

Türkiye'de ekonomik eşitsizliklerin araştırılmasıyla ilgili çok büyük bir literatür vardır. Başlevent ve 

Dayıoğlu (2005) 1994'ten 2003'e kadar Türkiye'nin kentsel alanlarındaki bölgesel gelir eşitsizliğini, 

Duygan ve Güner (2006), 1994 ve 2002 istatistiklerini karşılaştırarak eğitimin gelir ve tüketim 

eşitsizliklerindeki rolünü araştırmıştır. Filiztekin (2015), alt gruplara ve gelir kaynağına göre eşitsizlik 

endeksi ayrıştırmalarından elde edilen verileri kullanarak Türkiye'de son 17 yılda gelir dağılımının bir 
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ön araştırması yapmıştır. Makroekonomik ve politik istikrarsızlığın yüksek olduğu 1994-2003 yılları 

arasında gelir dağılımındaki iyileşme, büyük ölçüde grup içi eşitsizlikteki düşüşe bağlanabilirken, 

2000'li yılların ilk yarısında gruplar arasındaki yakınsama bu düşüşe katkıda bulunmuştur. Ancak 

veriler, son dört yılda hem eşitsizlik içinde hem de eşitsizlik arasındaki eğilimlerin tersine döndüğünü 

ortaya koymaktadır. Ekşi ve Kırdar (2015), 2002 ile 2011 yılları arasındaki ücret ve gelir eşitsizliklerini, 

yalnızca kentsel alanlarda yaşayan 25 ila 49 yaş arasındaki erkeklere odaklanarak incelemiştir. Tamkoç 

ve Torul (2020), ülkeler arası karşılaştırılabilir bir metodoloji ve Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu'nun 

Hanehalkı Bütçe Anketi ile Gelir ve Yaşam Koşulları Anketi mikro veri setlerini kullanarak Türkiye'nin 

ücret, gelir ve tüketim eşitsizliklerinin gelişimini araştırmıştır.  

Türkiye'de kentsel ve kırsal alanlar arasında önemli bir eşitsizlik vardır. Bu eşitsizlik iktisatçıların büyük 

ilgisini çekmiştir (Baslevent ve Dayıoğlu, 2005; Duman, 2010; Torul ve Öztunalı, 2018;Tekgüç, 2018; 

Filiztekin, 2020, vb.). Ancak, Türkiye'de kentsel ve kırsal haneler arasındaki tüketim eşitsizliğine ilişkin 

çok az çalışma bulunmaktadır. Ancak tüketim, hanehalkının yaşam döngüsü boyunca kazanma 

kapasitesini yansıtması bakımından uzun dönemde hanehalkı refahının daha gerçekçi bir göstergesidir. 

Oysa gelir ve kazançlar geçici şoklardan kolayca etkilenebilir (Cutler ve Katz 1992). Bu nedenle bu 

çalışmanın amacı, Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu (TÜİK) tarafından 2010-2015 yılları arasında her yıl 

gerçekleştirilen Hanehalkı Tüketim Harcamaları araştırmasından elde edilen veriler kullanılarak 

Türkiye'de kentsel ve kırsal alanlar arasındaki tüketim eşitsizliğinin incelenmesidir. Kent-kır tüketim 

eşitsizliğinin farklı gelir seviyelerine göre nasıl değiştiğini açıklamaya çalışırken, Türkiye'de kentsel ve 

kırsal alanlar arasındaki tüketim farklılıklarının ayrıştırılması için kantil regresyon yöntemini 

uyguluyoruz. Bu çalışmanın literatüre önemli katkısı, Türkiye'deki kent-kır eşitsizliğine ilişkin bir fikir 

verecek olmasıdır. Bu makalenin diğer katkısı ise kentsel ve kırsal alanlar arasındaki eşitsizliğin 

boyutunun ne olduğunu incelemektir.  

2. Veri

Bu çalışmada kullanılan veriler, TÜİK tarafından 2010-2015 dönemi için her yıl gerçekleştirilen ve 

toplam 52419 haneyi kapsayan altı bağımsız hanehalkı bütçe anketini içermektedir. Hanehalkı bütçe 

anketleri her yıl rastgele örnekleme yöntemiyle yapılmaktadır. Bu veriler,  hanehalkı üyelerinin ve hane 

reisinin demografik ve sosyo-ekonomik özelliklerinin yanı sıra gelir, harcama ve tüketimleri hakkında 

bilgi vermektedir.  

3. Yöntem

Kantil regresyon yaklaşımı, kentsel ve kırsal alanlar arasında farklı tüketim kalıplarına izin vermektedir. 

Bu nedenle, çalışmada ekonometrik yöntem olarak Koenker ve Bassett (1978) tarafından geliştirilen 

kantil Regresyon (QR) yöntemi kullanıldı. QR, bağımlı değişkenin koşullu dağılımının çeşitli 

noktalarında bağımlı ve açıklayıcı değişkenler arasındaki ilişkilerdeki farklılıkları göstermektedir. QR 

yaklaşımı, bağımlı değişken Y'nin koşullu dağılımında seçilen kantiller için model belirler. Sıradan en 

küçük kareler tahmin edicileri, bağımlı değişkeninin koşullu ortalaması ile artık kareler toplamını 

minimizasyonuna dayanırken, Kantil Regresyon fonksiyonları mutlak artıkların ağırlıklandırılmış 

toplamının minimizasyonuna dayanmaktadır. Yani, β katsayıları vektörü için kantil regresyon tahmin 

edicileri aşağıdaki ifadeyi minimize eder (Bassett ve Chen 2001, Huang 2015, Koenker ve Hallock 2001, 

Çağlayan ve Astar, 2012, Karaoğlan ve Tansıt 2017, Valenzuale ve diğerleri 2014): 
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4. Sonuç ve Yorumlar

Bu makalede, Türkiye'de kentsel ve kırsal alanlardaki tüketim farklılıkları incelenmektedir. Türkiye'de 

kentsel ve kırsal alanlarda gelir, medeni durum, yaş, cinsiyet ve hane reisinin ve hanehalkı 

büyüklüğünün eğitim düzeyinin tüketim üzerindeki etkisini araştırmak için kantil regresyon yöntemi 

kullanıldı. 

Türkiye gelişmekte olan bir ülkedir ve hem kırsal hem de kentsel alanlarda yoksulluk önemli bir 

sorundur. Yoksulluk içinde yaşayan insanlar için tüketim, özellikle gıda tüketimi en önemli kalemdir ve 

toplam harcama içinde en büyük payı temsil etmektedir. Bu çalışmadaki sonuçlar, hem kentsel hem de 

kırsal alanlarda gelir grupları arasında önemli tüketim farklılıkları olduğunu göstermektedir. Ancak, 

eşitsizlik kırsal alanda kentsel alana göre daha büyüktür. Hem kentsel hem de kırsal alanlarda hanehalkı 

tüketimi, tüm gelir dilimlerinde hanehalkı gelirindeki değişime duyarlıdır. Hanehalkı tüketiminin 

hanehalkı gelirindeki değişime duyarlılığı, kentsel alanlarda kırsal alanlara göre daha yüksek 

görünmektedir. Hanehalkı büyüklüğü arttıkça hanehalkı tüketimi tüm gelir dilimlerinde azalan oranda 

artmaktadır. Eğitimin etkisi kentsel alanda en düşük gelir diliminde pozitif ve istatistiksel olarak anlamlı, 

orta gelir dilimde negatif ve istatistiksel olarak anlamlı, en yüksek gelir diliminde ve kırsal alanda tüm 

gelir dilimlerinde istatistiki olarak anlamsızdır. Kentsel alanda hanehalkı reisi kadın olan haneler, 

hanehalkı reisi erkek olan hanelere göre daha yüksek tüketim eğilimi gösterirken, kırsal alanda hane 

reisinin cinsiyetine göre tüketimde anlamlı bir farklılık yoktur.  

Sonuç olarak, kentsel alanda gelir dilimleri arasındaki tüketim farklılıklarının potansiyel nedenlerinden 

birinin, veri olmaması nedeniyle analize dahil edilemeyen kırdan kente iç göç olabileceğini 

belirtmeliyiz. Kırsal alanlarda, gıda tüketimi bakımından da haneler arasında büyük fark var. Bu nedenle 

kırsal kesimde gelir dağılımının kalkınma politikalarının önemli bir parçası olarak görülmesi 

gerekmektedir.


	Makale-23-1866-1890-1904



