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ABSTRACT 

 

 

TENURE CHOICE AND DEMAND FOR HOMEOWNERSHIP IN ANKARA  

 

 

 

Alkan, Leyla 

Ph.D., Department of City and Regional Planning 

Supervisor : Prof. Dr. Ali T¿rel 

September 2011, 402 pages 

 

 

 

Housing is a basic requirement for all individuals in every country. Being one of the 

main tools of urban planning, housing contains different social, economic, 

psychological, and design aspects, and it attracts attention of different disciplines. A 

review of the theoretical models, data, and empirical methods reveals deficiencies 

in all areas of housing sector in Turkey. Especially, there is an important gap in the 

literature about housing tenure choice. A new research agenda focusing on 

householdsô tenure choice is needed with the help of models to be developed for 

this purpose. In this thesis, it is aimed to identify this model by focusing transition 

from tenancy to homeownership, and by choosing Ankara as the case study.   

 

The thesis has two main steps. In the first step, different economic ways of shifting 

from tenancy to homeownership is examined by using the data of Household 

Budget Survey (2003) from Turkish Statistical Institute. In the second step, the 

thesis examines effects of different socio-economic factors on the probability of 

shifting from tenancy to homeownership, and the way in which the impact of these 

drives might change with different forms of housing provision with the help of a 
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survey carried out in Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya. Results of calculations show that 

housing credits do not offer new homeownership opportunity for households who 

are not able to purchase a dwelling by saving their incomes in Turkey. The first step 

illustrates that, households earning less than 1 000 TL per month have no chance to 

afford a dwelling in Ankara. However next step highlights an irregular mechanism 

which enables these households to shift to homeownership in Turkey. 

 

 

Keywords: Housing Tenure, Homeownership Probability, Housing Credits, 

Housing Provision Methods, Residential Mobility 
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¥Z 

 

 

ANKARAôDA KONUT KULLANIM BĶ¢ĶMĶ VE M¦LK KONUT TALEBĶ 

 

 

 

Alkan, Leyla 

Doktora, ķehir ve Bºlge Planlama Bºl¿m¿ 

Tez Yºneticisi : Prof. Dr. Ali T¿rel 

Eyl¿l 2011, 402 sayfa 

 

 

 

Barēnma hakkē bir bireyin en temel haklarēndandēr. Bu baĵlamda kent planlamasēnēn 

temel taĸlarēndan biri olan konut, farklē sosyal, ekonomik, psikolojik ve tasarēm 

boyutlarēnē bir arada i­ermekte, dolayēsēyla farklē disiplinlerin ilgi odaĵē olmaktadēr. 

T¿rkiyeôde ise konut ¿zerindeki ­alēĸmalarēn bu alanlarē doldurmada yeterli 

olmadēĵē, ºzellikle konut kullanēm bi­imi ¿zerinde ºnemli a­ēĵēn bulunduĵu 

gºzlenmiĸtir. Bu anlamda, konut kullanēm bi­imi ¿zerinde yeni bir araĸtērmaya bu 

ama­ doĵrultusunda ¿retilecek modeller yardēmēyla ihtiya­ duyulmaktadēr. Bu 

tezdeki ama­, kiracēlēktan konut sahipliliĵine ge­iĸ s¿recinin Ankara ºrneĵiyle 

incelenmesi ve konut kullanēm bi­imi ¿zerindeki literat¿re katkē saĵlanmasēdēr. 

 

Tez iki ana aĸamadan oluĸmaktadēr. Ķlk aĸamada, T¿rkiye Ķstatistik Enstit¿s¿ônden 

elde edilen Hanehalkē B¿t­e Anketi (2003) verileri ile kiracēlēktan konut 

sahipliliĵine ge­iĸin farklē ekonomik yollarē incelenmektedir. Ķkinci aĸamada ise, 

Yenimahalle ve ¢ankaya il­elerinde ger­ekleĸtirilen anket yardēmēyla, farklē sosyo-

ekonomik etmenlerin bu ge­iĸ s¿reci ¿zerindeki etkileri farklē konut sunum 

bi­imleri ­er­evesinde ele alēnmaktadēr. Araĸtērmanēn sonucunda, kendi 
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tasarruflarēyla konut satēn alamayan hanehalklarē i­in konut kredilerinin yeni 

fērsatlar sunmadēĵē gºzlenmiĸtir. Tezin ilk aĸamasēnda aylēk 1 000 TLônin altēnda 

kazancē olan hanehalklarēnēn Ankaraônēn ilgili bºlgelerinde konut satēn alma 

ihtimallerinin olmadēĵē gºzlenmiĸtir. Fakat ­alēĸmanēn ikinci aĸamasēnda bu 

hanehalklarēnēn konut sahipliliĵine ge­iĸini saĵlayan farklē bir d¿zen dēĸē sistemin 

T¿rkiye konut piyasasēnda varlēĵēnē s¿rd¿rd¿ĵ¿ gºzlenmiĸtir.  

 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Konut Kullanēm Bi­imi, Konut Sahipliliĵi Olasēlēĵē, Konut 

Kredileri, Konut Sunum Bi­imleri, Konut Yer Se­im Hareketliliĵi 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

 

 

The Context and the Aim of the Thesis: 

 

This thesis examines the key drives that determine the way in which households 

shift from tenancy to homeownership, and the effects of different socio-economic 

factors on this shift with respect to different forms of housing provision.  

 

Housing is one of the main issues of interest in urban planning that contains 

different social, economic, psychological, and design aspects, so it is inevitable that 

it attracts attention of different disciplines. Several sets of the literature are explored 

to gain a better understanding of that issue.  

 

One of the topics about housing that literature emphasizes is householdôs tenure 

choice. This literature provides important evidences for determination of housing 

supply and policies about promotion of homeownership. 

 

Among many other topics about housing tenure choice, a great attention is given to 

economic factors. Almost all studies argue that housing demand is both income and 

price elastic. According to the most analyses in the literature, high wealth and 

current income increase the probability of homeownership, and also credit 

constraints are important barriers for owning a dwelling especially for low-

moderate income groups. Besides economic factors, also there is an important 

literature on the effects of social factors on housing tenure choice. Effects of social 

factors change according to the related case study areas, but there is a consensus 
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that high education and having a stable job positively affect the shift from tenancy 

to homeownership.  

 

However studies about housing in Turkey show that developments in housing 

markets have different dynamics from countries with advanced housing market with 

well functioning housing development agencies and housing finance systems. For 

this reason, the models provided for these countries may not be applicable for 

Turkey because it is expected that effects of socio-economic factors are not much 

predictable in Turkey. One of the aims of the thesis is shedding light to the effects 

of these different socio-economic factors. In advanced countries there is a 

systematic relation between householdôs permanent income and shifting to 

homeownership due to much dependence on mortgage credits for housing purchase. 

For this reason, the demand side of housing can be predictable. This systematic 

relation is not visible in Turkey. Also, review of theoretical studies reveals 

deficiencies in the literature on housing tenure choice in this framework in Turkey. 

Therefore, the aim of the study is to make a contribution to fill the gap in the 

literature about housing tenure choice by focusing on unique dynamics of housing 

system in Turkey. The thesis aims to reveal these dynamics that affect the shift from 

tenancy to homeownership.  

 

Volatile economic environment with high interest rates of mortgage credits makes 

long terms housing credits costly. Despite the fact that the Mortgage Law was 

enacted in 2007, it is predicted that the law cannot totally achieve its goals as long 

as interest rates remain high, and there are still important segments in the population 

for whom purchasing a home is still only a dream. For this purpose, it is aimed to 

investigate which population segments are facing housing affordability problem and 

those that are not facing it, by studying incomes, expenditures and savings of 

households at different income quintiles. A new research focusing on differences 

and inequality in householdsô tenure choice is needed with the help of models to be 

developed for this purpose. In this thesis, it is aimed to identify these different 

dynamics of housing market in Turkey by choosing Ankara as the case study. It is 
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aimed to create a perspective for the communityôs goal for housing strategy and 

expected socio-economic trends and future demand for housing.  

 

Main Research Questions of the Thesis: 

 

In this concept, the thesis examines the process of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership by focusing social and economic factors. By taking into account of 

quintile distribution of income groups, different economic ways of shifting are 

investigated. It is aimed to evaluate the possibility of home purchase for different 

income groups. Another aim of the thesis is to evaluate the effects of social factors 

in this process. There are three basic research questions to be examined for this 

purpose in this thesis. 

 

The first one is ñwhich income quintiles economically are able to shift from tenancy 

to homeownership, and which income quintiles are notò. With the help of this 

question it is aimed to examine the accessibility of different income groups to 

homeownership. After investigating the affordability in housing, the second and 

third questions examine the process of shift. That is, the second question is ñhow 

social and economic factors affect decision of households about tenure transition, 

and at which period of their lives households make the decision to shiftò for income 

groups who are economically able to achieve this shift. It is aimed to identify 

different social dynamics which are effective in housing tenure choice in Turkey. 

The third question of the study is ñhow bundles of housing packages with different 

attributes, locations and prices differentiate across different process of shifting to 

homeownershipò. It is aimed to evaluate how the dynamics in this shift change with 

respect to different locations and householdôs preferences about housing packages. 

These three questions are investigated by two different analyses in the study.  
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The Research Design and the Hypotheses of the Thesis:  

 

In the first analysis, the data is from Household Budget Survey from Turkish 

Statistical Institute. The data presents information about householdsô income and 

allocation of household budget on different consumption items including housing. 

With this data, possible saving amounts are calculated for different income 

quintiles, and possibility of accumulating the required equity for homeownership 

which are differentiated according tenure are calculated in the first part of the study. 

The answer of the first question is investigated in this part of the thesis. That is, 

ways of shifting from tenancy to homeownership in Turkey are investigated with 

findings at this stage of the study. The thesis aims to clarify how the usage of 

housing credits, including loan-to-value ratio of credits, and the share of equity of 

households differ with respect to different ways of shifting from renting to 

homeownership. By considering a standard 3+1 room apartment unit at different 

parts of Ankara, the variation of prices in these locations are identified, and 

different ways of shifting from tenancy to homeownership are examined by 

considering price levels at eight districts (¢ankaya, Mamak, Altēndaĵ, Gºlbaĸē, 

Etimesgut, Sincan, Ke­iºren, and Yenimahalle) in Ankara.  

 

The second stage is the spatial analysis of the issues specified theoretically in the 

first stage. Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya districts of Ankara are chosen as samples of 

housing developments with different forms of provision. A survey is carried out 

with recent home buyers in Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya in order to examine the 

probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership. The list of surveyed 

dwellings is composed of different house types produced by different housing 

provision methods. It includes 38 questions about socio-economic characteristics of 

households, characteristics of each householdôs dwelling unit, locational 

preferences of households, and their process of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership. Results of this survey are expected to provide information about 

variation of the probability of becoming homeowners according to the forms of 

provision of dwelling units. It is expected to find information about which socio-
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economic characteristics support the decision of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership, and how this decision varies for different locations. Also it is 

expected to find out which housing provision methods provide relatively higher 

probability for homeownership. The answers of the second and third questions are 

investigated with the help of this survey.  

 

There are a set of hypothesis related with these two stages of the study, namely: 

 

Hypothesis 1: Credit and wealth constraints are important barriers in 

homeownership for low- to-middle income groups in Turkey. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Mortgage credits do not significantly increase the probability of 

homeownership for households who are not able to purchase a dwelling because of 

high interest rates, leading to high debt service and low loan to value ratios in 

Turkey.  

 

Hypothesis 3: Transition to homeownership of households living in private rental 

accommodation are expected to be related as much on transitory income, including 

inherited wealth, as on permanent income, in addition to homeownership 

opportunities provided by different forms of housing provision in Turkey. 

 

Hypothesis 4: Forms of housing provision also affects the probability of shifting 

from tenancy to homeownership for households.  

 

Hypothesis 5: Demand for housing in different housing submarkets in Ankara is 

related to socio-economic backgrounds of households as well as characteristics of 

dwelling units in each submarket.  

 

Hypothesis 6: Existence of housing submarkets with highly differentiated price 

levels enable households with different incomes to buy the preferred housing 

package at the submarkets with affordable price level. 
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Hypothesis 7: Households choose to buy housing in submarkets where households 

of similar socio-economic characteristics live, although there may be housing 

alternatives with similar attribute endowments and prices in some other submarkets. 

Therefore, there is high mobility between only certain housing sub-markets.  

 

Outline of the Chapters:  

 

The thesis has seven chapters. After Introduction, the next chapter summarizes the 

literature survey on tenure choice and homeownership by classifying the studies 

under three main headings. The first heading focuses on economic factors by 

researching literature on wealth, income, cost, savings, uncertainty, risk 

considerations, institutional factors, local housing market conditions, locational 

influences, household mobility and unemployment. The second one is about social 

factors including demographical factors, race and ethnicity. The third heading 

focuses on psychological factors.  

 

The next chapter provides information about the theoretical framework and 

hypotheses of the thesis. Chapter starts with discussing the main purpose and 

method of the study. As the thesis consists of two stages, also two different methods 

are used in the study. In the first stage, different economic ways are investigated by 

taking into account of utility functions of households. In the second stage effects of 

different socio-economic factors and location and housing package decisions of 

households are evaluated by using Cox Regression Analysis. After discussing the 

method of the study, hypotheses are described in more details in this chapter. 

 

The forth chapter is a brief summary on housing sector in Turkey by taking into 

account the historical developments in housing provision and housing tenure in 

Turkey.  

 

Chapter 5 is the first stage of the analyses of the thesis which is the allocation of 

household budgets on consumption and saving in Ankara on the basis of household 
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budget surveys and different ways of shifting from tenancy to homeownership with 

five cases. The first case includes the assumption that households do not apply for 

housing credit or borrow from other individuals. The only source for purchasing a 

dwelling is their savings. In the second case, households can apply for housing 

credit. In this case, monthly repayment potential is calculated for every income 

quintiles, and total credit amounts are investigated for different time periods. The 

aim of this case is to analyze whether long term housing credit is an alternative 

option for households who cannot purchase a dwelling by waiting until to save 

sufficient amount of money. The third case also examines the long term housing 

credit option by taking into account debt to income ratio. This case makes a 

comparison between two different ways of calculation of total housing credit 

amounts. In the forth case, it is assumed that households may limit their 

expenditures when they decide to purchase a dwelling. In the last case, it is assumed 

that there will be 2 per cent increase in every householdôs saving every year. The 

last two assumptions assume to create a more optimistic environment for 

purchasing a dwelling unit.  

 

The sixth chapter is the second analysis of the thesis, and it evaluates the theoretical 

results of Chapter 5 by making a research on recent homebuyers at different 

locations of Ankara. It investigates the effects of different socio-economic factors 

and housing provision methods on the probability of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership. That is, it aims to investigate in which period of their lives 

households decide to purchase a dwelling. Also, this chapter has two different 

stages. In the first stage, the analyses are carried out for five different housing 

acquisition methods: Purchasing Dwelling from a Seller, Constructing Dwelling on 

their own Plot by Contracting with a Speculative Builder, Purchasing from the 

HDA, Acquisition through a House-Building Cooperative, and Acquisition with the 

Exchange of Land. In the next step, analyses are carried for three housing 

acquisition methods after exclusion of Constructing Dwelling on their own Plot by 

Contracting with a Speculative Builder and Acquisition with the Exchange of Land. 
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The last chapter concludes the thesis which provides a summary of the general 

findings of the analyses in the study. Also, this chapter aims to provide discussions 

for future research areas and policy proposal about housing system in Turkey. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

  

LITERATURE SURVEY ON TENURE CHOICE AND HOME OWNERSHIP  

 

 

 

Housing as a commodity has a long and complex history. ñBy the mid-nineteenth 

century house property began to develop as an individual commodity that was 

bought and sold and that conveyed social, political and economic meaning and 

powerò (Forrest, et. al., 1990: 78-79). As a result of these different meanings, there 

is an important literature about housing. Different disciplines provide different 

studies about the concept. It becomes one of the most important commodities that 

both attain the attraction of individuals and the public institutions because 

production and consumption processes of housing are different from other market 

goods. It is a consumption good that is not only a concern of the individual who 

bought the dwelling, but it is in the interest of public institutions because of its fixed 

location and duration. Housing is the main sector that affects the production 

industry in a country because its production process affects different input sectors in 

the market more than the other consumption goods, and also being the main element 

of the cities, it attracts the attention of town planning.  

 

The decision of owning a home is an important one for an individual because it 

involves investment of a large amount of money. The consumption on housing has 

dual role because it can be both consumption and investment good. As a result of 

this, households make decision by seeking to maximize utility by considering both 

the use and investment value of home ownership (Hui, 2007). The consumption and 

investment aspects of a household related to the householdôs budget as well as 

householdôs saving decision. In addition to these characteristics, the durability, 

spatial fixity of housing, its physical size, its necessity, and its political importance 
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(Forrest, et. al., 1990; Kan, 2000) also make the issue an interesting topic for 

different disciplines.  

 

This chapter reviews the literature on homeownership and housing tenure choice. 

Households face the possibility of moving home several times over their life cycles. 

Marital status of household members, job and income changes, householdsô size, 

cultural and social factors, government policies and economic conditions of the 

country are some of the determinants of tenure choice and homeownership during 

the lifetime of households. Interest in measuring the impact of these factors on 

homeownership is increasing. This topic is part of the growing literature produced 

by scholars, it is in the governmentsô agenda, and concerned by commercial 

organizations and the public. This chapter provides a general review of articles 

about homeownership and tenure choice in a thematic framework. 

 

In this chapter, attention is given to a thematic framework of literature review. This 

analysis of the literature focuses on different authorsô interests of different aspects 

of the topic. The rest of the chapter is organized as follows. Section 2.2 represents a 

brief review on previous studies under the headings of economic factors, social 

factors, and psychological factors.  

 

2.1. The Brief Review on Previous Studies 

 

There is a vast amount of literature about tenure choice decision. Different studies 

examine different aspects of homeownership. For instance, economists have 

primarily focused on house prices. That is, one of the important determinations of 

choice between renting and owning is the housing cost. On the other hand, 

sociologists and geographers mainly examine tenure choice by focusing on 

individual householdsô behaviors, and then distribute these factors across the 

population. Their focus is on socio-economic and demographic variables in the 

lifecycle of households (Coolen, et. al., 2002). In this thesis the literature review is 
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under the categories of economic factors, social factors, and psychological factors. 

Each category has its own sub-categories.  

 

2.1.1. Economic Factors 

 

An analysis of the literature on housing tenure choice and homeownership revealed 

that differences between studies are largely related with the topics of the study, the 

empirical methods, theoretical models and data they use. Among many other topics, 

a great attention is given to the economic factors concerning with tenure choice and 

homeownership. In this study of literature review economic factors are examined 

under three general categories. The first category is wealth, income, cost, savings, 

price and income uncertainty, and risk considerations. The second one is 

institutional factors, local housing market conditions and locational influences. The 

third one is household mobility and unemployment. 

 

2.1.1.1. Wealth, Income, Cost, Savings, Uncertainty and Risk Considerations 

 

A large number of papers strongly indicate that homeownership is affected from 

risk factors, uncertainty, cost, savings, wealth, and income considerations. An early 

study about housing tenure choice is from Henderson and Ioannides (1983), ñA 

Model of Housing Tenure Choiceò. According to the authors, there are two basics 

approaches in the literature of tenure choice. The first one is to examine factors 

affecting choices of single consumer. In this approach, some of them concentrate on 

life cycle aspects of the problem. The others concentrate risk avoidance behavior of 

consumers. The second approach is to solve for market equilibrium. In this paper, 

authors prefer to integrate the key economic elements in the literature. The aim of 

the study is to investigate how the tenure choice is affected by the considerations 

like wealth, life cycle, etc. The authors focus on uncertainty and comparisons 

between owning and renting. Their general proposition is that, a householdôs 

consumption demand for housing is not equal to their investment demand for 

housing. There are two cases. In the first one, consumption demand for housing is 

less than the investment demand. In this situation the household will owner-occupy 
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the housing they consume. This is related with income receipts and level of wealth 

of households. In the second one consumption demand for housing exceeds 

investment demand. In this situation, the person may rent or owner-occupy. The 

authors aim to analyze economic differences between the opportunity cost of 

renting and owning. According to the authors if there is perfect certainty, tenure 

choice depends on externality associated with renting. The rental externality occurs 

from the maintenance problem. The presence of rental externality shows that 

owning dominates renting. In contrast to this situation, renting dominates owning if 

housing is subject to random capital gains or losses.  

 

One of the early studies on uncertainty is ñHousing Tenure, Uncertainty, and 

Taxationò from Rosen, et al. (1984). They want to construct a model in the study, in 

order to estimate housing tenure choice which allows the effects of price 

uncertainty. They use the data between the years 1956 and 1979. The results show 

that there is a negative relationship between price uncertainty and homeownership. 

The main conclusion of the study is that, the previous studies that ignored the price 

uncertainty may overstate the impacts of the income tax system on the householdsô 

tenure choice decision.  

 

Henderson and Ioannides (1986) examine tenure choice in a broad scale in their 

study of ñTenure Choice and the Demand for Housingò. The authors study tenure 

choice decision and housing consumption as a joint decision. They use behavioral 

method in order to examine discrete and continuous elements of housing market 

behavior. The paper takes into account the role of capital market imperfections and 

discriminatory practices in constraining housing market decision. The paper 

examines housing tenure choice by using a behavioral model. Two models of 

housing market are estimated by the authors. In the first model, authors use Annual 

Housing Survey data from 36 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. In this 

model, authors examine the tenure and housing consumption choices of recent 

movers only. In the second model, authors employ different assumptions about the 

nature of the stochastic components of the tenure choice.  
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In their study, the authors initially drive the utility functions for homeowners and 

tenants. The utility function for homeowners is, 

 

ñVoi = V(Poi, Px, Yi, eoi)ò,                                                                          (2.1) 

 

and utility function for renters is, 

 

ñVRi = V(PR, Px, Yi, eRi)ò,                                                                          (2.2) 

 

where,  

 

V: familyôs indirect utility function 

Poi : net price of owning 

PR : rental price of housing 

Px : price of all other goods 

Y i : permanent real income 

eoi, eRi : disturbance term 

i : denotes household 

 

Then, according to the authors, if the utility of owning the dwelling is greater than 

the utility of renting (Voi - VRi > 0), the family will prefer to own. So the probability 

to own can be calculated with the help of following function: 

 

ñpi = Pr (Voi ï VRi > 0)ò,                                                                            (2.3) 

 

where, pi is the tenure choice function.  

 

For the authors, another important point about tenure choice is the identification of 

whether the households able to enter the mortgage market. So the authors also drive 

the rationing function of the family as: 
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ñqi = Ú

C
i
ŭ
 

- Ð   
g1(z)dzò,                             (2.4) 

Ciŭ = ŭ0 +Ci1ŭ1 + ĀĀĀ.                (2.5) 

 

where, 

 

qi :  the probability that a family is not rationed 

g1(z) : density function 

Ci : vector of family and location characteristics 

ŭ : vector of unknown parameters 

zi : error term. 

 

They assume that the family is not rationed if Ciŭ > zi.  

 

So, in summary, the authors find the probability of a family owning is í, and the 

family renting is 1- í, and ñ́i = piqiò. 

 

As the result of these, the demand function of housing is, 

 

ñhij = hj (Pji, Px, Yi, Ůij)ò,                                        (2.6)      

 

where, j = o,R  (o: owning, R: renting) and Ůij are error terms. 

 

With the help of the first model, authors indicate that housing demand is both 

income and price inelastic. Second model shows that, people with lower education, 

age and current income are more likely to be denied a mortgage. Another finding is 

that race also has impact on homeownership. The last argument is that rationing and 

incomplete specification of homeownership price remain as an important factor in 

the housing market.  

 

Hendershott, et al. (1997) investigates the financial decisions of the households in 

ñDebt Usage and Mortgage Choice: The FHA-Conventional Decisionò. According 
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to the authors the choice of the Loan-to-Value Ratio (LTV) for the wealthier 

households is most related to householdôs portfolio diversification desires and its 

aversion to risk. For less wealthier households the decision is related to the amount 

of LTV which maximizes house value.  

 

In order to find maximum house value, the authors first of all, drive the housing 

expenditure function. They argue that, housing expenses cannot exceed a fraction of 

household income. 

 

ñHOUSEXP Ò Ŭ (T)Yò                           (2.7) 

 

and, 

 

ñHOUSEXP = f [i (T, LTV), t, h, LTV] Vò              (2.8) 

where, 

 

HOUSEXP : housing expenditures 

Ŭ : the fraction varies with mortgage type 

Y : household income 

T : mortgage type 

i : mortgage coupon rate plus the annual default insurance rate 

t : property tax rate 

h : hazard insurance rate 

V : house value. 

 

Then, the authors substitute the second equation (2.8) into the first one (2.7), and 

drive the maximum housing value function consistent with income constraint: 

 

ñVmaxinc = Ŭ (T)Y / f [i (T, LTV), t, h LTV]ò             (2.9) 

 

In the next step authors define two conditions for wealth constraint: 
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The first one is that the equity contribution to house purchase cannot be greater than 

the wealth available for downpayment: 

 

ñ(1- LTV)V Ò Wò.                         (2.10) 

 

In the second one, authors define that the LTV cannot exceed a maximum ɓ, which 

changes with the mortgage type: 

 

ñLTV Ò ɓ(T)ò,              (2.11) 

 

then, the maximum house value with the wealth constraint: 

 

ñVmaxw = W (1 -  LTV)ò.              (2.12) 

 

According to the authors, debt and mortgage choices of individuals depend on the 

downpayment and monthly payment constraint ratios and needs to lower mortgage 

insurance costs. 

 

Another study is from Di Salvo and Ermisch (1997), who claim that the first major 

tenure choice in someoneôs life has great impact on the distribution of life-years in 

each tenure type in their study of ñAnalysis of the Dynamics of Housing Tenure 

Choice in Britainò. In order to examine this hypothesis the authors use the data from 

1958 birth cohort in National Child Development Study in Britain. The authors 

made interviews with respondents or their parents when they are 7, 11, 16, 23, and 

33 years old. The results of the study show that a personôs tenure background 

affects the tenure responses to housing and labor market conditions. Not being in 

employment decreases the rate of homeownership. Also higher wealth and current 

income increase the probability of homeownership. Respondents, whose parents are 

owners, are more likely to become homeowners too.  

 



17 

 

Salandro and Harrison (1997) use the Survey of Consumer Finances in order to test 

demographic and financial influences on householdsô equity decisions in their study 

ñDeterminants of the Demand for Home Equity Credit Linesò.  

 

According to the authors, the optimal choice for the households is to make 

investment in a point where the return on real investment is equal to the market rate. 

Every individual has their own preference between current and future consumption. 

Also they enter to the financial market by borrowing or lending. By the help of this 

the optimal consumer behavior of the households can be drawn. Investment is 

optimal for the individual as long as the internal rate of return is greater than the 

market interest rate.  

 

With N-period framework, there are two constraints in the maximization of the 

utility function (U(c1, c2, ..., cN)) of the individuals (where, ci is the value of 

consumption in the i-th period). The first one is the constraint that is imposed by the 

production possibilities. The authors draw this constraint as: 

 

ñT(K1, K2,..., KN)=0ò,              (2.13) 

 

where, 

 

KN : maximum value of consumption possibilities in period N. 

 

The second one is the constraint that is imposed by the capital market. According to 

the authors, maximum consumption in the N-th period is: 

 

ñCN = aN + yN + KNò,              (2.14) 

 

where, 

 

aN : the sum of the proceeds any investment in the previous periods 
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yN : income for the period 

 

Then the authors solve the equation for aN, and by rearranging the formula they find 

the capital market constraint.  

 

According to them, the present value of the consumption stream must be equal to 

the sum of present values of future earned incomes and investments in productive 

opportunities. By solving the individualôs preferred choices by subjecting to these 

two constraints, the first order condition implies that the preferred allocation of 

consumption between two periods is characterized by a point of tangency between 

an indifference curve and the capital market opportunity line. The first order 

condition also shows that the preferred combination of investments from the 

productive opportunity between two periods is characterized by a point of tangency 

between the productive opportunity set and the capital market opportunity line.  

 

According to the results of the study, the choice of a home equity credit line is 

influenced mainly by percentage of equity in the home, income, net worth, age of 

the borrower, and credit price.  

 

In 1998 Ben-Shahar examines the tenure choice behavior of a risk-averse consumer 

in the paper of ñOn the Optimality of the Hybrid Tenure Modeò. He analyzes the 

effect of the utility function properties of the tenure mode. Then he constructs a 

comparative static model in order to analyze the householdôs response to changes in 

the exogenous variables.  

 

Ben-Shahar uses two-period world in his empirical model, time 0 and time 1. He 

drives the consumerôs indirect utility function as,  

 

ñU =V0 [W0 - qH0 - (1 - q)R0 - T(q) + B]+ V1[W1 - (1 - q) R1(Ů) - B]ò  (2.15) 

 

where,  
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V(.): utility function of financial wealth 

Wt: tenantôs endowment in period t 

B: the amount of money borrowed at time 0 and paid back at time 1 

Rt: the periodic market rent in time t 

Ů: state variable represent uncertainty 

T(.): Transaction cost function 

H0: the property 

q: fraction of the market value of the property 

 

Then the author computes the optimal loan size and wants to measure the effects of 

exogenous factors on tenure choice by using comparative statics analysis.  

 

He argues that everything else being equal, the longer the expected tenure horizon, 

the greater the propensity to increase homeownership share. According to the study, 

the risk-averse consumer finds homeownership as a trust against rent price 

fluctuations. However the transaction cost increases with the level of ownership 

share. As a result of these arguments, it is suggested in the study that, the household 

have to choose an optimal combination of homeownership and tenancy. 

 

Robst, et al. (1999) examines relationship between income uncertainty and housing 

tenure without considering future housing prices and housing price uncertainty in 

their study of ñIncome Variability, Uncertainty and Housing Tenure Choiceò. The 

authors use the data of University of Michiganôs Panel Study of Income Dynamics 

in their study. Respondersô ages are between 18 and 64 in the data. The authors use 

the following model in order to calculate the opportunity cost of owner occupancy:  

 

ñPs = Vs [(i + p +m) ï t (i + p)]ò            (2.16) 

 

where,  

 

Ps : opportunity cost of owner occupancy 
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           Vs : deflated average house value in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 

(SMSA) s. 

 

i : the nominal mortgage rate 

p : the property tax rate 

m : the maintenance rate 

t : the marginal tax rate 

 

Authors want to examine the variations in labor income due to market forces. For 

this reason, they only include household headôs income in their empirical study. 

They use different measures for income uncertainty. The first one is that, they 

assume workers have relatively little knowledge about their future incomes, and 

then the authors estimate uncertainty by setting permanent income equal to the 

average real income, and use coefficient of variation of income for the five years. In 

the second one, workers are assumed to have knowledge about wages of other 

workers and expect their incomes to be the same as the other workers with similar 

work characteristics. The function of expected income changes as the characteristics 

of the households change. So they can estimate the change of householdsô expected 

future incomes with the help of the following formula: 

 

 ñLnY it = Xitɓ + Ůitò                          (2.17) 

 

where,  

 

i : individuals 

t : time 

LnY : the natural logarithm of real labor income 

X : vector of independent variables (education, quadratics in experience and 

job tenure, hours worked during the year, dummy variables for race and gender) 

 

The authors also measure uncertainty as, 
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Uncertainty = standard deviation of residual earnings (Std. Dev. (Ůit)) 

Permanent Income = individualôs mean predicted value over the five-year 

period (Ɇ (Xitɓ/5) 

Transitory Income = individualôs mean residual (Ɇ Ůit/5) 

 

In the third measure the workers have high degree of information about their future 

wages. At the end of these measurements, the authors indicate that there is a 

negative relationship between uncertainty and the probability of homeownership. 

That is uncertainty reduces the likelihood of homeownership. On the basis of their 

findings, permanent income has positive effect on homeownership. Also, the results 

suggest that individuals with more children are more likely to become owners.  

 

Hsueh (2000) examines house price increases, housing tenure choice decision, and 

saving behavior of households in Taiwan in order to find whether they are 

correlated or not in ñThe Relationship Between Housing Price, Tenure Choice and 

Saving Behavior in Taiwanò. The paper has two main hypotheses. The first one is 

whether house price increases are important for householdsô saving decisions, and 

second one is whether housing tenure choice and savings behavior are inter-

correlated. The saving behaviors of households are examined with the help of 

Heckmanôs two-stage procedure for correcting sample selection bias. Three years 

are selected for the data in order to make a comparison: 1985, 1989, and 1993. The 

data is taken from ñThe Survey of Family Income and Expenditure in the Taiwan 

Area of the Republic of Chinaò used to estimate saving function.  They take house 

prices from the data of ñHousing Status Surveyò. The results of the regression 

analysis for homeowner sample shows that marital status affects saving decisions of 

the households. Never married groups have the highest saving ratios, and the 

married groups have the lowest ratio. Another point is that, according to the study 

the higher education level decrease the ratio of savings.  The regression results for 

renters show that renters have higher income elasticity than owners. Another 

finding is that, the life cycle effect for renters is not obvious as owners. As similar 
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to owners, also never married renters have the highest savings ratio. The results 

about education level for renters are also similar to owners according to the study.  

 

Yates (2000) examines whether stable home-ownership rates in Australia is 

sustainable or not in the study of ñIs Australiaôs Home-Ownership Rate Really 

Stable? An Examination of Change Between 1975 and 1994ò. In order to achieve 

this, the author investigates the changing influences of demographic and economic 

factors on tenure choice over time in Australia. This study uses cross-sectional data 

from two different time-periods in order to analyze the sources of changing home-

ownership outcomes in Australia. The data are taken from the 1975/76 and 1993/94 

Household Expenditure Surveys. The households in Australia face a distinct change 

in their home-ownership propensities in the past 20 years, and also this change is 

not uniform across all age-groups and for different households types both with the 

same and different levels of income.  

 

Gobillon and Le Blanch (2002) aim to estimate a utility-consistent model of 

mobility and tenure choice by using French data in ñThe Impact on Borrowing 

Constraints on Mobility and Tenure Choiceò. The authors use all the information 

available from the data in order to explain mobility, tenure choice and the desired 

stock of housing capital simultaneously. Because there is no panel data, the authors 

use cross-sectional data. They use two surveys undertaken by the French national 

Institute of Statistics. The first one is in 1996, and contains information about 

housing stock in France and housing conditions of French households. The second 

data is in 1997, and contains the same socio-demographic characteristics as the first 

data, but also includes income and detailed information about wealth of the 

households. According to the results of the descriptive statistics, mobility declines 

with age. In the model, renters are on the average younger than the owners, so it can 

be concluded that renters are more mobile than the owners. In other words, stayers 

are much older than movers. According to the paper, if the borrowing constraints 

are more binding, then the households are less willing to move, and when they are 

moving, they are less tend to own their dwellings. Authors also find that, changes in 
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the minimum downpayment ratio and in the maximum payment-to-income ratios 

have important effects on the mobility and tenure choice.  

 

Guiso & Jappelli (2002), examine the impact of private transfers on the saving time 

required to purchase housing by using the data of Italian Survey of Household 

Income and Wealth in 1991 in ñPrivate Transfers, Borrowing Constraints and the 

Timing of Homeownershipò. The results show that private transfers have a small 

effect on saving time requiring purchasing a house. When a household receive a 

transfer s/he will be able to purchase a larger home. According to the results of the 

estimation model, transfers shorten the saving period before homeownership, and 

also increase the value of the house. Borrowing constraints reduce the consumption 

of young individuals. Another important point is that according to the study, few 

households receive transfers in order to purchase a house. They prefer to rely on 

their own savings. One of the reasons of this fact is that, mortgage market 

imperfections remain a potentially powerful explanation of these high saving rates 

among individuals.  

 

Haurin and Gill (2002) examines homeownership by considering factors such as 

transaction costs of selling and the expected length of stay in ñThe Impact of 

Transaction Costs and the Expected Length of Stay on Homeownershipò. The 

authors use the data from the 1992 Survey of the Married Military Officers and 

Enlisted Personnel. Constant-quality prices and rents are taken from a secondary 

data source, the American Chamber of Commerce Research Agency. The results of 

the study show that longer expected length of stay increase the probability of 

homeownership. Also the paper supports the evidences that transaction costs of 

selling are very important for the tenure choice decision.  

 

Ortalo-Magne and Rady (2002) are the other two authors who examine tenure 

choice under uncertainty of income, housing prices and rents in their study of 

ñTenure Choice and Riskiness of Non-Housing Consumptionò. They argue that 

everything else being equal, if the covariance between the householdôs earnings and 
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rents decreases, then the likelihood of ownership will increase. That is, if a 

household plans to remain in his home, then he is more likely to own a dwelling. 

However if a household plans to remain in his home over a short period of time, 

then he is more likely to rent a dwelling. The second argument in the paper is that, 

if the covariance between the user cost of a home and other properties which the 

household is likely to consider in the future is high, and then the household is more 

likely to own his home. That is everything else being equal, the likelihood of 

ownership increases with the covariance of the prices of other properties in the 

consumption function of the household.  

 

Barakova, et al. (2003) in the study of ñDoes Credit Quality Matter for 

Homeownershipò, examine how the credit, income, and wealth-based constraints 

affect homeownership. They investigate how and why such constraints matter in 

homeownership. The authors have two stages in their analysis. In the first stage, 

they examine who are financially constrained. In the second stage, they estimate the 

impact of financial constraints on homeownership. In the first stage, primarily the 

authors estimate the value of the householdôs preferred house as the function of 

household income, non-house assets, local area characteristics, age of household 

head, and a vector of household demographic characteristics (education level of 

household head, race of household head, and marital status of the household head). 

Again in this stage, the authors identify indicators of wealth and income constraint. 

According to them, when the households are purchasing their home, if the current 

equity plus liquid and semi-liquid assets of the households is less than 10% of their 

current house value, then these households are wealth constrained. Likewise, if 

householdsô total monthly debt payment obligations are greater than 38% of their 

monthly income, they are income constrained. In the second stage, in order to 

estimate the likelihood that an individual become a homeowner, the authors 

construct a regression model.  The dependent variable is the ownership variable 

which is a dummy variable and indicates whether the household recently purchased 

or rents their current residence. The independent variables are income of the 

households, the age of the household heads, the same demographic factors, local 
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area characteristics, and vector of wealth, income, credit history constraint 

indicators. According to the results of the study, financing constraint has important 

effect on tenure choice decision, and the wealth constraint is the one which has the 

largest impact. Also on the basis of their study, credit constraint is proved to be an 

important barrier for homeownership. According to the study, higher income 

households and married couples are more likely to own their homes relative to 

lower income and single households.                

 

Another study is from Chiuri and Jappelli (2003), which is entitled as ñFinancial 

Market Imperfections and Home Ownership: A Comparative Studyò. The main 

argument of the paper is that, the countries with highter credit markets should 

observe lower levels of homeownership rates. The authors use the data on 14 OECD 

countries. It is a collection of 39 individual national surveys spanning almost 30 

years. They focus on individuals not households (due to the dual relationship 

between household formation and credit market imperfections) aged between 26 

and 55. For each individual they examine variables like age, gender, 

homeownership status, and education. The results suggest that availability of 

mortgage finance affects the distribution of homeownership. In the study, the 

mortgage market imperfections are measured by the downpayment ratio, and 

according the results of the study, downpayment ratio forces young individuals to 

save. So they postpone home purchase until later in life. This affects the distribution 

of homeownership rates across different age groups. They find that a lower 

downpayment associated with higher homeownership rates of the young groups. 

There is no such an effect on the occupancy rate of the middle aged groups.   

 

Goodman (2003) in his study of ñFollowing a Panel of Stayers: Length of Stay, 

Tenure Choice, and Housing Demandò, examines the effect of income changes on 

tenure choice. The study identifies that if  householdôs income increases, then also 

the choice of ownership increases rather than renting. However one year income 

increases have small impact on housing demand for longer-staying households if 

these are not permanent increases. For this reason, according to Goodman, income 
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subsidies should be long term and can be expected to increase housing demand of 

households. 

 

Yoko Moriizumi (2003) is the other author who studies the wealth accumulation 

and householdsô savings related to homeownership decision in the study of 

ñTargeted Saving by Renters for Housing Purchase in Japanò.  

 

Moriizumi constructs the model in his paper by taking reference of tenure transition 

model of Jones (1995). He constructs a latent binary index (I
*
) which is the 

difference of utility between owning and renting: 

 

ñI
*
 = I (w, pH, y, R, rm, zI)ò              (2.18) 

 

where, 

 

w : liquefiable wealth 

pH : purchase (stock) price of a unit of housing 

zI : attributes of a household reflecting other factors related to a purchase 

plan 

y : measured earnings 

rm : mortgage interest rate 

R : rental price 

 

According to the model, if I
*
 > 0, then the household intends to shift from renting to 

owning, that is the household is planning to buy a house (I = 1). Otherwise, the 

household tends to continue renting (I = 0). 

 

Then the author drives the wealth accumulation function (w): 

 

ñw = w (I*, pH, yI, R, rm, rs, zw)ò            (2.19) 
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rs : the interest rate on savings 

zw : householdôs attributes 

 

According to the author, previous studies on saving behavior for housing purchase 

do not take into account the simultaneity between wealth accumulation and housing 

purchase plan. By taking this fact into account, the model becomes a simultaneous 

limited dependent model: 

 

ñw = ɔ1I
*
 + ɓ1x1 + u1ò,                  (2.20) 

ñI
*
 = ɔ2w + ɓ2x2 + u2ò.                    (2.21) 

 

Where, xi is a vector of exogenous variables includes income, purchase price, rental 

price, mortgage interest rate, interest rate on savings, and demographic variables.  

 

The author uses the data from the survey on Housing Demand Trends in 1993 

including 3857 households (owners, renters, prospective owners). They asked 

whether they intended to purchase a house. The results of the model show that the 

young households reduce their consumption by around 30-40 percent.  

 

Turner (2003) examines the effects of house price risk factor on familiesô housing 

decisions in ñDoes Investment Risk Affect the Housing Decisions of Families?ò. 

This study examines house-price risk on tenure choice by using micro-level data 

and metropolitan-level variation in housing cycles.  

 

First of all, Turner drives the function of user cost of housing in order to analyze 

rent and ownership decisions of households. 

 

ñUSERCOSTi = H [ŭ + m + (1 - Űi )(Ŭr
*
 + (1- Ŭ] r + t) ï Eɗjt]ò,             (2.22) 

 

where, 
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USERCOSTi : the expected user cost of housing 

H : value of the house 

ŭ : depreciation rate 

m : maintenance cost 

Űi : household marginal income tax rate 

Ŭ : loan to value ratio on the house 

r
*
 : mortgage interest rate 

t : property tax rate 

r : the interest rate. 

Eɗjt : the expected nominal house-price appreciation rate for MSA j at time t.  

 

He drives another function to measure the propensity of the household to own its 

housing, such as: 

 

ñprob(OWN)i = ū(ɓ1 + ɓ2log[RELCOSTi] + ɓ3HOUSVARjt + ɓ4log[PERMINCi] + 

ɓ5QINTi + X i
ȭ  
ɔ)ò,                                 (2.23) 

 

where,  

 

prob(OWN)i = 1, if the household owns, 

           = 0, if the household rents 

 

ū(.) : standard normal cumulative distribution function 

RELCOSTi : annual expected relative cost of housing services in the owner mode 

HOUSVARjt : expected investment risk of homeownership 

PERMINCi : is an estimate of the householdôs permanent income 

QINTi : a dummy variable in order to capture whether the family is constrained in 

its housing choices by an inability to generate the required downpayment for a 

home 
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X i : includes the composition variables that control for age, marital status, female 

head, race, ethnicity, educational attainment, the presence of young children, and 

number of children. 

 

The last estimation is about the housing demand: 

 

ñlog(Hi) = ɓ0 + ɓ1log(%UCi) + ɓ2log(PERMINCi) + ɓ3(log[%UCi])
2
 + 

ɓ4(log[PERMINCi])
2
 + ɓ5log(%UCi)log(PERMINCi) + ɓ6HOUSVARi + ɓ7QINTi + 

ɓ8MRi + X i
ȭ  
ŭò,                       (2.24) 

 

where, 

 

Hi : self reported house value 

%UCi : the unit price of housing services for homeowners 

MRi : inverse of the Millôs ratio
1
. 

 

The model uses a repeat cross-section of household data from American Housing 

Survey (AHS) metropolitan core.  Respondents are interviewed every four years in 

that data. The author examines two related decisions on house-price risk. The first 

one is the householdôs decision to rent or own. The second one is the conditional 

factors on the choice of owning and the householdôs demand for housing services. 

Also this impact is greater for low and moderate income families and first-time 

home owners. In their analysis, Turner finds out that in an economic environment 

with high house-price volatility, families are less likely to own. The results of the 

study also identify that higher levels of education are associated with higher rate of 

housing demand. The last argument is that investment risk has negative impact on 

homeownership and housing demand.  

 

                                                           
1
 The Millôs Ratio is identified by omitting the average MSA (Metropolitan Statistical Area)  rent 

from the explanatory variables in the housing demand equation (Turner, 2003). 
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Another study on labor income uncertainty and credits constraints on the probability 

of homeownership is from Diaz-Serrano (2005): ñOn the Negative Relationship 

Between Labor Income Uncertainty and Homeownership: Risk-Aversion vs. Credit 

Constraintsò. The paper investigates whether the negative relationship between 

labor income uncertainty and homeownership is due to risk aversion or credit 

constraints.  

 

In his research the author initially investigates the cost of owning relative to renting 

with the help of following equation: 

 

ñRCi = Qi / Ri [r + p + m ï t (r + p)]ò,                      (2.25) 

 

where, 

 

RCi : cost of owning relative to renting 

Qi : constant quality measure of the estimated house value for household i 

Ri : constant quality measure of the estimated annual rent for household i 

r : nominal mortgage rate 

p : property tax rate 

m : maintenance rate 

t : marginal tax rate. 

 

As the second step, the author adds the measure of labor income uncertainty: 

 

ñWit = Xitɓ + uit + ɔt + Ůitò,                    (2.26) 

 

where, 

 

Wit : combined real labor income 

X it : set of explanatory variables 

ɔt : specific time effect 
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ui : time constant permanent shock in labor income 

Ůit : white noise time-varying residual 

i : households 

t : time 

 

In order to investigate the effects of credit constraint, Diaz-Serrano follows the 

model Linneman and Watcher (1989). 

 

ñV i

I
 : 0.35 Ii/rò,                          (2.27) 

ñV 
i

W
 :  5 Wiò,                                 (2.28) 

 

where, 

 

V
I
 : the threshold house value that household i should aim for in order not to be 

income constrained 

V
W

 : the threshold house value that household i should aim for in order not to be 

wealth constrained 

r : mortgage interest rate 

I : annual household income 

W : net household wealth. 

 

With the help of above equations, then the author drives the housing demand 

equation: 

 

ñlnV i* = X iɓ + uiò,                               (2.29) 

 

where, 

 

V* : preferred house value 

X : vector of household characteristics and house preferences 

ɓ : parameter vector to be estimated 
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ui : random error term 

 

The author uses the data from the Italian Survey of Household Income and Wealth. 

It is a panel survey, and contains information about household characteristics, 

employment, income, assets, financial habits, types of home tenure, etc. Diaz-

Serrano concludes that as the previous studies claim, the empirical study in Italy 

also shows that, credit constrained households and households with volatile 

incomes are less like to become homeowners. According to the study, both effects 

are important, however wealth constraint effect dominates over the income 

constraint effect. The relationship between labor income uncertainty and 

homeownership is negative only for risk-averse and credit unconstrained 

households. According to the findings of the paper, the driving force behind the 

negative relationship between labor income uncertainty and homeownership is 

household risk aversion. 

 

Hansen and Skak (2005) examine ownership in a manner of contracting cost in 

ñEconomics of Housing Tenure Choiceò. The model represents the consumerôs 

optimization of alternative tenure choices.  

 

The authors drive the linear-quadratic utility function as below: 

 

ñUi = yix ï (x
2
 / 2) + zò                             (2.30)        

0 < Ŭ Ò yi Ò ŭ                     (2.31)        

 

where,  

 

N : number of consumers 

U : utility 

x : housing consumption (m
2
/year) 

z : consumption of all other goods  
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yi : a parameter when consumer adopts the home to his specific taste (when 

the individual rent the dwelling no adaptation take place, then yi takes the lowest 

value as Ŭ) 

Ŭ, ŭ : fixed parameters. 

Ƕ : variable investment cost 

ů : fixed investment cost 

r: the market equilibrium rent. 

 

Then the authors drive the marginal utilities for renters and owners. That is, 

marginal utility of owner i is: 

 

ñUi / x = yi - xiò,                     (2.32)        

 

and marginal utility of renting for consumer i is: 

 

ñUi / x = Ŭ ï xiò                               (2.33)        

 

because if the household is a renter, then, there will be no adaptation takes place, 

and yi takes the value of Ŭ. 

 

Then authors drive the demand functions of tenants and owners: 

 

 

The demand function for tenants is, 

 

ñxi = Ŭ ï rò,                       (2.34)        

 

and, the demand function of owners is, 

 

ñxi = yi ï r - Ƕò.                     (2.35)        
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Then the authors drive the consumer surplus functions.  

 

The tenantôs consumer surplus is, 

 

ñCS
t
 = (Ŭ ï r)

2
 / 2ò,                     (2.36)        

 

and, the ownerôs net consumer surplus is, 

 

ñCS 
o

i
  = (yi ï r ï Ƕ)

 2
 / 2ò.                    (2.37)        

 

With the help of these, the authors then drive the home ownership rate (v)  as, 

 

ñv = (ŭ ï y') / (ŭ ï Ŭ)ò                     (2.38)        

 

where,  

 

y' : a preference parameter for owners. 

 

The model shows that homeowners occupy larger dwellings than tenants. Another 

fact is that congested cities have higher rent, and smaller dwelling units. This leads 

to a lower rate of homeownership. Because of contracting cost, according to the 

model, tenants invest less than owners.   

 

Another study about risk consideration is ñNeighborhood Externality Risk and the 

Homeownership Status of Propertiesò by Christian A. L. Hilber (2005). According 

to the author, neighborhood externality risk is one of the major components of 

housing investment risk, and this risk reduces the probability of ownership. The 

paper investigates neighborhood externality risk effect on homeownership, and 

whether households take into account the risk of changes in neighborhood amenities 

before they make a decision to own a house. Also the paper makes a comparison by 

investigating the importance of neighborhood uncertainty for the inner cities 
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compared to suburban and rural places. The author uses the data from the AHS 

conducted by the Bureau of the Census for the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development. These national surveys cover the period between 1985 and 1999. 

According to the findings of the study, neighborhood externality risk decreases the 

attractiveness of owner-occupied housing. According to the study, this risk is higher 

in center city locations and in distressed neighborhoods.  

 

¥zyēldērēm, et al. (2005) examines the effects on changes in income tax, property 

tax, transaction costs, and mortgage rates on tenure choice in ñMobility and Optimal 

Tenure Choiceò. They construct a dynamic life-cycle model of the optimal tenure 

behavior of the individual with random mobility. Authors identify that the decision 

to own or rent is a discrete decision. So they use discreted state Markov decision 

model in order to analyze the effects of the tenure choice. They construct a model to 

predict optimal dynamic tenure choice as a decision tree because this method 

employs backward induction analysis.  

 

The authors argue that, households seek to maximize their lifetime utility. In their 

life cycle there is always a probability to move, and if they move they have two 

options: rent or own. The authors define tenure choice at time t as xt, and the 

mobility as st. So, 

 

xt =1 if household buys a house at time t, 

xt = 0 if household rents a house at time t. 

 

Similarly, 

 

st =1 if household moves at time t, 

st = 0 i household does not move at time t. 

 

Then authors drive the lifetime utility function of households as, 
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V = max {x t}  t=   1
T
 
   E [× 

t=   0

T 
   ŭ

t
u (xt,st) p(st; st-1, xt-1)],                        (2.39)             

 

ŭ>0 

 

V : lifetime utility 

E : expectation operator 

T : terminal period 

ŭ : discount factor 

u (xt,st): utility function for tenure choice of xt in state st 

p (st; st-1, xt-1) : state transition probabilities in each period from state st-1 with 

tenure x t-1 to state t. 

 

They argue that if the households decide to own a dwelling when they move at time 

1, then they will use initial endowment and use mortgage credit in order to pay the 

rest of the housing value. However if they prefer to rent at time 1, then they invest 

their initial endowment at the market interest rate.  

 

So, according to the model, if the household does not move at time t (st = 0), then 

the utility function for the renter is: 

 

ñu (xt = 0, st =0) = (yt + iwt) (1-Ű) - etò ,                      (2.40)        

 

and the utility function for the owner is: 

 

ñu (xt = 1, st =0) = (yt ï ɗhp - Rt) (1-Ű) ï (M ï Rt)ò,           (2.41)        

 

where, 

 

 yt : annual income 

 wt : initial endowment at time t 

  Ű : income tax rates 
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et : annual rent 

ɗ : property tax rates 

hp : the value of the house purchased at time p<t 

M : the ownerôs constant mortgage payment which includes interest 

payment 

R : interest payment 

i : market interest rate., 

 

and also, 

 

ñM = (hp ï wp) / [(1/r) ï (1/r)(1/(1+r))
N
]ò,           (2.42)        

 

where, 

 

N : term of mortgage 

r : mortgage interest rate 

hp : the value of house purchased 

wp : the existing endowment of the individual (downpayment) 

hp ï wp : loan amount. 

 

After then authors drive the second model by considering that the household moves 

(st = 1). This move incurs transaction costs. Then the utility function for the renter:  

 

ñu (xt = 0, st = 1) = (yt + iwt) (1-Ű) - et ï ctò ,           (2.43)        

 

and the utility function for the owner is: 

 

ñu (xt = 1, st = 1) = (yt ï ɗhp - Rt) (1-Ű) ï (M ï Rt) - otò,         (2.44)        

 

where,  

 



38 

 

ct : transaction costs incurred by renter 

ot : transaction costs incurred by owner 

 

The authors drive three different endowment functions because the endowment of 

the households depends on remaining mortgage balance, and the appreciation of the 

house value.  

 

ñwt = [ht-1 (1 + at)] ï bt,    if  xt-1 = 1;            (2.45)        

 wt = hp [(1 + ap+1)(1 + ap+2)...(1 + ak)] ï bk, if xt-1 = 0, xp = 1, p<t, kÒt; (2.46)        

wt = w0, if xt-j = 0, j = 1,...,tò             (2.47)        

 

where, 

 

k : time period that the households sell their housing 

at Ó -1 : house appreciation rate 

bt : a function of mortgage payments, mortgage interest rate, mortgage term  

 

such as: 

 

ñbt = M [(1/r) ï (1/r)(1/(1+r))
N-(t-p)

]ò,            (2.48)        

 

where, 

 

M : mortgage payments 

r : mortgage interest rate 

N : mortgage term 

t ï p : the time passed since the individual    

 

The authors conclude that there is a significant relationship between ownership 

decision and the stage of the life cycle of households. The authors examine several 

factors of tenure choice, and they also conclude that the effects of these factors 
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change in the stage of life-cycle of the households. Increase in income tax is 

positively related to homeownership, but the effect is less for older aged groups. 

Another interesting point is that, there is also a positive relationship between an 

increase in the home appreciation rate and homeownership at early ages; however 

this relationship is negative for elderly. Transaction cost is the other factor that has 

negative impact on homeownership, and middle-aged groups are more sensitive to 

changes in transaction cost than the other groups. Property tax rate is the factor 

regardless of age, and also it has a negative impact on homeownership.  

 

Davidoff (2006) tests the claim that households whose incomes covary relatively 

strongly with housing prices should own relatively little housing in US in the study 

of ñLabor Income, Housing Prices, and Homeownershipò. According to the study, 

as the covariance between housing prices and labor income increases, households 

purchase relatively less housing. The author finds positive correlation between 

stock market returns and labor income. He again finds a positive correlation 

between stock market returns and housing prices.  

 

ñMicrosimulation Modeling of Tenure Choice and Grants to Promote Home 

Ownershipò is another study on micro economic conditions by Wood, Watson, and 

Flatau (2006). The article focuses on the effects of relative prices, wealth and 

borrowing constraints on housing tenure choice decision by developing a 

microsimulation model of the Australian housing market. The second aim of the 

paper is to identify the impact of government intervention on housing market 

outcome and tenure choice. The data is taken from two Australian Bureau of 

Statistics Surveys. The first one is the 1997 Rental Investors Surveys which 

provides socio-economic, demographic and financial information. The second one 

is the 1996-1997 Survey of Income and Housing Costs provides information for 

income units who own, rent or live rent-free. Authors find out those downpayment 

requirements is an obstacle for homeownership. They find a large demand for 

homeownership that is not met because of this reason. According to the authors 

government grants is one way to ease downpayment requirements for first 
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homebuyers, but formal incidence of this subsidy is not equal among potential first 

homebuyers. They add that the grant will bring forward the purchase decisions of 

them. So, it will then have a limited impact in raising the equilibrium rate of 

homeownership.  

 

Another study is ñThe Social Renting Sector as an Institutional Crossroad for 

Housing Choiceò from Deutsch (2007). He examines social housing which plays a 

key role at shifts between different tenure types by using Australian data between 

the years 1991 and 2001. Standard multinomial logit is used in order to model the 

tenure choice. The model predicts an inflow in social renting in urban areas between 

middle income groups with uncertain income expectations. 

 

Li and Yao (2007) examine the effects of house price changes on householdsô 

decisions by construction a life-cycle model in ñThe Life-Cycle Effects of House 

Price Changesò. 

 

Authors assume that households live at most for the length of time T. First of all, 

they drive the probability that the household lives up to period t is: 

 

ñF(t) = Ø
j=0

t
   ɚjò,  0 Ò t Ò T,                                  (2.49)        

 

where, 

 

F : survival function  

ɚj : the probability that the household is alive at time j 

 

Utility of the household (U) is a function of consumption of a numeraire good (Ct), 

consumption of housing services (Ht), and effective family size (Nt). Then authors 

focus on bequest function (B), which is affected by bequeathing wealth (Qt) and L 

which controls the strength of bequest motives. 
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Another important function is related to the income variables of the households. 

Authors drive the labor income as: 

 

ñYt = P
t

Y
   Ůtò,                          (2.50)        

 

where,  

 

Yt : income 

P
t

Y
  : permanent labor income at time t 

Ůt : transitory shock to Yt; 

 

and permanent income is: 

 

ñP
t

Y
   = exp{f (t, zt)} Pt-1

Y
   vtò.             (2.51)        

 

where, 

 

f (t, zt) : function of household age and other characteristics 

vt : the shock to permanent labor income 

Ůt : transitory shock to Y1. 

 

Then the authors drive the effects of mortgage contracts and liquid assets on 

housing. According to the results of the study, the welfare effects of house price 

changes are not significant, but their effects depending on householdôs age and 

homeownership status differ significantly. For instance, homeowners benefit from 

the increase of housing price; however the renters and young homeowners are 

worse off.  
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2.1.1.2. Institutional Factors, Local Housing Market Conditions and Locational 

Influences 

 

Other factors that affect homeownership are the local housing market conditions. 

This is the reason why some similar indicators respond with different results in 

various studies.  

 

Elder and Zumpano (1991) examine housing conditions by taking into consideration 

location in their study of ñTenure Choice, Housing Demand and Residential 

Locationò. The data of the study comes from the University of Michiganôs Panel 

Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). The sample of the study consists of one 

employed member households with heads of households between the ages of 18 and 

65. The investigation shows that there may exist an important asymmetry between 

renters and homeowners in their housing decisions. For homeowners the variables 

like quantity and location are jointly determined. Also tenure choice is independent 

of housing demand and locational decisions for homeowners. However, these 

findings are not valid for renters. According to the findings of the study 

characteristics of the households are important factors in the determination of 

housing tenure choice. Such as the age of the household head, the presence of 

children and the level of income are positively related to homeownership. Also 

permanent income is an important factor for housing demand.   

 

The authors describe the individual householdôs utility (V) as the function of 

household income (y), price or rent of the housing unit (p), and the price of the 

composite consumption commodity (pz).  

 

That is, in homeownership state, 

 

ñVo = Vo (y, po, pz)ò                         (2.52)        

 

In the renting state, 



43 

 

ñVr = Vr (y, pr, pz)ò,                         (2.53)        

 

where o denotes the choice of homeownership and r denotes the choice renting.  

 

According to the authors the choice of whether to rent or own depends on the value 

of the utility function. If Vo > Vr then the household prefers to own, and if Vr > Vo 

then the household prefers to rent.  

 

Then, Elder and Zumpano drive the housing demand functions. According to them, 

if the households prefer to own the dwelling, then the housing demand and tenure 

choice is, 

 

ñqo = ho (y, po, pz)ò              (2.54)        

 

However, if the households prefer to rent, then, 

 

ñqr = hr (y, pr, pz)ò,              (2.55)        

 

where, qo and qr are the quantity of housing when choosing to own and choosing to 

rent, respectively.  

 

With the help of these, the authors drive the index value ñIò which determines 

whether the choice is to own or to rent.  

 

ñI (= 1,0) = g ( y, po, pr, x) + Ůiò            (2.56)        

 

I = 1 if determination is to own, and I = 0 if the determination is to rent. x is a 

vector of demographic factors and other characteristics. Ůi is the random error term.  

 

Lastly the authors add the residential location term.  
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ñk = k (y, po, pr, x, m)ò,                        (2.57)        

 

where k is a locational metric measured by the distance to work, and m is a vector 

of location-specific characteristics.  

 

At the end of the study the authors find the probability of an important asymmetry 

between renters and homeowners in terms of their respective housing decisions. For 

homeowners, housing quantity and locations are jointly determined, according to 

the findings of the study when the tenure choice decision  is independent of the 

housing demand and location decisions, then the decision process for homeowners 

appears to be sequential. However this is not valid for renters. The authors indicate 

that this may resulted because the tenantôs location and housing quantity choices are 

more limited for them.  

 

Iwarere and Williams (1991) investigate micro-locational and occupation-specific 

influences on housing tenure choice in ñA Micro-Market Analysis of Tenure Choice 

Using the Logit Modelò. The study examines micro-locational influences on 

housing tenure choice by focusing on two major variables: the householdôs 

residential location and the commuting time to work. They, then combine these 

variables with economic and socio-demographic variables in order to estimate the 

probability of home-ownership. The paper investigates the housing choice behavior 

of college professors in the Washington D. C. Metropolitan area by employing the 

logit model. In order to find the probability of choosing to rent or own they 

construct a non-linear estimation process. The economic variables of the model are 

income brackets, and the socio-demographic variables are age, marital status, 

number of children, duration of employment with current employer, and spousesô 

contribution to household income. That is the function of demand for 

homeownership consists of income, socio-demographic variables, relative price of 

owning versus renting and spatial variables. On the basis of the findings, 

employment-related and spatial forces have great effect on housing tenure choice 

decision. Employment centered considerations like occupational and micro-
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locational variables have great impacts on homeownership. Also, locational 

influences in terms of urban fringe versus central city location are strong 

determinants on housing tenure choice.  

 

Lee and Myers (2003) discussed which market factors affect homeownership by 

using US data in their study of ñLocal Housing-Market Effects on Tenure Choiceò. 

The main argument in the study is that, homeownership is not only dependent on 

the individualôs life cycle behavior and economic status, but also on local housing 

market conditions of the area. Market variations and individual characteristics affect 

tenure choice according to the study. They investigate the problem by separating 

owning into two types, namely single-family housing and multi-family housing. 

The study investigates the impacts of individual or area level factors on tenure 

choice by considering owning single-family housing and owning multi-family 

housing separately, and as a last category renting is examined.  

 

The main argument of the study is that, the studies on homeownership and tenure 

choice have multi-dimensions. For that reason, examining the concept with the help 

of single-level analyses has important weaknesses because it disregarded three 

important concepts: cross-level inference, spatial heterogeneity, and spatial 

dependency. The first concept is about the relationship between the explanatory 

variables. The authors emphasize that, if these variables of different levels are 

examined in a single level analyses, then it creates important problems in the 

identification of the effects of the variables. Second concept focuses on the spatial 

dynamics of the housing problem. By studying the housing and tenure choice with 

the help of multi-level modeling, creates the possibility of examining the effects 

geographical differentiation on homeownership. According to the authors, the 

multi-level model is able to recognize different concepts of different places instead 

of studying the world with the help of single universal equation. The last one is 

about studying a group that is close in a space may create Type I errors if the 

observer may ignore the group similarities in that space. As the result of these 

discussions the authors propose a multi-level model in housing studies. The data for 
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the model has two levels: the individual (micro) level and the Metropolitan 

Statistical Area (macro) level).  

 

In the study, tenure choice is the dependent variable and it has three categories: 

single-family owners, multi-family owners, and renters. The authors do not include 

age variables into the right hand side of the equation. Instead, the equation is 

estimated for each age group. The independent variables are decided for household 

and MSAs. These variables are permanent income, transitory income, household 

characteristics (household size, household type, etc.), and market characteristics for 

MSAs. According to the study, income has important effect of tenure choice. 

However the effect of permanent income is greater than the effect of transitory 

income on owning. Also household type and immigration status have important 

effects on homeownership.  

 

Hui (2007) examines how institutional factors affect the mobility of households and 

tenure preferences in the study of ñPopulation Mobility, Tenure Choice and 

Institutional Factorsò. Two different government interventions are discussed in the 

paper: construction and provision of public rental housing and assisting ownership 

housing. They use the data of Hong Kong and claim that government is moving in a 

direction that encourages home ownership. At the end of the study, it is argued that 

government policies have important affects on tenure choice of public sector 

households. According to the study, younger households and higher level income 

groups tend to move more often. Also number of children has a positive and 

significant impact on residential mobility. Renters tend to move more often 

compared to owners because of higher transaction cost for owners. Other point is 

that, the positive change in the household income affect public sector households 

more than those in the private sector. They argue that the government is quite 

successful in promoting ownership to the public tenants by reducing the financial 

obstacles. Direct provision of cheaper housing decreases residential mobility in the 

public sector, and leads opposite tenure preferences among public housing 

residents.  
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Ortalo-Magn® and Rady (2008) examine how differences in the timing of move 

generate income heterogeneity across homeowners by using US Census data in their 

study ñHeterogeneity within Communities: A Stochastic Model with Tenure 

Choiceò. The authors find a significant and positive relation between the 

heterogeneity of incomes of the households and heterogeneity of the times since 

they bought their homes in the places where there is a strong historical housing 

price growth.  

 

2.1.1.3. Household Mobility and Unemployment 

 

Among many other problems, the relation between homeownership and housing 

mobility constitutes an important part of the previous studies. The arguments of the 

papers mainly focus on the negative correlation of homeownership and housing 

mobility. 

 

In the study of ñIntra-Urban Mobility, Migration, and Tenure Choiceò, Boehm, et 

al. (1991) separates household mobility into two components: intra-urban 

movements and migrations. The choice estimated jointly as a part of a multinomial 

logit framework. The data is taken from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics. The 

period between 1968 and 1978 is selected from the data for this study.  

 

In their model authors first of all draw the probability of making a given tenure 

choice as, 

 

ñPijk = Pr (Ttm = i, MItm = j, MOtm = k)ò                      (2.58)        

 

where, 

 

 m : households 

t : time 

Ttm : the set of tenure choice alternatives 
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MI tm : the set of migration alternatives 

MOtm : the set of intra-urban mobility alternatives. 

 

That is: 

 

Ttm =1, if household m chooses to own at time t, 

      =0, if household m chooses to rent at time t. 

MI tm =1, if household m chooses to migrate out of the metropolitan area 

during the time period beginning at t, 

         =0, if otherwise. 

MOtm =1, if household m chooses to make an intrametropolitan move during 

the time period beginning at t, 

         =0, if otherwise. 

 

The authors construct three equation about tenure, migration and intra-urban 

mobility equation by taking reference to the study of Maddala and Lee in 1976 (?) 

 

The first one is the tenure equation:  

 

P(T=1|MI,MO) = (e 
ɓ1X + ɔȚMI + ŭȚMO + ŬȚMIȚMO

)/(1+ e 
ɓ1X + ɔȚMI + ŭȚMO + ŬȚMIȚMO 

)        (2.59)        

 

The second one is migration equation: 

 

P(MI =1|T,MO) = (e 
ɓ2X + ɔȚT + ɗȚMO + ŬȚTȚMO

)/(1+ e 
ɓ2X + ɔȚT + ɗȚMO + ŬȚTȚMO

)             (2.60)        

 

The third equation is intra-urban mobility equation: 

 

P(MO =1|T,MI) = (e 
ɓ3X + ŭȚT + ɗȚMI + ŬȚTȚMI

)/(1+ e 
ɓ3X + ŭȚT + ɗȚMI + ŬȚTȚMI

)        (2.61)        

 

where, 
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Xm : a column vector of socioeconomic characteristics associated with 

household m which effect Ttm, MI tm, MOtm. 

ɓi : row vectors of estimated coefficients. 

 

Results indicate that future mobility and current tenure choice are jointly 

determined. When the mobility is separated into two components (intra-urban and 

migration) authors argue that intra-urban and migration decisions are motivated by 

different factors.  

 

Ioannides and Kan (1996) also examine residential mobility and the decisions of 

households whether to own or rent after they move in the study of ñStructural 

Estimation of Residential Mobility and Housing Choiceò. They use micro-data from 

the Panel Study of Income Dynamics. The authors also examine the financial 

dimension of the housing mobility and tenure choice.  

First of all the authors drive the utility function of the individuals: 

 

ñUt = U (Ct, Ht, ɗt)ò,              (2.62)        

 

where, 

 

Ct : non-housing consumption, 

Ht : housing consumption 

ɗt : time varying taste. 

 

Then authors maximize expected lifetime utility:  

 

ñ×  
t=0

 
Ð
   Et ɓt U(Ct, Ht; ɗt)ò,             (2.63)        

 

by subjecting to the following budget constraint: 

 

ñ×  
t=0

 
Ð
   1/(1+rt)

t
 (Ct + t́Ht) = A0ò.            (2.64)        
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According to the authors if the household is a renter in period t, then the period cost 

per unit of housing (ˊt) is equal to the rental rate for housing (Rt). However if the 

household is an owner, then the period cost per unit of housing is equal to the 

interest rate (rt) minus the appreciation rate (Ŭt). A0 is the householdôs initial assets.  

 

In the next step the authors define the full set of choices that the household faces in 

their life cycles: 

 

St : discrete state of whether a household rents (St = R), or owns (St = O) in 

period t. 

Dt : decision made in period t 

 

 

ñDt = (St-1, Xt, Ů Dt
)ò, and Dt ɭ {STAY, MO, MR},          (2.65)        

ñSt = K (St-1, Dt)ò                         (2.66)        

 

K: {R,O} x {STAY, MO, MR} Ÿ {R,O}, 

Xt : vector of observable characteristics of the household. 

Ů Dt 
: vector of unobservable random variables 

STAY : the decision to be stay in the state of previous period 

MO : the decision to move and own 

MR : the decision to move and rent 

K (.) : discrete value function 

 

Then authors drive the tenure choice and residential mobility behavior of owners 

and the renters. 

 

First of all, if the householder is an owner, then the value function defined by the 

authors is: 

 

ñV(At, Ht-1, St-1 = O; ɗt)ò             (2.67)        
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There are three alternatives of the value function: moving and owning (VMO), 

moving and renting (VMR), and not moving and holding on to the current amount of 

housing stock (VSTAY).  

 

Secondly, if the household is a renter, then the value function is driven as: 

 

ñV(At, Ht-1, St-1 = R; ɗt)ò                        (2.68)        

 

Again, there are three alternatives of the value function: moving and owning (VMO), 

moving and renting (VMR), and not moving and maintaining the existing level of 

rental housing consumption (VSTAY).  

 

In the model, At is the financial wealth, and taste shifter is ɗt defined as:  

 

ñɗt = ɗ (Xt, Dt) + ɣtò.                         (2.69)        

 

The results of the models suggest that, a householdôs propensity to move depends 

significantly on their socioeconomic characteristics. According to the study 

proportional monetary transaction costs are insignificant for the decision of 

householdôs mobility, however lump sum monetary transaction costs appear to be 

significant in housing consumption decision of households. Another argument is 

that, housing-price appreciation causes renters not becoming homeowners. 

 

Oswald (1997) studies the concept of unemployment of modern economies in their 

study of ñThe Missing Piece of the Unemployment Puzzleò. One of his claims is 

that there can be an important link between the rise in European home-ownership 

and the unemployment rate. He has four main hypotheses about the explanations of 

high unemployment rates. One of his hypotheses is that, home-ownership reduces 

the household mobility and for this reason, high levels of European homeownership 

may be one of the important reasons for high unemployment rates in Western 

Europe. Oswald argues that European countries have efforts to increase the home-
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ownership rates and decrease the size of the private rented housing sector. The 

author uses the questionnaire from the British Social Attitudes Surveys. According 

to this data, renters have greater willingness to move then owners. The findings of 

the paper support the idea that the rising home-ownership and the decline in the 

private rental housing sector is a part of explanation of rising unemployment rates. 

However, the author insists that these issues should be checked by other 

economists.  

 

Henley (1998) examines residential transition by using British Household Panel 

Survey in the study ñResidential Mobility, Housing Equity and the Labour Marketò. 

Two important concluding remarks are driven by the author. The first one is that 

levels of housing wealth are one of the important factors that affect the residential 

mobility. The second conclusion is that, residential mobility appears rather 

unresponsive to labor market conditions.  

 

Kan (2000) indicates that households with larger family size, higher income and a 

married head are more likely to become owners in his study of ñDynamic Modeling 

of Housing Tenure Choiceò. The author used the data of Panel Study of Income 

Dynamics from the Survey Research Center of University of Michigan. In contrast 

to some previous studies, the findings of the paper illustrate that inflation does not 

have statically significant effect on homeownership. The author aims to construct a 

dynamic model in order to identify the dynamic aspects of housing tenure choice. 

The paper emphasizes the interdependency between residential mobility and 

housing tenure mode. The author insists on the fact that, householdôs tenure mode 

can be changed only if a move is made by the household. Also according to the 

author, previous tenure choice has an important impact on the current mobility and 

tenure choice. For this reason, previous tenure mode is added as an independent 

variable to the model in order to correct previous models that are studied by 

different periods. That is, the dependent variable of tenure mode is a function of 

mobility expectation, previous tenure mode, and socioeconomic characteristics of 

the households. The results show that tenure choice and future length of stay are 
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determined simultaneously. After the construction of econometric model, the 

findings support that residential mobility has important effects on tenure choice.  

 

Haavio and Kauppi (2000) focus on allocation of individuals in space and time by 

comparing owner-occupied housing and rental housing in their paper of ñHousing 

Markets, Liquidity Constraints and Labor Mobilityò. They develop a simple 

intertemporal two-region model. In the model, there are price differences between 

regions. However both regions have equal, fixed stock of identical houses. So, in 

the model, wealth affects a household ability to move from a region where house 

prices are low to a region where house prices are high. Another topic the authors 

focus is that, under rental arrangement the house is definitely a consumption good. 

The individual can buy in any period of time, but in ownership the house is an asset 

which can appreciate or depreciate in value. Based on these arguments, like 

previous studies, also this model suggests that the mobility of labor between regions 

is more fluid under rental housing conditions than owner occupation. 

 

Green and Hendershott (2001) investigate the relationship between home-ownership 

and unemployment in the study of ñHome-ownership and Unemployment in the 

USò. They argue that the relationship is non-existent for young households and old 

households, but it is significant for middle-aged groups. That is because young age 

groups are more mobile and have accumulated little wealth. The relation is non-

existent for old age groups because their members are largely not in the labor force. 

According to the study, middle age groups assume homeownership as a constraint 

for labor mobility. That is homeownership leads to higher unemployment rates.  

 

Coulson and Fisher (2002) examine the relation between tenure choice and labor 

market outcomes in the study of ñTenure Choice and Labor Market Outcomesò. 

They argue that the cost of relocation is higher for homeowners than the renters, 

and so they are tied to their locations. For these reasons, homeowners are less 

mobile than renters. According to them, when a group is less mobile than others, 

this less mobile group will have lower probability of employment, and also lower 



54 

 

wages than others. In their research they tested three hypotheses which are, 

homeowners have a greater probability of being unemployed, unemployed 

homeowners experience longer spells of unemployment, and wages of homeowners 

will be lower than renters. However the US data used by the researchers do not 

support all the hypotheses. In fact they find out that home owners have lower 

unemployment probabilities, shorter spells of unemployment, and higher wages 

than renters.  

 

Dohmen (2005) examines the relationship between housing tenure, regional 

mobility and unemployment in his study of ñHousing, Mobility and 

Unemploymentò. A model is constructed for two identical regions. The size of the 

regions and employment characteristics are the same among the regions. Workers 

can be either homeowners or renters, but workers live where they work. So they 

have to move if they find a new job outside the home region. The results suggest 

that high skilled owners are more mobile than low skilled owners.  

 

2.1.2. Social Factors 

 

Following a comprehensive literature review, social factors that affect 

homeownership and tenure choice appear to be one of the main concerns of the 

previous studies. The topic is examined under two main subtitles. The first one is 

the demographical factors, and the second one is race and ethnicity. 

 

2.1.2.1. Demographical Factors (Age, Marital Status, Gender, Family Type and 

Education, etc.) 

 

Social factors like age, education, gender, family type, marital status, etc. are 

mainly the concerns of some earlier studies of 1990s.  

 

Bourassa (1994) examines different behaviors of immigrant and Australian-born 

residents on housing tenure choice by looking at economic and demographic 
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characteristics in the study of ñImmigration and Housing Tenure Choice in 

Australiaò. Permanent and transitory income, relative costs of owning and renting 

are the economic factors that the model examines. The marital status and sex of the 

household head, number of dependent children, and security are among the 

demographic characteristics of households. At the end of the study, the author 

argues that there is no significant difference between Australian-born residents and 

7 out of 10 major immigrant groups in housing tenure choices by comparing their 

economic and demographic characteristics.  

 

Jones (1996) studies the housing tenure decision by the elderly in Canada in the 

study of ñHousing Tenure Transition and Dissaving by the Elderlyò. It is argued at 

the end of the study that, households that have diminished in size are more likely to 

own their homes. Also, older widowed, or divorced, primary maintainers are more 

likely to make the transition to tenancy.  

 

Another study on social factors is from Weber and Rossi (1996) in ñThe Social 

Benefits of Homeownership: Empirical Evidence from National Surveysò. The 

authors use a large amount of data from three major public use data sets: the 

General Social Survey, the National Survey of Families and Households, and 

American National Election Studies. According to the study, there are strong 

differences in demographic factors between homeowners and renters. There are 

important racial and ethnic differences in homeownership choice. That is 

homeownership rate is in smaller rates among Blacks and Hispanies. Also there are 

strong differences between homeowners and renters in issues like household life 

cycle and economic conditions. Homeowners have higher incomes and more debts 

than renters. In some respects there are consistent but weak differences in issues 

like well being, views on marriage, social integration. Homeowners have greater 

life satisfaction and self-esteem than renters, and also more likely to be members of 

community improvement groups. Also, according to the study, homeowners are 

more likely to become married than renters are, however the difference is not very 

significant rate.  
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Gyourko and Linneman (1997) focus on effects of some of the demographic and 

economic factors on homeownership in the study of ñThe Changing Influences of 

Education, Income, Family Structure, and Race on Homeownership by Age over 

Timeò. They use data from the four decennial censuses since 1960 for the years 

1960, 1970, 1980, and 1990. The analysis consists of households with heads at least 

19 years old, who live in urban areas. The dependent variable of the model is 

homeownership. The key independent variables are age, the headôs marital status, 

educational achievement, and household income, the race of household and housing 

costs. According to the model, there are important differences about educational 

achievement on homeownership. The results of the study indicate that there is a 

decline in homeownership among the least educated households. Another finding of 

the paper is that, the negative impact of race has also increased among the youngest 

adult households.  

 

Aaronson (2000) examines homeownership externalities in ñA Note on the Benefits 

of Homeownershipò. This study uses the Panel Study of Income Dynamics. The 

results suggest that there is a correlation between the impact of family stability and 

involvement with homeownership and childrenôs educational attainment. If 

households increase residential stability, their children have higher school 

attainment. According to the study, homeowners are wealthier, so that they can 

afford better schooling opportunities for their children, which can be one of the 

reasons for this argument.  

 

Painter (2000) examines tenure choice decision in order to correct sample selection 

how recent movers that was identified in the previous study on homeownership in 

ñTenure Choice with Sample Selection: Differences among Alternative Samplesò. 

He identifies differences among factors such as age, immigrant length and status, 

and income between different models. He argues that one way of modeling tenure 

choice is using longitudinal data. This helps to capturing long-term nature of tenure 

choice; however few data sets are available for this approach. Second one is using 

cross-sectional data. If it uses a sample of recent moves, there can be a bias between 
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recent movers and previous movers. According to the author, alternative approach 

for tenure choice is using cross sectional data of recent movers by accounting for 

the probability that someone is likely to be a mover. In this study, Painter uses the 

data from the public use microdata sample file of the 1990 decennial census. There 

are information about housing unit and households in the data. It includes both 

renters and owners with households head aged 18-64. The independent variables of 

the tenure choice function are demographic factors (race/ethnicity, age, marital 

status, number of people in the household, number of workers in the household, 

migrant origin and history), economic factors (salary, income, dividend and other 

income, education level of householder), and other factors. Painter shows that the 

impact of income and education is similar across the models. The author insists the 

importance of correcting for sample selection when using cross-sectional data. The 

findings of research support the idea that other models overestimate the importance 

of age and immigrant status in tenure choice. 

 

Si-Ming Li and Limei Li (2006) study housing tenure change in China by using Cox 

Proportional Hazard Model. The interest of their paper is to investigate the 

transition from renting to owning. Results of the model show that higher education 

attainment and higher age of households associated with increasing 

homeownership. They also find out that, a more important factor in changing 

housing tenure type from renting to owning is changes in marital status.  

 

Laaksonen, et al. (2008) examine homeownership and mortality by using Cox 

Regression analysis. At the end of their study, they show that renters have higher 

mortality than homeowners after adjusting for household income, occupational 

class, and educational level.  

 

Gary Painter and KwanOk Lee study housing tenure transitions of older households 

by using Cox Proportional Hazard Model in 2009. In their study, they investigate 

why older households make housing transitions from owning to renting. They show 

that age is not related directly to housing tenure choice for older households. 
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Instead, having lower health status and being a single head of household is the 

important predictor of housing tenure transitions for older households. Also they 

find out that living next to one's children lowers the probability of shifting from 

homeownership. 

  

Another study is from Wayne R. Archer, David C. Ling and Brent C. Smith (2010). 

They use Cox Regression in order to investigate homeownership duration in the 

residential housing market. They examine the effects of structure features, tenure, 

household characteristics, and neighborhood factors on ownership turnover rates. 

The results of their study show that householdsô characteristics become the 

strongest power behind the ownership turnover rates.  

 

2.1.2.2. Race and Ethnicity 

 

Race and Ethnicity is the other popular topic in homeownership studies. Kain and 

Quigley (1972) examine the differences between black and white households on 

homeownership behavior in ñHousing Market Discrimination, Home-ownership, 

and Savings Behaviorò. In order to investigate the probability of homeownership 

and purchase, they develop a model to the socioeconomic characteristics of a 

sample of 1185 households in the St. Louis metropolitan area. As the result of the 

probability of ownership equation, they find that old couples are more likely to be 

homeowners then young couples. Income and employment have positive effects on 

homeownership. The findings of the study strongly indicate that there are important 

differences in homeownership among races. Black individuals are less likely to 

become owners than white individuals of similar characteristic. Housing market 

discrimination limits homeownership for black individuals.  

 

Another study on ethnicity is from Bourassa (2000): ñEthnicity, Endogeneity, and 

Housing Tenure Choiceò. The authors examine the issue by giving particular 

attention to the endogeneity to current income and wealth relative to tenure choice. 

The authors drive the probability of homeownership as the function of relative cost 
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of owning and renting, the constraint of household, marital status, age, number of 

people in the households. The data cover the years 1993 and 1994 from Household 

Economic Survey conducted by Statistics New Zealand. The results of the study 

show that a small portion differences in homeownership is explained by household 

endowments. Also controlling the endogeneity of factors such as wealth and income 

has an important impact on tenure choice of two main ethnic groups in the study.  

 

Bostic and Surette (2001) in the study of ñHave the Doors Opened Wider? Trends 

in Homeownership Rates by Race and Incomeò, examine the rise in homeownership 

among U.S. families. The main idea of the study is to identify which types of 

families driving these trends, and the factors behind this rise. The paper focuses on 

racial issues in homeownership among families grouped by income level. As a first 

step of the study, the authors examine the trends in average homeownership rates. 

According the authors the mortgage market is governed by the roles of race, 

ethnicity, and income. So the impacts of race and income are taken as a first stage. 

As a second step, Bastic and Surette examine the differences in homeownership 

between minority and nonminority families. The third step is to identify the factors 

that explain the changing trends in homeownership. The study uses data of Current 

Population Survey between the years of 1989 and 1998. Between this period 

homeownership increased for all racial groups according to the data. The authors 

estimate a discrete model of homeownership. The results of the model show that the 

ownership rate increases more sharply for blacks, Hispanics, and lower-income 

families between these periods. Also authors argue that the differences in 

homeownership between minority and nonminority families decline between these 

years. The same trend is valid for the differences between middle income and lower 

income families.   

 

In the paper of ñRace and Home Ownership: A Century-Long Viewò, Collins and 

Margo (2001) examines the trends in racial differences in homeownership and 

housing values and residential segregation. The paper uses the data of male 

household heads from the census Integrated Public Use Microdata Series in United 
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States. According to the data, racial differences in homeownership and housing 

values have narrowed among male household heads over the 20
th
 century. The 

proportion of black male household head who were homeowners rises between the 

years 1900 and 1990. This increase is smaller for white male household heads. For 

this reason, it can be concluded that the racial gap in homeownership fell between 

these years.  

 

Painter, Gabriel, and Myers (2001) investigates housing tenure choice among racial 

and ethnic groups in ñRace, Immigrant Status, and Housing Tenure Choiceò. At the 

end of the study, they argue that income, education, immigrant status largely 

explain the homeownership differences between Latinos and whites, Asians are as 

likely to choose homeownership as whites are.  

 

Another study about race is from Deng, Ross, and Watcher (2003) in the paper of 

ñRacial Differences in Homeownership: the Effect of Residential Locationò. In the 

study, the metropolitan sample of the American Housing Survey for Philadelphia in 

1985 is used. The authors construct three models for their investigation. Model I 

helps them to compare their results with existing literature. Models II and III are the 

focus of their paper. Model I is a standard tenure choice model that controls 

demographic and financial characteristics. Demographic characteristics involve 

family structure, age, education. Financial characteristics involve family income 

and downpayment constraint in housing demand. Models II and III include racial 

and income composition of a location, and two constructed variables. Three models 

of tenure choice show that, credit constraints decline the likelihood of 

homeownership, higher income increase the likelihood of ownership. Also 

downpayment constraint has important effect on African-Americans householdsô 

decision on homeownership. The authors conduct simulation analyses in order to 

find the magnitude of the effects on constraints. They conclude that the racial 

differences in homeownership are reduced by 17 percentage point or by 77 percent 

when the authors eliminate credit constraints in the model. As the result of the test, 

the authors cannot find any evidence that residential location outcomes lower the 
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rate of homeownership among African-American households. After they control for 

neighborhoods, they find that racial differences in homeownership are larger than 

originally believed. The endowments explain less than half of these differences. The 

simulations in the paper indicate that racial and income segregation plays an 

important role in homeownership across the metropolitan area in the model.  

 

2.1.3. Psychological Factors 

 

Another interesting topic is the psychological factors of homeownership and tenure 

choice. The review also suggests that a number of studies argue that 

homeownership provides many social and psychological benefits to the households. 

 

Elsinga (1998) examines different meanings of homeownership and experiences of 

homeowners by taking into consideration of writings of Saunders in their study of 

ñThe Meaning of Tenure under Different Conditions; Empirical Evidence from the 

Netherlandsò. The study aims to identify the differences in advantages and the 

experiences between homeownership and renting. The sample for the survey is 

selected in two urban housing market areas in the Randstad in Netherlands, as 540 

homeowners and 400 renters participate in the survey. A Principal Components 

Analysis is applied to the outcomes of the surveys. First of all, the authors 

investigate income position. Three classes of household income are identified: low 

income, medium income, and high income. Second indicator is about the quality of 

current dwelling. The third variable is the length of occupancy. According to the 

result of the study, homeowners are more concerned about maintenance and finance 

than renters. They score higher on their sense of freedom, and also homeowners feel 

more tied down to their place than renters. Another result is that, there is higher 

satisfaction rating among homeowners. Also contrary to Saundersôs study, 

according to Elsinga renters are generally more attached to their neighborhood than 

homeowners. Homeowners feel more responsibility for the financial arrangements 

and for maintenance. Also homeowners are more satisfied with their neighborhood, 

their dwelling, and their housing costs than renters.  
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Coolen and Hoekstra (2001) in their article ñValues as Determinants of Preferences 

for Housing Attributesò want to study microlevel motivational factors of 

homeownership such as goals and values. In this article, authors use means-end 

theory in order to examine different housing attributes. There are seven phases of 

the means-end chains. The first one is the elicitation of relevant attributes. Second 

one is selection of the attributes. In this phase the respondents select from the list of 

several attributes those that are most important for them. In the third phase, 

respondents draw out the attribute levels. The forth step is the key phase of means-

end chains. A semi-structured laddering interviewing technique is used in this 

phase. In this process the ñwhyò question is repeated as a reaction to the answers of 

the respondent to the questions. The fifth phase is the construction of means-end 

chains with reference to interviews. A hierarchical value map is constructed as the 

six phase. And lastly, this map is analyzed and interpretated.  

 

Coolen, et al. (2002) aim to identify the effects of motivational micro level factors 

such as goals and values on intended tenure choice by using extended means-end 

model which is based on means-end theory, in their study of ñValues and Goals as 

Determinants of Intended Tenure Choiceò. Eight value domains are constructed for 

the study: basic values, hedonism, family values, structure and order, power and 

achievement, self-esteem, esteem from others, and self actualization. At the end of 

the study, age, current tenure, income, household consumption account for 91% of 

the explained variance, and value orientations and the goals contribute 9% to the 

explained variance of intended tenure choice. The authors examine two aspects of 

housing: investment and consumption. The investment aspect of housing is more 

related with the values like power, achievement, and goals like wealth. The 

consumption aspect seems to be more related with the values like family values, and 

goals like harmonious family life.  

 

Danny Ben-Shahar (2007) examines housing tenure choice by focusing 

psychological and economic factors in their study ñTenure Choice in the Housing 

Market: Psychological Versus Economic Factors. In the study, he identifies that 
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both psychological and economic factors involved in tenure choice, and also it is 

argued that psychological factors and economic factors are highly correlated. 

However according to Ben-Shahar, psychological factors are more significant than 

economic factors. In fact, he argues that psychological factors may be the main 

underlying determinants of economic housing tenure. That is psychological factors 

may be more meaningful than the economic factors.  

 

2.2. Concluding Remarks 

 

To sum up, empirical evidences from previous studies show that one issue of 

primary importance is the economic factors behind the tenure choice decision. 

Almost all studies argue that housing demand is both income and price elastic. 

Higher wealth and current income increase the probability of homeownership. 

Between these factors permanent income brings more attention in housing 

ownership decision in previous studies. Another important factor is the price, 

income uncertainty and constraint issues. There is a consensus on the negative 

relationship between uncertainty and probability of homeownership. For most 

households homeownership can be seen as a trust against rent and price 

fluctuations. Some of the previous studies argue that a downpayment requirement is 

an obstacle for homeownership. Again credit and wealth constraints are important 

barriers for owning a dwelling. Families are less likely to own in an economic 

environment with high house price volatility. Also, some studies focus on negative 

impacts of transaction cost on homeownership. An issue that is a point of 

controversy among many researches is the relationship between unemployment and 

housing ownership. The main argument is that renters are more mobile than owners. 

For this reason, some researchers argue that homeowners have greater probability of 

being unemployed than renters. However, some evidence on opposite side is also 

demonstrated by some other researchers.  

 

The literature also has vast amount of instances of studies about social and 

psychological factors behind homeownership. Most research literature partly or 
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completely argue that there are important racial and ethnic differences in 

homeownership choice. Another observation is that, higher levels of education may 

bring higher demand for housing. There are also great amount of study about 

demographical factors behind housing tenure choice, however effects of these 

variables may change with respect to related case study areas. A final observation is 

that homeowners have greater life satisfaction and self esteem than renters. They 

have more sense of freedom, and also feel more tied down to their location.    

 

The literature survey shows that there is an important gap in housing literature in 

Turkey. This thesis aims to make a contribution to fill the gap in the literature about 

housing tenure choice in Turkey by choosing Ankara as a case study. The effects of 

these related socio-economic factors on housing tenure discussed in the literature 

survey are investigated for the case of Turkey. A new research agenda focusing on 

differences in householdsô tenure choice is needed with the help of models to be 

developed for this purpose. After reviewing this evolving empirical literature, next 

chapter of the study conceptualizes the theoretical framework and hypotheses of the 

thesis.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES OF THE THESIS  

 

 

 

3.1. Main Purpose and Method of the Study 

 

The main subject of the study is to investigate transition from tenancy to 

homeownership by examining the case study of Ankara. The literature survey in the 

previous chapter illustrates that economic factors dominate the process of transition 

from tenancy to homeownership. Another important result is that socio-economic 

factors affect the timing of shift to homeownership; however the effects of these 

factors change according to different case studies. As a result of the arguments in 

the literature survey, the study is divided into two steps in order to test these two 

important results. In the first step, the main argument is carried on by focusing on 

economic factors. That is, it is investigated whether a household is able to shift from 

renting to owning by taking into account wealth and income constraints. By 

considering householdsô monthly measurable income, different economic ways of 

shifting from tenancy to homeownership are examined in the first step of the study. 

By using quintile income distribution of households, it is hypothetically tested that 

whether different income quintiles are able to become homeowners.  

 

Second step evaluates the second result of the literature survey. After investigating 

which income quintiles are able to buy their own housing units, shifting from 

tenancy to homeownership is investigated by considering effects of different social 

and economic factors in Turkey. In this part, it is aimed to figure out in which 

period of their lives households make decision to shift from tenancy to 

homeownership for those who are economically able to achieve this transition. In 
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this respect, the second step of the study is the examination of effects of different 

socio-economic factors on the probability of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership and housing tenure choice decision. While examining when 

households are able to shift from tenancy to homeownership, also householdsô 

decision on housing packages are investigated in the second step of the study. 

Households start to seek for dwelling units with particular bundle of attributes, 

suitable location, and acquirable price. Households with different social and 

economic backgrounds decide to buy different dwellings in different locations 

which are corresponding with their tastes. These calculations will be differentiated 

for different housing provision methods in order to make a comparison between the 

probabilities of homeownership that different methods provide for households. The 

mobility between different locations of Ankara is examined by considering housing 

tenure choice. 

 

3.1.1. The Method of the Study 

 

The thesis examines tenure and housing consumption choices of recent homebuyers 

only. There are a lot of possibilities for households. The main purpose of the study 

is to examine the shift from renting to owning, and whether households prefer to 

change their current locations in order to become homeowners. For these reasons, 

the possibilities are reduced into following alternatives by the help of the study of 

¥zyēldērēm, et al. (2005).    

 

In order to identify the shifts from tenancy to homeownership, a two-period world 

will be used in the study (t=0 represents the current time period, and t=1 represents 

the future time period). In t=0, there are two alternatives, the household may be a 

renter or an owner. In this thesis, the mobility between locations is also important. 

For this reason, households have two alternatives again: moving or not moving.  

 

In the first case, let household be a renter: 
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     Case 1: Assumption: t = 0, household is a renter 

 

        Alternative 1) Renter|t=1(Current Location) 

                          Not buying a new dwelling 

                          Buying a dwelling as investment purpose not for its own use 

                                

                               Alternative 2) Renter|t=1(Other Location) 

Renter|t=0    

                               Alternative 3) Owner|t=1(Other Location) 

               Higher Social Status 

      Similar Social Status 

   Lower Social Status  

  

                    Alternative 4) Owner|t=1(Current Location) 

 

 

 

In this case, the household is a renter, and suppose that s/he is able to purchase a 

dwelling, which can be located at current district of households or somewhere else. 

According to the utility functions of owning and renting, the household makes the 

decision. In this case, the individual can have four alternatives.  

 

If the preference of household about renting is greater than owning, then household 

will stay in the current location as a renter. There is not a move or change in the 

current tenure condition. This preference is represented as Alternative 1 above. 

However, there is also the possibility that household may purchase the dwelling as 

an investment purpose, but prefers to stay at the current location again as a renter 

because of social or locational preferences of household about the current location.  
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Another alternative is that, household may prefer to move but again being a renter 

in the new location. The main reason of this case may be the change in his/her 

workplace (Alternative 2).  

 

However if the preference of the household about owning is greater than renting, 

then he/she will buy the new dwelling. In this condition, the household moves and 

becomes a homeowner in t=1, as shown in Alternative 3. In this alternative, the 

household may have the chance to move to another location with the same or higher 

social status. However the reverse can be possible, that is household may not afford 

to buy a dwelling at a location with the same or higher social status, so prefers to 

move to another location having lower social status and housing prices for the 

purpose of becoming a homeowner.  

 

The forth alternative is that, the household may have the opportunity of purchasing 

a dwelling at the current location (Alternative 4).  

 

In the second case, the household is a homeowner in current time. 

 

                  Case 2: Assumption:  t = 0, household is a homeowner 

 

   Alternative 1) Owner|t=1(Current Location) 

   

Owner|t=0  Alternative 2) Owner|t=1(Other Location) 

 

Alternative 3) Renter|t=1(Other Location) 

 

 

 

In the first alternative, household may move to another dwelling in the current 

location as a homeowner because their preferences about housing may change.  
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The second alternative is that, the household may change the current location in 

order to shift to a better dwelling as a homeowner. In this alternative, the main 

determining factor is social preferences of households about the amenities of 

location, and in general they are able to carry out this process by selling one of their 

current properties.  

 

In the third alternative, the household may prefer to move from current location and 

become a renter in a new location. In general, the main reason of this alternative 

would be the change of workplace. 

 

There can be another statistical alternative that household become a renter in their 

current location, which may be related to the attachment of the household to that 

locality.  

 

In this thesis, the first purpose is to investigate the decision of households about 

shifting from renting to owning. For these reasons, the third and the forth 

alternatives of the first case are the main problem areas of the study. As literature 

survey illustrates social and economic factors affect the possibility of this move and 

householdsô decision on location and dwelling units.  

 

Two steps of the thesis use different methods in the study. Each of them is 

discussed in the next sections of this chapter. 

 

3.1.1.1. Step 1: Different Economic Ways of Shifting from Tenancy to 

Homeownership 

 

As discussed in the literature survey in the previous chapter, Henderson and 

Ioannides (1986) study the utility functions of both renters and homeowners. In 

their model, utility function is composed of different variables, which are the price 

of owning (for homeowners) or rental price of housing (for renters), the price of all 

other goods, permanent real income, and disturbance term. Here disturbance term 
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comprises variables which are not included in the model, like neighborhood 

amenities.  

 

Permanent income is the main determinant factor when households purchase a 

dwelling by using housing credits. However in Turkey, the ratio of using housing 

credits in housing purchase is not as high as the ratio of housing credits in countries 

with developed housing credit markets. For this reason, in this part of the study, not 

only permanent income but also transitory income and wealth of households are 

added to the model because they play important roles in tenure choice decisions of 

households in Turkey. For this purpose, like the model of Moriizumi (2003), 

measured income is added into the model instead of taking into consideration of 

permanent income only, because measured income includes both permanent and 

transitory income. Also again as Moriizumi (2003), liquefiable wealth is included 

into the model. According to Moriizumi (2003) the saving behavior of households 

is also related with the plans about purchasing housing. They save more if they have 

such a plan. So, the amount of wealth is affected from purchase plan equations of 

households about housing.  

 

That is,  

 

ñUoi = f (po, px, Y, w, eo)ò               (3.1) 

ñUri = f (pr, px, Y, w, er)ò                (3.2) 

 

where, 

 

Uoi : Utility function for homeowners 

Uri : Utility  function for renters 

po : Net price of owning 

pr : Rental price of housing 

px : Price of all other goods 

Y : Measured income 
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w : Liquefiable wealth 

eo, er : Disturbance terms. 

 

In these conditions, if the utility of owning is greater than the utility of renting, 

household prefers to own; and if the utility of renting is greater than the utility of 

owning, then household prefers to rent.  

 

In Chapter 5, householdsô decision on tenure choice is examined by only 

considering these economic factors. Without adding social characteristics of 

households, it is investigated that whether households are able to buy a dwelling. If 

utility of owning is greater than utility of renting, then households prefer to own as 

a result of these equations based on economic factors above. By calculating their 

income and prices of 3+1 room dwelling units in different locations of Ankara 

(¢ankaya, Mamak, Altēndaĵ, Gºlbaĸē, Etimesgut, Sincan, Ke­iºren, and 

Yenimahalle), it is examined whether different income quintiles are able to own a 

dwelling unit. 

 

3.1.1.2. Step 2: Effects of Different Socio-Economic Factors and Housing 

Provision Methods on the Probability of Shifting from Tenancy to 

Homeownership, and Location and Housing Packages Decisions of Households 

while Purchasing a Home 

 

After examining which income quintiles are able to shift from tenancy to 

homeownership and different economic ways of this shift in Chapter 5, effects of 

different socio-economic factors on the probability of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership, and decision of household about location and characteristics of the 

dwelling units are examined in Chapter 6.  

 

In this part of the study, the analysis is based on Cox Proportional Hazard Model. 

Cox Proportional Hazard Model is a method of survival analysis. ñSurvival analysis 

is a method of analyzing whether or not an event will happen. Cox regression 
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provides an estimate of the treatment on the survival rate, after adjustment of the 

explanatory variable
2
ò. Like other regression models, in the Cox Proportional 

Hazard Model, coefficients of the explanatory variables are estimated. That is, Cox 

Regression determines the relationship between survival and explanatory variables.  

 

ñCox's regression is a semi-parametric approach to survival analysis. The 

proportional hazard model is the most general of the regression models because no 

assumptions concerning the nature or shape of the underlying survival distribution 

are required. The model assumes that the underlying hazard rate (rather than 

survival time) is a function of the independent variables (covariates). The method 

does not require that a probability distribution be formally specified; however, in 

contrast to nonparametric methods, Cox's regression does use regression parameters 

in the same way as generalized linear modelsò (Archer, et al, 2010:45). 

 

Some housing studies also use Cox Proportional Hazard Model particularly in order 

to analyze the duration of housing tenure choices. Cox Proportional Hazard Model 

is originally introduced by David Roxbee Cox in 1972.  

 

One of the main purposes of this thesis is to investigate the probability of shifting 

from tenancy to homeownership, and what specific life course events are important 

in this shift. In this respect, Cox Proportional Hazard Model provides important role 

to evaluate the role of socio-economic factors affecting the episode of housing 

tenure change and the timing of the shift.  

 

Like in the study of Li and Li (2006), the shift is investigated by taking into account 

of both economic and socio-demographic factors. For this purpose, a survey is 

carried out in different parts of ¢ankaya and Yenimahalle districts of Ankara. The 

responders of the survey are the households who recently bought a house. The 

survey contains information about the value of the related house, and socio-

economic characteristics of households. In socio-economic characteristics, 

                                                           
2
 http://www.statisticssolutions.com/methods-chapter/statistical-tests/cox-regression/ 

http://www.statisticssolutions.com/methods-chapter/statistical-tests/cox-regression/
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measured income is used as the variable representing income of households. 

However, as it is discussed before also wealth of households is an important 

indicator in the decision of purchasing a house. For this reason, the survey has 

information about both householdsô income and current wealth. Also, in order to 

test the income effect on this decision, the survey contains information about the job 

history of households. In other to evaluate the effects of social and other economic 

variables in this shift, the survey contains information like age and education of 

households, changes in marital status, times of birth of children, retirement status, 

change in family composition, history of tenure choice, and average household size. 

 

In Cox Regression, the dependent variable is called the status variable, and it is 

binary in nature. The value of 1 is given for events that happen, and the value 0 is 

given for events that do not happen
3
. In this case, the status variable is the housing 

tenure of households. It takes the value of 1 if the household is homeowner, and 

takes the value of 0 otherwise.  

 

There is ñtimeò variable in Cox Regression which measures the duration of the 

status variable, and independent variables are called covariates. Covariates can be 

categorical variables or dummy variables. In Cox Proportional Hazard Model, 

hazard is the event of interest occurring, and hazard ratio is the probability of events 

happening in time t+1
4
.  

 

Let,  

 

X = {x 1, x2, ..., xn}                  (3.3) 

 

be a vector of 1 or more explanatory variables (covariates) that are believed to 

affect housing tenure choice of households. These variables may be continuous or 

                                                           
3
  http://www.statisticssolutions.com/methods-chapter/statistical-tests/cox-regression/ 

4
  http://www.statisticssolutions.com/methods-chapter/statistical-tests/cox-regression/ 

http://www.statisticssolutions.com/methods-chapter/statistical-tests/cox-regression/
http://www.statisticssolutions.com/methods-chapter/statistical-tests/cox-regression/
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may be dummy variables which takes the value ó1ô if the factor is present, or takes 

the value of ó0ô otherwise.  

 

Xɓ is a linear regression function: 

 

(ɓ1x1 + ɓ2x2+ ɓ3x3+é+ ɓnxn)                (3.4) 

 

where, ɓôs are unknown parameters. 

 

In this model, the probability of endpoint of an event is called the hazard
5
, and h0(t) 

demonstrates the baseline hazard function, and h(x,t) is the hazard function at time 

t.  

 

The proportional hazard function is driven as: 

 

ñh(x,t) = h0(t)e
Xɓ
ò (Archer, et al. 2010).              (3.5) 

 

ñe
Xɓ

 is the exponential function that specifies how the exogenous variables (x1, 

x2,...,xn) affect h(x,t)ò (Archer, et al. 2010:45). In this thesis, h(x,t) represent the 

probability of shift from tenancy to homeownership at time t.  

 

ñCox regression obtains maximum-likelihood estimates of the ɓ parameters 

without, the necessity of specifying the baseline hazard function, h0(t). The 

proportional hazard model evaluates the probability of ownership termination, 

conditional on ownership of the unit to that point in time. Therefore, the model not 

only evaluates the determinants of turnover at the time of termination, but also 

analyzes the behavior of the unit's owner over the entire event history of ownershipò 

(Archer, et al. 2010:45). 

 

                                                           
5
  http://www.statisticssolutions.com/methods-chapter/statistical-tests/cox-regression/ 

http://www.statisticssolutions.com/methods-chapter/statistical-tests/cox-regression/
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ñOne implementation condition of the Cox model is continuous observation of the 

events over the observation period. This condition is typically not met by economic 

data, which are most often gathered periodically in discrete time intervalsò (Archer, 

et al. 2010:45). However there are other implementations which are right and left 

censoring. The most common form is right censoring; the period of observation 

expires before the events occur, such as the household may not able to shift from 

tenancy to homeownership at the end of the period. The second type is left 

censoring. If initial time of shifting from tenancy to homeownership is unknown, 

that is left censoring. In some observations, there can be both left and right 

censoring.  

 

All analyses are carried out separately for different regions and Cox Proportional 

Hazard Models are used to estimate hazard ratios comparing different locations of 

¢ankaya and Yenimahalle districts of Ankara. As it is discussed before the main 

problem area of this study is examination of the probability of shifting from tenancy 

to homeownership at time t. The dependent variable is the length of housing tenure 

(start as a tenant until switching to homeownership). The independent variables can 

be socio-economic factors like income, wealth, age (five-year age groups), marital 

status (married, never married, divorced, and widowed), birth of the child, 

education level (Primary School, High School, University, MS Degree, PhD 

Degree), retirement, average household size, and etc.. 

 

Cox Proportional Hazard Models predict the likelihood that a household shifts from 

tenancy to homeownership. It is aimed to investigate which households are more 

likely to become homeowners. Li and Li (2006) argues that ñCoxôs proportional 

hazards model, is employed to overcome the conceptual difficulties that arise in 

normal regression context in handling incomplete episode of housing and in 

measuring explanatory variables whose values change during the time that the 

household is at risk of making the changeò (Li & Li, 2006: 658). 

 



76 

 

Cox Proportional Hazard Models estimate hazard ratios with 95% confidence 

intervals in this study. In order to test which dependent variables are significantly 

related to the shift from tenancy to homeownership the corresponding ɟ-value is 

calculated. If the value is smaller than 0,05, then the related variable is significant.  

 

The second step is the calculation of the hazard ratio. ñThe hazard ratio is a measure 

of the sensitivity of ownership termination to changes in an independent variable. 

For example, a hazard ratio of 0.90 means that a one unit increase in the 

independent variable is associated with a 10 percent decline in the hazard. 

Conversely, a hazard ratio of 1.10 implies that a one-unit increase in the 

independent variable is associated with a 10 percent increase in the conditional 

probability of ownership terminationò (Archer, et al., 2010:51). That means, for the 

significant independent variables, if the hazard ratio is smaller than 1, which means 

there is a negative relation between this independent variable and dependent 

variable. The corresponding ɓ value of the independent variable will have negative 

sign in this case. If the hazard ratio is greater than 1 that means there is positive 

relation between this independent variable and dependent variable, and the ɓ value 

of the related independent variable will have positive sign in this case.  

 

Chapter 6 also investigates the link between probability of shifting to 

homeownership and householdsô decision on location and housing packages. ñThe 

housing market is not a uniform entity; rather it can be considered to be a set of 

distinctive submarkets arising from structural and locational attributesò (Adair, et al. 

(1996:67). For this reason, tenure choice and ways of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership vary across different locations. As a result, two residential districts 

corresponding to different submarkets are identified for the case study of Ankara as 

¢ankaya and Yenimahalle. 

 

Different households in the society have different tastes for various components of 

housing packages. For that reason, each household conducts an extensive search for 

a dwelling appropriate to their tastes and income after they decide to buy a dwelling 
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(Rothenberg, et al., 1991). They search to find an equilibrium point between 

different characteristics and location of housing unit, and householdsô income.  

 

In Classical Economy, rational household will choose a residential location by 

weighting attributes of each available alternative. These alternatives compose 

different variables like accessibility to the workplace, shopping, and schools; 

quality of neighborhood life; travel cost; dwelling characteristics like age, number 

of rooms, types of appliances, etc. (McFadden, 1977). In housing location decision, 

households focus on a trade-off between these characteristics and location of the 

dwelling subject to income constraint. For these reasons, three important 

components can be identified in the process of decision on housing purchase: 

location, characteristics of the dwelling, and income of households.    

 

One of the decisions in the process of housing purchase is about the location of the 

dwelling. There is an important literature on residential location. ñAlonso (1964) 

first proposed bid-rent as the basis for land use and urban location theory. He 

developed a deterministic equilibrium model in continuous space, where utility 

depends on the consumption of a generalized good, property size, and distance to 

the central business district (CBD), subject to an income constraintò (P®rez, et al., 

2003:772). In Alonsoôs model, it is assumed that the city is on a featureless plain, 

and there is identical transport cost at a given distance from CBD. That is, locations 

are differentiated only by their distance from CBD, and the utility functions of the 

households are derived through the concept of willingness-to-pay (P®rez, et al., 

2003). 

 

Solow (1973) and Rosen (1974) made important contributions to this model by 

introducing the theory of hedonic prices into the model. Also in 1973 Ewans 

defined the lot size, the time devoted to work, the travel time to work located at the 

CBD, and the time devoted to other activities as sources of householdsô utility. 

Morisugi and Yoshida (1986) link location models with the value of time theory 
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developed in transport research, and they concluded that the time spent at different 

activities is the principal source of utility (P®rez, et al., 2003). 

 

ñDifferent locations provide different utility levels to each individual member 

according to the value he or she assigns to the locationôs characteristicsðthe set of 

attributes describing the dwelling and the environment, including the neighborhood. 

The choice of location also determines different individual utility levels depending 

on its spatial relationship with the location of activities performed by each 

household member, that is, depending on individual accessibility variablesò (P®rez, 

et al., 2003:773).  

 

In the process of housing purchase, also variety of other residential location 

attributes may affect the housing and location choices of households besides 

transportation accessibility. These may include the social composition of 

neighborhoods, residential density, and the level of public services such as schools, 

police, fire, and recreational services (Weisbrod, et al. 1978). 

 

Locations are not unique in the city; for this reason price of dwellings at different 

locations also vary. For that reason, households make a decision about the location 

of the dwelling by taking into account their income constraints. ñLocation has 

different prices, or rents, that are expended from the total family income and reduce 

the disposable income for other goods. Therefore, family members compete with 

one another to maximize their individual utility in a space of possibilities restricted 

by the household incomeò (P®rez, et al., 2003:773). 

 

The second decision is about the characteristics of the dwelling, such as age, size, 

quality, condition, and price of the dwelling. Households drive utility from these 

various characteristics of the dwelling. Also housing prices vary in relation to the 

dwelling characteristics. For this reason, households make a decision about 

characteristics of the dwelling again by considering the income constraint.  
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Housing is a heterogeneous good. For this reason, in economic models housing is 

taken as a combination of different structural and environmental elements. In 

empirical analysis price of each dwelling is estimated by the help of hedonic pricing 

index (T¿rel, 1981). ñA hedonic equation is a regression of expenditures (rents of 

values) on housing characteristics. The independent variables represent the 

individual characteristics of the dwelling, and the regression coefficients may be 

transformed into estimates of the implicit prices of these characteristicsò (Malpezzi, 

2003:68). Equilibrium in the housing market is driven by the relationship between 

market prices of the dwelling and the characteristics of the related unit (Rothenberg, 

et al., 1991). 

 

Consider housing is specified as a vector of those characteristics: 

 

Hi = (h1, h2, ..., hn)                 (3.6) 

 

Where, each hn is the amount of a particular housing characteristics, such as age of 

the dwelling, floor space, condition, structural characteristics of the dwelling, social 

structure of the environment, etc. ñThis defines a space in which each housing unit 

is defined by such a vector; transactions in housing units are thus seen as ñtied 

salesò of bundles of characteristics. It is assumed that the vector (h1,...,hn) includes 

all attributes necessary to describe the housing unit completely and that each 

attribute is capable of objective measurement (though certainly householdsô 

valuations of alternative combinations may differ)ò (Rothenberg, et al., 1991: 54, 

55). 

 

Also, the price of the dwelling can be written as a function of prices to particular 

bundles of characteristics of the dwelling: 

 

p(Hi) = p (h1, h2, ..., hn)                                      (3.7) 
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Where p(Hi) is the market value of the dwelling with characteristics Hi = (h1, h2, ..., 

hn) (Rothenberg, et al., 1991). 

 

However, there is another important point which should be introduced into this 

model. Here, price of the dwelling is calculated by adding prices of different 

characteristics of the dwelling. However in reality, similar characteristics of housing 

are priced differently in different locations of the city. That is, the price of dwellings 

with similar characteristics may have different prices or rents in different locations. 

For this reason, in order to calculate the price of a dwelling, location of the dwelling 

(dj) should also be introduced into the model. Then, 

 

p(Hidj) = p (h1dj, h2dj, ..., hndj)                   (3.8) 

 

where, 

 

dj: the location j 

 

p(Hidj): the price of i
th
 dwelling in location j.  

 

Household make a decision which maximizes their utility subject to their budget 

constraint. A household with a vector of socio-economic characteristics drives 

utility function from various characteristics of the dwelling (Hi), and from the non-

housing goods (Z) (Palmquist, 1984). 

 

As a result, the utility function of the household can be written as: 

 

U = U(Hidj; Z) = U(h1dj, ..., hndj; Z)               (3.9) 

 

where, 

 

Z: the quantity of all other goods and services consumed. 
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So householdôs income function can be written as, 

 

Y = {p(Hidj).(Hidj) + p(Z).Z +T(k, dj)}             (3.10) 

 

where, 

 

p(Z): the price of all other goods and services  

T(k, dj): Transport Cost 

k: Unit Transport Cost 

 

As a result, the householdôs  money income (m) can be drawn as: 

 

m =  Y - T(k, dj) 

    =  p(Hidj).(Hidj) + p(Z).Z              (3.11) 

 

Utility maximization is achieved when a combination of Z and Hi meets both the 

budget constraint and the first order condition. The household chooses a dwelling 

with the combination of characteristics yielding it the greatest satisfaction given 

their income and their relative tastes for each characteristic and for all other goods 

and services (Rothenberg, et al., 1991). 

 

Then, the problem has two dimensions. The first one is that, households face a 

residential location decision subject to their income level. The second one is the 

decision about different characteristics of the dwelling, again subject to the budget 

constraints of the households. Two decision matrixes can be drawn as results of 

these discussions. 

 

First of all, households search for a dwelling which is suitable for their tastes, and 

they seek for locations where they can find that dwelling with suitable bundle of 

attributes: 
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Housing Attribute Packages at Different Sub-Areas: 

 

     d1   d2  d3 . . .   dj 

H1 H1d1 H1d2 H1d3 . . . H1dj 

H2 H2d1 H2d2 H2d3 . . . H2dj 

. .        . 

. .        . 

. .        . 

Hi Hid1 Hid2 Hid3 . . . Hidj 

 

 

 

As it is discussed before, the prices of similar dwellings may also vary across 

different locations. So after households decide to buy a dwelling with a particular 

bundle of attributes, then they seek for the affordable price in different locations 

where they can afford to buy it. That is, in the second matrix, households make a 

decision for dwelling units with a particular bundle of attributes at different 

locations by considering price constraint.   

 

Price of Housing Attribute Packages at Different Sub-Areas: 

 

P(H1d1) P(H1d2) P(H1d3) . . . P(H1dj) 

P(H2d1) P(H2d2) P(H2d3) . . . P(H2dj) 

.           . 

.           . 

.           . 

P(Hid1) P(Hid2) P(Hid3) . . . P(Hidj) 
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This thesis aims to investigate householdsô decisions in these two different matrixes 

when they decide to buy a dwelling.   

 

3.2. Hypotheses of the Thesis 

 

A set of hypotheses, related with the case study of Ankara, are put forward 

considering each stage discussed above. Hypotheses of the thesis can be classified 

under two headings. The first one is about the first part of the study: ways of 

shifting from tenancy to homeownership. The second group of hypothesis is about 

the effects of different socio-economic factors and housing provision methods on 

the probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership, and about location and 

housing packages decisions of households. 

 

3.2.1. Hypothesis about Ways of Shifting from Tenancy to Homeownership 

 

Empirical evidence shows that there is an important literature on relations between 

wealth accumulation, householdsô savings and homeownership. For instance, Hsueh 

(2000) examines the correlation between housing tenure choice and savings 

behavior. Especially because of credit constraints, wealth and savings become an 

important component in homeownership studies.  

 

However numerous theoretical and empirical studies focus on income constraints 

because sheltering purpose of homeownership is the main focus of most studies. 

The findings support high correlation between income and homeownership.  

 

However, in countries where there is a well developed housing finance system, the 

permanent income of the family is the main determinant of housing demand 

because families are able to repay credits, which will not exceed a specific 

proportion of their permanent income. In such an environment, there is a high 

tendency of homeownership, and also it is possible to define a systematic 

relationship between income of households and the housing demand (T¿rel, 1996b). 
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However this systematic relation may not be visible in Turkey. Lee and Myers 

(2003) focus on importance of income effect on homeownership. The findings of 

their research indicate that the effect of permanent income is greater than the effect 

of transitory income. These results are more consistent with the economies of 

developed countries, not with the economies of countries like Turkey where there 

was not an effective housing finance system until recently. 

 

In countries like Turkey, where there is a lack of well developed housing credit 

market, the demand for homeownership in housing is mostly related to the wealth 

and savings of the family than the current income level of households (T¿rel, 

1996b) unlike developed countries. In Turkey, although the Mortgage Law was 

enacted in 2007, it cannot enable the financial market establish an effective 

mortgage credits as long as interest rates remain high. In fact, it only provides some 

institutional arrangements on current housing financial system in the country. As 

Erol and Patel (2004) argue, due to the highly volatile economic environment of 

Turkey, high interest rates and inflation increase the riskiness of both adjustable-

rate and fixed-rate mortgage contracts. For these reasons, the ratio of using long-

term housing credits in housing acquisition is not expected to be high in Turkey. 

Also, purchasing a home by the help of housing credits makes households feel like 

they will have limited flexibility in their future choices, and down payment 

requirement associated with housing credit plays an important role in home 

purchase particularly for young households with little accumulated wealth. 

 

Table 3.1 illustrates that both number of households who used housing credits and 

amounts of credits after the year 1997. However being the fact that interest rates of 

housing credits still very high in Turkey, the effects of housing credits on 

homeownership cannot be directly defined. 
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Table 3.1. Total Housing Credit Amounts and Number of People Who Used 

Housing Credits between the Years 1997 and 2010  

 

 

Year Mil lion TL Number of People 

1997 12 2315 

1998 26 2001 

1999 17 645 

2000 154 2756 

2001 30 454 

2002 125 1148 

2003 281 2694 

2004 487 3771 

2005 172 981 

2006 0 1 

2007 2 15 

2008 8 53 

2009 18 163 

2010 19 228 

 

Source Data: THE BANKS ASSOCIATION OF TURKEY (2001), Consolidated Report on 

Consumer Loans and Housing Loans, 1997-2010 2001, 

http://www.tbb.org.tr/net/donemsel/default.aspx?dil=EN. 

 

 

 

The unequal opportunity of owning a dwelling between different individuals is 

related with the fact that housing credits that have been provided from some public 

funds are not available for every individual in the society. Previous savings and 

wealth of the family become the main factors in housing acquisition process. 

Because of these reasons, in most cases households prefer to combine different 

financial tools when purchasing a home such as saving, transferring from parents or 

relatives, and using housing credits. 
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There are a set of hypotheses related with this topic as a result of these discussions: 

 

Hypothesis 1 Credit and wealth constraints are important barriers in 

homeownership for low-middle income groups in Turkey. 

 

Hypothesis 2 Mortgage credits in current conditions would not significantly 

increase the probability of homeownership for households who are not able to 

purchase a dwelling because of high interest rates, which lead to high debt service 

with respect to their incomes and low loan to value ratios in Turkey.  

 

3.2.2. Hypothesis about Effects of Different Socio Economic Factors and 

Housing Provision Methods on the Probability of Shifting From Tenancy to 

Homeownership and about Location and Housing Packages Decisions of 

Households  

 

The analysis of housing market in Turkey is a complicated study because housing 

development process is highly different from advanced countries. The dual concern 

of households that includes sheltering and investment aspects of housing demand is 

particularly important in Turkey. There had not been a well-developed housing 

finance system until recently, and it is not yet operating at affordable conditions for 

moderate-to-lower income households. Due to the absence of a well functioning 

housing credit system for most home buyers, peculiar forms of housing provision 

have been developed that rely on the wealth and equity financing capabilities of 

individuals in the society. In such an environment, probability of homeownership 

may also depend on some coincidences for moderate-to-lower income groups, such 

as joining to a cooperative or having the opportunity of building an unauthorized 

housing, which may be subsequently regularized. Another opportunity of 

homeownership is for the owners of urban land through making deals with small-

capital house builders (yap-sat­ē), who prefer (and can afford) paying for land with 

dwelling units that they built on the plot. Therefore, homeownership in Turkey 

depends to some extent on the form of housing provision.  
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A critical review of literature on homeownership revealed that no developed model 

is available for a systematic analysis of the ways about shifting from renting to 

homeownership with regard to different types of housing provision in Turkey. In 

general, five different forms of housing acquisition can be discussed: purchasing 

from a previous owner, purchasing from a speculative builder either small capital 

(yap-sat­ē) or large capital, self provision, acquisition through a cooperative. In 

recent years HDA (Housing Development Administration, TOKĶ) has increased its 

activities to produce low-cost housing and sell to homeless households by providing 

credit at below market interest rate. If there is lack of affordable housing credits, the 

first two forms rely on the householdôs own equity. Households use their own 

savings and equity in building their own housing (self-provision) as well. House 

building by cooperatives in Turkey takes much longer time than self-provision. The 

time span between purchasing the land and getting the occupancy permit for the 

dwelling units may take about ten years (T¿rel, 2000). 

 

The demand for housing acquisition may be related to sheltering purposes or 

gaining rental income and speculative profit. Acquisition of housing for sheltering 

purposes depends on savings and permanent income of the family, their preferences 

about houses, availability of affordable housing credits, interest rates, etc. The main 

determinants of acquisition of housing for investment purposes are expected to be 

related predominantly with wealth and savings of the family (T¿rel, 1996b). 

 

Also in this thesis, it is claimed that whether using housing credits or relying on 

wealth and savings, in tenure choice decisions may also change with respect to 

different forms of housing provision in Turkey. It is expected that the ratio of 

households who used housing credits is greater for those who acquired housing 

through cooperatives or purchased from the HDA. In contrast, it is expected that 

households rely mostly on their own savings and wealth in the self provision, as 

well as in purchasing from a builder or an owner.  
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The probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership differentiates across 

different submarkets. ñThe submarket concept relies on the idea of substitutability. 

Substitutes are pairs of goods for which an increase in the price of one leads to an 

increase in the demand for the other. Pairs of goods with similar characteristics are 

likely to be substitutes. In equilibrium, prices equalize across substitutes. Within 

housing submarkets, prices of houses are similar because submarkets contain close 

substitutes. Implicit prices of the characteristics of houses are similar for the same 

reasonò (Bourassa, et al., 2007: 146). Also, dwelling units have similar 

characteristics within a housing submarket. 

 

However there is an important price differentiation between different housing 

submarkets. Also there are important differences between characteristics of 

dwelling units across different locations. For this reason, the probability of shifting 

from tenancy to homeownership differentiates across different submarkets in 

Ankara because the probability of shifting from renting to homeownership is also 

related with the social preferences of individuals about the location of housing.  

 

Social preferences of households may also become an important factor on tenure 

choice decision. Such as, if a household is renter and pleased with their current 

location, they may not leave the place even though they have the chance of 

becoming homeowner at a different location where housing is available at 

affordable prices. On account of not moving from the current location, the 

household may choose to live as a renter if they cannot afford to buy a dwelling at 

the current place or at locations where similar social groups are concentrated. 

Instead of becoming homeowners in locations where people in the neighborhood 

are not socially acceptable to the potential homeowners, they prefer to live as 

tenants in another neighborhood where they want to live. In related part of the 

thesis, mobility between locations becomes important, and it is aimed to draw a 

pattern by associating this mobility with tenure choice decision.   
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There are a set of hypothesis related with this topic: 

 

Hypothesis 3 Transition to homeownership of households living in private rental 

accommodation are expected to be related as much on transitory income, including 

inherited wealth, as on permanent income, in addition to homeownership 

opportunities provided by different forms of housing provision in Turkey. 

 

Hypothesis 4 Forms of housing provision also affect the probability of shifting 

from tenancy to homeownership for households.  

 

Hypothesis 5 The demand for a dwelling in different housing submarkets in Ankara 

is related with socio-economic backgrounds of households as well as characteristics 

of dwelling units in each submarket.  

 

Hypothesis 6 Existence of housing submarkets with highly differentiated price 

levels enable households with different income to buy the preferred housing 

package at the submarkets with affordable price levels. 

 

Hypothesis 7 Households choose to buy housing in submarkets where households 

of similar socio-economic characteristics live, although there may be housing 

alternatives with similar attribute endowments and prices in some other submarkets. 

Therefore, there is high mobility between only certain housing sub-markets.  

 

3.3. Concluding Remarks 

 

This chapter illustrates the framework and hypotheses of the chapter. In the first 

part of the study the analysis is based on Households Budget Survey in order to 

investigate different economic ways of shifting from tenancy to homeownership. 

The second part of the study investigates effects of different socio-economic factors 

on the probability of homeownership. The analysis is developed with the help of 

Cox Regression Analysis. 
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Before evaluating each step of the thesis and related hypotheses, the next chapter 

briefly summarizes historical developments in housing tenure and housing 

provision methods in Turkey in order to understand the dynamics in housing sector 

in Turkey. This summary will provide a better understanding for the results of the 

analysis in the following chapters and evaluation of the hypotheses.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

HOUSING SECTOR IN TURKEY  

  

 

 

Before examining the shift from tenancy to homeownership by considering different 

housing provision methods, a brief summary on historical developments in housing 

provision and housing tenure in Turkey are discussed in this chapter. It is important 

to note that, the study area of the thesis only covers the authorized housing stocks. 

So the chapter summarizes historical developments in housing provision and 

housing tenure in Turkey. 

 

4.1. The Historical Developments in Housing Provision in Turkey and the 

Authorized Housing in Ankara 

 

In a country, housing provision depends on factors such as ownership of land, rise 

in land values, speed of urbanization, developments in construction industry, and 

interventions of the state on the housing sector. While these factors change with 

time, also housing provision methods changes in order to accommodate with these 

new conditions and social needs. Also, housing provision in Turkey has had 

important transformations, and new types of housing provisions have been 

developed since the 1930s with changing conditions in Turkey (Tekeli, 1982).  Also 

housing pattern in Ankara has been undergoing significant changes since 1923, after 

the declaration of Ankara as the capital city of Turkey.  

 

The forms of housing provision can be grouped under two headings: non-profit 

housing provision and speculative housing provision. Under the heading of non-

profit housing provision, the supply of cooperatives, municipalities, social security 
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organizations and Housing Development Administration (HDA) can be grouped. 

Under the heading of speculative housing provision, small-capital speculative house 

builders (Yap-Sat­ē) and large capital construction firms can be discussed (T¿rel, 

1996a). 

 

In this study, small and large capital speculative house builders are examined under 

the heading of Commercial Developments. The supply of housing by the Social 

Security Organizations and the Housing Development Administration are examined 

under the heading of Public Sector Developments.  

 

When historical developments of housing provision in Turkey are examined, self-

provision of housing historically emerged earlier than the other types of housing 

provision as it is expected. In 1930s, self-provision was the principal form of 

housing provision. While there was slow urbanization in that period, and urban land 

had not gained much speculative value yet, the land cost in housing production was 

relatively small. For this reason, local authorities had the possibility to develop 

sufficient land for urban growth. This environment provided necessary conditions 

for self provision on housing to satisfy housing demand of the society in 1930s. In 

this process, the role of local authority was to control the housing production 

process rather than involving in the process by itself (Tekeli, 1982). 

 

When self-provision was the main housing provision method in the society, the 

most common tenure type would be the owner-occupation. In this process, the rate 

of tenancy would be lower than the rate of tenancy in other periods. The shift from 

homeownership to tenancy would depend on changes in the social position of 

households in the society. The factors like the change in the location of 

employment, or divorce, or inheritance may cause some empty stock of housing 

units in the market which are the structural changes that shape the new housing 

tenure pattern in the society. As a consequence of these changes, these empty 

housing units may be introduced into the market as rentable units for other 

households. This process results in emplacement of the renters in these new empty 
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stocks which were abandoned by their homeowners (Tekeli, 1982). The change in 

the tenure structure from homeownership to renting is likely to continue also today. 

 

After acceleration of urbanization and the rise in land values, self provision became 

insufficient to supply housing demand in the society. With rapid urbanization, 

demand for housing started to increase, and self-provision method on housing could 

not catch up with this increasing velocity. Also rising land values removed the 

possibility of constructing detached houses in single plots for middle income 

groups. For these reasons, self-provision became a luxury method which was only 

available for higher income groups as well as in smaller settlements where low rise 

house building still dominates. So, in order to satisfy the housing needs of 

moderate-to-lower income groups, new ways of housing provision methods started 

to be introduced into the market, such as illegal housing provision (squatter 

housing) and house building cooperatives (Tekeli, 1982).   

 

4.1.1. The Cooperatives 

 

ñCooperatives, which are non-governmental organizations, have been producing 

housing for their members (shareholders) since mid-1930s in Turkey. Cooperative 

members acquire dwellings in freehold ownership status after construction is 

finished, and then the cooperative that has fulfilled its task is dissolvedò (T¿rel, 

2002:2).  

 

After middle income groups lost their opportunity to attain detached houses in 

single plots, housing cooperatives started to be established in mid-1930s in Turkey. 

The first example was Bah­eli Evler Housing Cooperative in Ankara. After the 

rapid urbanization started to affect other parts of the country, this new type of 

housing provision method spread to the whole country in 1950s. Even the first 

creators of cooperative formation in Ankara were high ranked bureaucrats, after 

1950s, this form of provision started to be available for middle and upper income 

groups (Tekeli, 1982).   
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After housing by a cooperative is constructed, households living in these dwelling 

units will be homeowners, but after horizontal and vertical mobility in the society, 

some of the dwellings will be brought to the market as rentable units (Tekeli, 1982). 

In this section of the study, historical developments and formation of housing 

cooperatives in Turkey are discussed.            

 

Housing cooperatives aim to provide housing to their members (shareholders) at 

affordable prices. Housing cooperatives normally consist of between 20 to 100 

apartments. As T¿rel (2002) summarizes: 

 

 ñCooperatives are civil society organizations that are founded and managed in 

accordance to the Cooperatives Law, dated 1969, and amended in 1988. A 

cooperative can be founded by at least 7 persons, and it acquires legal status with 

the approval of its charter by the Ministry of Trade and Industry, where all 

cooperatives are registered. The Ministry has the authority to inspect the accounts 

and activities of cooperatives. Cooperative members are called members in the 

Law, and the council of members has to meet at least once a year to review and 

approve activities and accounts of the executive committee, to elect executive 

committee members for the next year, and to take decisions concerning the work 

program of the cooperative and monthly payment obligation of each shareholder. 

An officer of the Ministry should be present in the meetingò (T¿rel, 2002: 8).  

 

The cooperative movement in the Western countries has close relations with 

development of industrial capitalism. The development of the cooperative system 

was not an unexpected event; in fact it emerged in order to deal with the unpleasant 

consequences of industrialization. However, the development of cooperative 

movement in Turkey can be seen as an adaptation of housing cooperative models of 

Western countries (¥zkan, 2009) with a major difference that housing cooperatives 

were social rented housing, whereas they produce owner occupied housing in 

Turkey.  
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The economic crisis of 1930s affected the housing sector in this period. For these 

reasons, there was a need of new alternatives for housing provision. So after the 

declaration of Ankara as the capital city of the nation, the first cooperative housing 

(Bah­eli Evler Housing Cooperative) was established in Ankara in 1934 (¥zkan, 

2009). 

 

Bah­eli Evler Housing Cooperative was shaped as a reinterpretation of the Western 

housing cooperative movement. In this period, the cooperative movement in Turkey 

has been supported by governments in an ideological manner. The Turkish 

Cooperatives Association was established in 1930s which can be shown as a sign of 

support towards this form of housing provision. Also in that period, the State owned 

Real Estate and Credit Bank provided credits to finance the construction of houses 

by the Bah­eli Evler Housing Cooperative (Tekeli & Ķlkin, 1984 cited in ¥zkan 

2009).  

  

As it is discussed before, the housing cooperative movement in the Western 

countries started to emerge as a reaction to negative impacts of industrialization. It 

is resulted to meet housing demand of low income households who were living in 

poor conditions, insecurity and hardship. However the emergence of housing 

cooperatives was not a movement of low income groups in Turkey, in fact one of 

the important features of the Bah­eli Evler Cooperative was the high social status of 

its members. They were high ranked bureaucrats who want to solve their housing 

problem with the help of a housing cooperative (Tekeli & Ķlkin, 1984 cited in 

¥zkan 2009). 

 

After the Bah­eli Evler Housing Cooperative, another one under the name of 

G¿venevler Housing Cooperative was established in 1936 by some of powerful 

bureaucrats who left the Bah­eli Evler Housing Cooperative. The site plan of this 

new housing cooperative was designed in lines with the ñgarden city approachò 

(Kubin, 1991 cited in ¥zkan 2009). 

 



96 

 

Bah­eli Evler Cooperative was not formed with the aim of having tenure rights in 

the frame of cooperative rules. Instead, the members of the cooperatives preferred 

private ownership (¥zkan, 2009). ñBah­eli Evler Housing Co-operative was formed 

by these middle/high ranked bureaucrats and was based on the principle of building 

housing for private ownership by its members. Also the memberôs status was an 

advantage for the co-operative in the sense that they could benefit from their close 

relationships with the local and central government authorities as well as with the 

state owned banksò (¥zkan, 2009: 165). 

 

Turkey started to shift from agricultural based economy to industrial based 

economy after the Second World War. As a result of this process, the level of 

migration from rural to urban areas started to increase. However the cooperative 

movement began to be experienced in 1930s when the industrial development was 

at an initial stage in Turkey yet (¥zkan, 2009). ñHuge amount of the population was 

constituted by rural people and adverse impacts of the industrialization, which were 

regarded as one of reasons of the start of the co-operative movement in Britain, 

were not again in the agenda of Turkey. Thus, being aware of this differentiation, 

Turkish experience might be regarded as an adaptation of a historically and 

contextually emerged institution to an environment where the context was very 

differentò (¥zkan, 2009:160). 

 

The environment suitable for cooperative development in Turkey started to be 

prepared in late 1920s, when the Trade Law and other Laws concerning agriculture 

cooperatives were enacted. However the first cooperative organizations in Turkey 

appeared before this period (Keleĸ, 1967 cited in ¥zkan 2009). For these reasons, it 

can be argued that the start of cooperative movement in Turkey was a result of a top 

to down movement unlike the examples in Europe which were results of bottom up 

movements (Tuna, 1944 cited in ¥zkan 2009). ñThat is to say, the start of co-

operative movement in Turkey has been different from the case in Europe, where 

the co-operative movement appeared as a result of socio-economic needs. In Turkey 

the ideological discourses and adaptations have been influential for the start of the 
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co-operative movement. Although contextual differences exist between the Europe 

and Turkey, this Western institution were tried to be adapted in Turkey as a top 

down movementò (¥zkan, 2009:160). 

 

The Second World War had one of the most important impacts on the formation of 

housing sector in Turkey. Second World War was the beginning of the years which 

were determinant in many respects in the formulation and definition of the housing 

issue and the policies for the following years. The roots of the urbanization trends 

and labor market dynamics had affected the housing sector, and these economic and 

social dynamics also led the emergence of illegal housing provision (gecekondu) in 

Turkey which necessitates new formulation for housing policies. There was rapid 

urbanization, growing non-agricultural labor which resulted high migration from 

rural to urban areas, and also the growing weight of irregular settlements in the 

urban centers started to become main characteristics of urban spaces (Burkay, 

2006). In these periods, the housing supply could not be increased to meet the 

demand created by immigration, and rapid urbanization after the Second World 

War, which started to affect urban areas. These factors increased the demand for 

housing in Turkey, which had already started to increase after the declaration of the 

Republic.  

 

In 1948, the Real Estate and Credit Bank was reorganized and continued to give 

credit for housing. After 1950s, the Social Security Organization started to give 

credits for cooperatives of the members of this organization (¥zkan, 2009). ñIn fact, 

involvement of the Social Security Organization in housing financing can be 

regarded as a turning point for the co-operative housing movement. At the same 

time, the Mutual Help Organization of Army Officers also began to give credits to 

the co-operatives of its members in 1962, but its contribution to housing provision 

has been much less than the Real Estate and Credit Bank and the Social Security 

Organization. In this period, the number of housing co-operatives has grown 

slightlyò (¥zkan, 2009: 169). 
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In 1960s, the housing cooperative developments started to increase. In this period, 

there was increasing need for new housing developments as a result of migration to 

cities. In 1965, the Flat Ownership Law also contributed to the organization of the 

housing cooperative movement. In that period, housing policy was included in the 

First Five Year Development Plan (1963-67), that is housing provision was tied 

with the rise in economic and social standards in this period (¥zkan, 2009). 

 

One of the most important impacts of the Flat Ownership Law is that, the Law 

makes it possible to build apartment blocks in one parcel. This provides opportunity 

for middle income groups to share the increasing cost of land development that 

increase the possibility for middle income groups to become homeowners. In this 

period, housing cooperatives continued to produce dwelling units for upper and 

middle income groups (¥zkan, 2009). However lower income groups were not able 

to afford the repayments of housing cooperatives.  

 

In 1960s, as the results of the governmentôs support on mass housing in Turkey, 

more favorable environment was established for the development of housing 

cooperatives. Also in that period, the Squatter Housing Law was enacted in 1966 

which also supported housing cooperatives by providing squatter prevention areas 

created by central and local government organization (¥zkan, 2009).  

 

In the period of Second Five Year Development Plan (1968-1972), the Land 

Development Office was established with the Law 1164 in 1969. The establishment 

of the Office aimed to generate social benefit from the development and production 

activities of land. In this period, in order to regulate cooperative institutions, the 

Cooperatives Law was enacted which was an important development for housing 

cooperatives. The laws gave priority to housing cooperatives on publicly developed 

land, and also aimed to regulate housing cooperatives as one of the important 

housing provision methods (Ko­, 1989 cited in ¥zkan 2009). 
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Another important point is that, there were also close relationships between housing 

cooperatives and local authorities. One of the examples of this cooperation was 

Kent Koop being a municipal type of cooperative housing and it had taken its roots 

from the Ķzmit Project. This cooperative union was supported and founded by the 

Municipality of Ankara (¥zkan, 2009). 

 

One of the largest housing cooperative projects in Turkey was Batēkent which was 

also produced by Kent-Koop. It is an important project because it has became a 

model for housing cooperatives after it was established. The establishment of Kent 

Koop has been one of the turning points in terms of housing cooperative 

development in Turkey. Kent-Koop was established by the Ankara Municipality 

and thirteen cooperatives in year 1979 (¥zkan, 2009). 

 

ñ1970s was the initial phase for the progressive housing cooperative movement in 

Turkey. The ñmass housingò discourse has been firstly introduced with the Second 

Five Years Development Plan (1968-72). So, institutionalization of mass housing 

began with the Second Five Year Development Plan. Oran City was the first 

example for mass housing implications, which was undertaken by a private sector 

initiativeò (¥zkan, 2009: 177). 

 

By the end of 1970s, many large housing cooperative projects including Ķzmit, 

Batēkent were planned and implemented with the contribution of municipalities and 

the finance provided from public sources (¥zkan, 2009). ñThe crucial characteristic 

of the period, which was that cooperatives established or managed with the 

contribution of municipalities, continued by the following projects. These 

municipalities were run by social democrats who tried to enable lower income 

people to benefit from mass housing investments of municipalities through the way 

of housing cooperativesò (¥zkan, 2009: 178). 

 

The economic crises at the end of 1970s affected welfare policies in the World. A 

new period for Turkey also started at the beginning of the 1980s. This period is 
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described as the transition to the liberal and open market economy which also 

affected the housing sector in Turkey. 

 

In 1980s, the housing cooperative movements were supported by the government, 

so 1980s were the years of strengthening of the housing cooperatives. For these 

reasons, the number of housing cooperatives increased sharply in this period. This 

increase may also took its root from the fact that, housing cooperatives have began 

to be seen as a third alternative for the housing market in the new economic 

environment in 1980s (Pestoff, 1991 cited in ¥zkan 2009).  

 

In this period, two housing laws were enacted. The first one was in 1981, which was 

the Mass Hosing Law of 2487. The law necessitated the allocation of at least 5 per 

cent of state budget for the finance of mass housing projects. The law can be 

regarded as the continuation of the housing cooperative movement (¥zkan, 2009). 

ñWith this Law, without making any differentiation between households, everybody 

was allowed to get credits via housing cooperatives and the Social Security 

Organization, as much as the 90 % of the construction cost. Hence, the housing co-

operatives and their associations, and other social security organizations had the 

priority for getting creditsò (¥zkan, 2009: 179).  

 

With related to the economic stabilization program of 1980s, the housing demand 

decreased in Turkey. For these reasons, the Mass Housing Fund became more 

effective after the second Mass Housing Act dated 1984, and numbered 2985, 

which made much greater contribution to the housing cooperative developments. 

This law removed certain priorities on housing cooperatives, and opened door for 

individual credit demands (¥zkan, 2009). 

 

ñIn 1985, T¿rkkonut, the second central association of housing co-operatives, was 

established to carry out the ¢ayyolu Project in Ankara with the financial support 

from the Mass Housing Fund. It was established by the initiative of the Mayor of 

Ankara Municipality who was a member of Mr. ¥zalôs party and has different 
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political views from social democrats. Hence, the ¢ayyolu Project was developed 

by T¿rkkonut in competition with the Batēkent Project of Kent-koopò (¥zkan, 

2009). 

 

After 1990s, because the resources of the Mass Housing Fund were limited, 

Housing Development Administration (HDA) had to limit the amount of credits for 

housing cooperatives. After 2000s, the number of housing cooperatives started to 

decrease due to decreasing financial supportive mechanisms of the government 

(¥zkan, 2009).   

 

To sum up, 1980s and 1990s are the years when the housing cooperative movement 

had its golden years. However, beginning from 2000s, the number of housing 

cooperatives started to decrease. One of the reasons behind the decrease is related to 

high real interest rates in 2000s, causing a significant rise in the cost of cooperative 

constructions. Another reason can be the rise of dominance of speculative house 

builders which both serves to upper and lower income groups (¥zkan, 2009). 

 

ñContrary to their counterparts in many European countries, cooperatives have not 

produced social rented housing in Turkey as this is not a defined task in the 

legislation concerning housing cooperatives. Their contribution to housing 

provision began to increase in the first half of 1980s, and about a quarter of new 

housing has been built by cooperatives during the last two decades. They have been 

supported by local and central governments in the forms of the priority given to 

cooperatives in the allocation of credits from public funds, in the sale of land 

developed by local or central government agencies, and in the supply of 

infrastructure to cooperative housing projects. Subsidies are involved in most of 

these forms of support by the public sectorò (T¿rel, 2002:2). 

 

Housing cooperatives are mostly encouraged by public credit mechanism. Because 

of that reason, the method is not affordable for all income groups in the society. 
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This resulted in the development of other forms of housing provision during the 

same time period (Tekeli, 1982).  

 

4.1.2. Commercial Developments 

 

Small and large capital speculative house builders produce housing for their 

economic profits. The housing industry differs from the other industrial types as the 

producers of housing units are also the sellers of their own products (T¿rel, 1996a).  

 

Small capital speculative house builders (yap-sat­ē) started to be common in 

housing provision in the late of 1950s. As it is discussed before, after rapid 

urbanization and rising land values, middle income groups started to produce new 

alternatives which enable them to share the land cost by cooperating together 

(Tekeli, 1982).   

 

In small capital speculative housing provision, the main actor is not the housing 

buyer, but the speculative builder. In this process, the builder has the whole 

responsibility of land provision, housing construction, and submission of the 

dwelling into the market (Tekeli, 1982).  

 

In 1950s, this type of provision was developed by small capital house builders with 

limited capital in related period. This type of entrepreneurship has two different 

roots. The first one is composed by individuals who have occupations like 

architecture and civil engineering. They perform their jobs with their very limited 

capital. The second type starts to work in construction business when they are so 

young. After saving a certain amount of capital they enter to the market as house 

constructors (Tekeli, 1982). 

 

Usually, the small capital house builders are not the owners of the land. They build 

dwellings on plots of other individualôs ownership. The land can be acquired after 

the destruction of an old building; as well it can be an empty plot having 
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development rights. The speculative builder gains the rights to build the house on 

the related plot by giving the ownership of some of the flats to the owners of the 

land. By this way, it is not necessary for the builder to consume capital for the land. 

The builder starts to construct the building after they sell some of the flats 

belonging to him (Tekeli, 1982). 

 

In this type of housing provision, relatively more dwellings are introduced to the 

market as renting than self-provision and cooperative types of housing provision 

because owner of the land will be the owner of more than one dwelling after the 

construction is completed. The small capital house builders prefer to construct 

apartment buildings in relatively prestigious locations in order to obtain more 

profits. These conditions pressurize a rise in development rights on related lands 

(Tekeli, 1982).  

 

Large capital speculative house builders are usually mass housing production firms. 

In this housing provision, the housing project does not consist of one single 

apartment block. They are large massive housing projects. These housing projects 

differ from small capital house provision in some different aspects. First of all, 

unlike the small capital entrepreneurship, the ownership rights of the land belong to 

the entrepreneur in large capital entrepreneurship. That is, all properties (building 

and land) are owned by the large capital firms. The generated value after the 

acquisition of developing rights is captured by the house builders in this type of 

housing provision. For this reason, in the development process, house builders 

should apply for the development plan and attain development rights of the related 

plot for housing development. This process necessitates the construction of a mass 

housing project in a large plot in order to achieve economically profitable projects 

which is also different from small capital house provision in Turkey (Tekeli, 1982).  
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4.1.3. Public Sector Developments 

 

Social Security Organization, Armed Forces Pension Fund and Social Security 

Organization of Merchants and Artisans and Other Self-Employed Professionals are 

social security organizations providing housing finance to their members. However, 

these housing loans were limited due to the lack of funds, and only limited group of 

members could benefit from these institutionsô housing loans (Keleĸ, 1997 cited in 

Aydēn 2006). 

 

With the Law numbered 5417, the Social Security Organization (SSK) was 

authorized to give loans for housing. The loans were provided to the members of 

the Social Security Organization who were covered by its health insurance and 

pension schemes. Social Security Organization provided housing credits between 

the years 1950 and 1984 for 233 dwelling units (T¿rel, 1994).  

 

ñArmed Forces Pension Fund (OYAK) which was established in 1961 has been 

providing loans since 1963 to members who will purchase or construct houses by 

themselves or via housing cooperatives. The building cooperatives that had 20 

members of OYAK could benefit from these loans. Also, personal loans have been 

given to its 20 year-members and to the members who bought the houses 

constructed by OYAKò (Aydēn, 2006: 75). 

 

In 1996, OYAK provided Housing Saving Fund which made it possible for the 

OYAKôs members to save up the down payment which was needed for buying a 

housing unit (Aydēn, 2006). 

 

Between the years 1976 and 1980 Social Security Organization of Merchants and 

Artisans and Other Self-Employed Professionals (Baĵ-Kur) also provided credits 

for its members. In order to get credits from Baĵ-Kur, the household should have at 

least 5 year membership. The loans were provided for the housing cooperatives 

which had at least 15 members who did not have their own houses. The loans had 
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interest rates of 5 per cent with a period of 15 years. Because of the high 

inflationary environment in Turkey and rapidly increasing financial problems of the 

Fund, Baĵ-Kur stopped providing housing loans after 5 years (T¿rel, 1994; Uludaĵ, 

1997 cited in Aydēn 2006). 

 

Another housing finance organization in housing provision in Turkey was Emlak 

Bank, which was found in 1926 under the name of Emlak ve Eytam Bank. It aimed 

to support and finances the building sector. The Bank was reorganized in 1946 in 

order to increase its effectiveness, and renamed as Emlak ve Kredi Bank after this 

year. The Bank again reorganized in 1988 and was renamed as Emlak Bank in 

related year (T¿rel, 1994 cited in Aydēn 2006). ñEmlak Bank began to give housing 

loans not only for newly built housing but also for owner builders with a fixed 

monthly interest rate 5,5 percent for a maximum period of 20 years during the 

second half of 1980s. The source of these loans were the contributions of employers 

for 'assistance for home ownership of employeesô deposited in Emlak Bankò 

(Aydēn, 2006: 78). 

 

As Aydēn (2006) discussed, 

 

ñEmlak Bank was the only bank that had the 

legal authorization to participate in joint 

venture of residential construction business 

given by Turkish Banking Act. In other 

words, it operated both as a lender and 

developer in housing sector. It raised funds 

from the sale of own built houses. This 

method of fund raising is used by the 

Housing Development Administration 

recently in order to fund social housing 

projects. On 06.07.2001 the activities of 

Emlak Bank was decommissioned by the 

government under the law of 4684 and 

Cabinet decision number 2001/2202, and its 

banking assets and liabilities were taken over 

by another state-owned bank namely Ziraat 

Bank as a part of economic program 

implemented as a result of the 2001 
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economic crisis. The assets and liabilities 

related to the activities as real estate 

developer and shares of Emlak Bank in three 

affiliated companies, which were not 

operating in the banking sector were 

transferred to Housing Development 

Administrationò (Aydēn, 2006: 79). 

 

 

ñAlthough Emlak Bank was the only financial institution specialized in housing 

finance among Turkish Bank, its share in institutionalized housing finance system 

was between 5-19 percent during the years it had operated. The reasons behind this 

failure were not only unstable economic conditions such as high inflation and 

interest rates and lack of necessary funding for housing loans, but also targeting to a 

small group with high income level and financing of luxury housing which were 

affordable only for this group.ò (Aydēn, 2006: 79). 

 

After the economic stabilization program in 1980, interest rates granted by banks 

and bankers for deposits, increased over the inflation rate. As a result of this, 

households prefer to invest in banks and bankers instead of investing on housing as 

the rate of return in housing investment decreased relatively to savings to banks or 

bankers. Also real wages had decreased with the implementation of the economic 

stabilization program. All these factors resulted in decreases in housing demand. So, 

prices of housing units fell, and the housing sector went into a financial crisis. In 

order to take the housing sector out of the crisis, the state searched for new financial 

tools for housing system. This system would be under the direct control of the 

government, and two housing laws were enacted (T¿rel, 1994 cited in Aydēn 2006). 

 

ñIn the first mass housing law numbered 2487, it was stated that at least 5 percent of 

the income of the national budget had to be transferred to a fund each year. This 

fund would be used to finance large scale housing projects to be produced on lands 

developed by the Ministry of Reconstruction and Resettlement (MRR). MRR was 

attributed duties such as being the developer of publicly owned land and finance 
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institution for both the supply and demand side of the housing sectorò (Aydēn, 2006: 

81). 

 

The second Mass Housing Law numbered 2487 was enacted in 1984. With this 

Law, the Mass Housing Fund was created and aimed to be the main source for 

housing loans. The resources of the Fund came from the taxes like charges on goods 

and services which were regarded as luxury consumption goods. Also again in 

1984, Housing Development Administration (HDA) has founded (Ak­ay, 2003 

cited in Aydēn 2006). HDA also provided personal loans in that period, however it 

stopped to give personal credits after 1989 (Aydēn, 2006). 

 

HDA has been one of the most important actors in housing provision since 1984. 

However the number of loan applications accepted by the HDA decreased by the 

years because of insufficient financial sources of the institution. Another important 

reason is that, the increase in construction cost caused the loan-to-value of HDA to 

fall. Also between the years 1988 and 1989, HDA had to transfer 30 percent of its 

income to the national budget which caused financial difficulties to HDA, and in the 

following year, the HDAôs income transfer percentage increased to 50 per cent 

(Aydēn, 2006). 

 

The ñdual-indexed mortgage systemò was the new housing credit system introduced 

by HDA in order to deal with the financial problems discussed above. The system 

was designed to operate in inflationary environment of Turkey. In this system, 

credit balances were indexed to the inflation plus a moderate positive return and 

repayments indexed to the civil servantsô salary increase rates. In order to avoid the 

problems that can occur if income of households increase less than the rate of 

inflation, the latter ratio should be higher than the former one (T¿rel, 1994 cited in 

Aydēn 2006). In 1993, all income of HDA was transferred to the national budget 

caused the HDA not to function as an effective housing finance institution after this 

period (Aydēn, 2006). 
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 After 1990, commercial banks started to give housing credits in the form of 

consumer loans. However the monthly compounded interest rate wash high as 5,5 

per cent for a one year repayment period, and 6-7 per cent for the maximum 3 year 

repayment period which makes the system a very expensive type of housing finance 

system (T¿rel, 1994 cited in Aydēn 2006). 

 

ñAlthough, originally the Mass Housing Fund was intended to solve the problem of 

housing for the middle and low income groups, eventually it proved to be a 

mechanism of house ownership for the middle and upper income groups. Such a 

consequence is related to the concerns and priorities of the political decision makers 

embedded in the institutional and legal framework of the Mass Housing Fund as 

much as the economic logic of the periodò (Burkay, 2006: 63). 

 

In 2004, legal proceedings on the Mortgage Law were launched in Turkey, and the 

Law was enacted on February 21
st
 in 2007. Mortgage credit system has long been 

used in housing policies by advanced countries. The common feature of the system 

is that, it gives the opportunity to acquire housing by the help of small amounts of 

payments in a long time period changing from 15 to 30 years. Households prefer 

repaying mortgage credits instead of paying rent because at the end of repayment 

period they become owners of the in dwelling. However, although the Law was 

enacted in 2007, it is still subject to debate to what extent lower-middle income 

groups can fulfill the requirements of the system in Turkey because both wealth 

(equity) and credit constraints still remain important barriers for homeownership.  

 

Until the late 1990s, the Commercial Banks did not prefer to invest in the housing 

sector. Instead they preferred to invest in government bonds because government 

was borrowing at higher rates. However, after the supply of high income 

government bonds lost their profitability, then commercial banks started to invest in 

housing finance business after this period. These factors necessitates new formation 

of housing credit market, so the mortgage market in Turkey began to flourish after 

1990s (Erol and Patel, 2005).  
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The Mortgage Law numbered 5582 has rearranged the finance system by bringing 

new opportunities for both lenders and consumers. The Law defined the 

establishment of new institutions like Financing Firms and Financial Renting Firms 

in a mortgage system besides the commercial banks.  

 

However, Turkey has high inflationary environment and unstable economic 

conditions. For these reasons, households are unwilling to sign a very long term 

mortgage contracts. Also, current interest rates in mortgage credits are still high, 

which makes the mortgage system an expensive way of shifting to homeownership 

compared to non-profit forms of housing provision methods.   

 

4.2. Historical Development in Housing Tenure in Turkey and in Ankara 

 

Rental sector in Turkey differs in many aspects from European countries. There is 

no publicly owned rentable housing in Turkey. Households in Turkey prefer home 

ownership not only for occupation, but also for investment purposes. Also the 

inflationary economy promotes homeownership in Turkey.  

 

Tenancy in Turkey also has different historical development from countries with 

advanced economies. In Turkey, government seldom provides welfare measures in 

the housing sector. During the Second World War, there was an effort to protect 

tenants. The government imposed rent control during that time, as well as at the 

beginning of the 2000-2010 decade. However provision of rental housing was never 

a practical objective of the authorities. In fact, the main objective is to encourage 

the homeownership, and the public sector has provided subsidies for potential 

homeowners and credits for new constructions. However, there was not a 

comprehensive model and social policy for homeownership yet, and also tenants 

have been ignored in this process (Balamir, 1999).  

 

In mid-1980s, Housing Development Administration (HDA) started to provide 

credits with an implicit interest subsidy to both supply and demand sides for new 
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constructions, by giving priority to cooperatives. This action increased the volume 

of housing production, especially the volume of large-scale housing. However, it 

has little contribution to the needs of tenants (Balamir, 1999). ñIn the European 

tradition, large-scale housing developments in physical terms represent publicly 

subsidized social housing to support tenants. In contrast, cooperative investments 

subsidized by the HDA in Turkey imply support for ownership alone, ousting 

tenants. Currently, the only protection available for tenants is that of the judicial 

system and court decisions concerning restrictions on evictions and annual rental 

increases, unless otherwise overridden by the terms of privately drawn up tenancy 

agreementsò (Balamir, 1999: 388). 

 

Since 1960s, housing production in Turkey has been striking. There were low levels 

of capital accumulation and per capita income. Also public resources available for 

developments were scarce. In spite of these factors, housing production in Turkey 

exceeded even the housing production volumes of high producing countries. This 

situation depends on rearrangements of property relations. The formation of 

squatter settlements is one of these rearrangements. The second one is the process 

of informal sharing of land that is legally owned. The third one is a model of 

cooperation between the entrepreneur, the landowner, and the participating investor 

households in the construction of residential buildings. This type of rearrangements 

reaches its formal recognition with the legalization of ñflat easementsò and ñflat 

ownershipò in 1965. In this process, the landowner acquires a share equivalent to 

the ñland rentò or ñsurplusò. This share is usually between 25 or 60 percent of the 

new block of flats. The property owner may either put the stock for rent in the 

market or sell all of them (Balamir, 1999). Income tax is paid only if those flats are 

sold within 5 years of acquisition. In this process, some households have the chance 

to increase their wealth rapidly and to improve their status.  

 

Also this process is responsible for the appearance of various tenancy forms. 

ñTenants, renter households, and owner-occupiers are all interrelated and 

accommodated in each block of flats at proportions based on the economics of 
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development and sharing of the property. This leads spatially and functionally to a 

mosaic of different tenures all taking part in a symbiotic coexistence, rather than to 

spatial differentiations and enclaves of tenures. Tenants are therefore well 

distributed in spatial terms and in terms of stock age and type. The implication of 

such distribution is that tenants are not discriminated or constrained in any manner. 

Rather, they have a wide range of options in every district of the city, in housing of 

different ages and type, and have comfortable access specifically to the newly 

completed parts of the stock. This leads to an extensive market of rentable stock in 

the city, with a consolidated range and relatively lower rental prices for new unitsò 

(Balamir, 1999, p.391). 

 

Housing tenure choice in Turkey can be classified under four headings: tenants, 

homeowners, households live in lodgement, and other tenure groups. The 

households who are not homeowners, but live in homes of their parents or relatives 

paying no rent or very small amount of rent can be classified under the heading of 

ñotherò tenure type. In Turkey, in general the rate of home ownership was 59,8 per 

cent, and the rate of tenancy was 31,6 per cent in 2000. Households who live in 

public housing was 2,2 per cent. The rate of households belonging in the other type 

of housing tenure was 5,5 per cent in 2000 (Konut M¿steĸarlēĵē, APK Daire 

Baĸkanlēĵē, 2003).  

 

In Turkey, the main focus is on tenancy when the subject is to develop housing 

policies. Some households prefer to buy their own dwellings after living as tenants 

up to a certain time, and save money during this period. Balamir (1996) classifies 

tenancy in five groups in addition to this group. The first group is chronic tenants. 

These are households who do not struggle to become homeowners. They are not 

saving for this purpose and they are belonging in low level of income groups. The 

households who choose to live in squatters or in dwellings with very low living 

conditions compose the second group of tenants. The third group is called as 

invisible tenants. These are new married couples who live in the same dwelling with 

their parents. These are the households who will take over the existing housing 
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stock from their parents in the future. However they will be invisible tenants in the 

society up to this year. The forth groups is called the special tenure type in the 

classification of Balamir. These are bachelors or divorced households. The last 

group is the households who are volunteer tenants. These households are tenants 

because they do not prefer to invest on housing (Balamir, 1996). Housing policy 

gives priority to provide new opportunities to households who are chronic tenants in 

Turkey.  

 

4.3. Concluding Remarks 

 

In this chapter, historical developments in housing provision and tenure in Turkey 

are briefly discussed. The summary shows that developments in housing sector in 

Turkey have different dynamics than countries with well functional housing system. 

 

High inflationary environment and unstable economic conditions promote 

homeownership in Turkey because households prefer to be homeowners against this 

risky environment in the country. Also governments used to produce policies to 

encourage homeownership for the citizens by providing subsidies for potential 

homeowners and credits for new constructions. Another factor is that, there is no 

publicly owned rentable housing stock in the country. As a result of all these 

reasons, households seek ways of becoming homeowners not only for sheltering 

purpose, but also for investment purpose. In some householdsô portfolio rental 

income from ownership of housing has important shares.  

 

However besides these encouragements for homeownership, policies about 

supplying affordable housing for low-to-moderate income groups are not sufficient 

in the country. For instance, Western countries started the housing cooperative 

movement in order to provide better housing for lower income groups. However, 

the initial aim of this movement was significantly different in Turkey. The intended 

population of housing cooperative movement was not lower income groups, but in 

fact it was started by upper income groups in Turkey. Housing cooperative provide 
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social rented housing in Western countries, however they are established to produce 

owner occupied housing in Turkey.  

 

Another factor which points the deficiency of policies about affordable housing is 

that interest rates of housing credits in Turkey are much higher from countries with 

advanced housing finance system. All these factors are obstacles for moderate to 

lower income groups to become homeowners. For these reasons, different ways of 

housing provision methods were introduced to the market in order to satisfy housing 

needs of lower income groups which creates specific dynamics in housing sector in 

Turkey.     

 

The second chapter summarizes different factors affecting the tenure choice of 

households. This chapter provides a framework that developments in housing tenure 

and housing provision methods in Turkey are different from countries with 

advanced housing finance system. Next two chapters provide analyses to evaluate 

these different dynamics by the help of a theoretical framework identified in the 

previous chapter.     
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 

ALLOCATION OF HOUSEHOLD BUDGETS ON CONSUMPTION AND 

SAVING IN ANKARA ON THE BASIS OF HOUSEHOLD BUDGET 

SURVEYS AND DIFFERENT WAYS OF SHIFTING FROM TENANCY TO 

HOMEOWNERSHIP  

 

 

 

The literature review illustrates that economic factors dominate householdôs 

decision on tenure choice. The first analytical study in the thesis is about the 

allocation of Household Budgets on consumption and saving, and different 

economic ways of shifting from tenancy to homeownership. The first problem of 

the chapter is to analyze which households are able to shift from tenancy to 

homeownership.  

 

In order to investigate these assumptions and the shift from tenancy to 

homeownership, different economic ways are examined in five different cases for 

different income quintiles. The first case includes the assumption that households 

do not apply for housing credit or borrow from other individuals. The only source 

of purchasing a dwelling is their savings. In the second case, households can apply 

for housing credit. In this case, monthly repayment potential is calculated for every 

income quintiles, and total credit amounts are investigated for different time 

periods. The aim of this case is to analyze whether long term housing credit is an 

alternative option for households who cannot purchase a dwelling by waiting until 

to save sufficient amount of money. The third case also examines long term housing 

credit option by taking into account debt to income ratio. This case makes a 

comparison between two different ways of calculation of total housing credit 

amounts. In the forth case, it is assumed that households may limit their expenditure 
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while they decide to purchase a dwelling. In the last case, it is assumed that there 

are 2% increase in every householdôs saving in every year. The last two 

assumptions assume to create a more optimistic environment for purchasing a 

dwelling unit.  

 

With this purpose there are two hypotheses to be evaluated. The first one is, ñCredit 

and wealth constraints are important barriers in homeownershipò. The second one 

is, ñMortgage credits in current conditions would not significantly increase the 

probability of homeownership for households who are not able to purchase a 

dwelling because of high interest rates, which lead to high debt service with respect 

to their incomes and low loan to value ratios in Turkeyò. 

 

In this part of the study, the statistical data from Turkish Statistical Institute is used 

in order to examine the allocation of household budgets on consumption and saving 

in Ankara. The data was aggregated by using NUTS classification. The Household 

Budget Survey has information for each region of NUTS 2. In NUTS 2 Codes 

Ankara is assigned as a single region as TR51. For the study, TR51 is decomposed 

from the rest of the data. However TR51 NUTS 2 code consists information about 

both rural and urban areas of Ankara. The data names settlements with population 

greater than 20 000 as urban, and names settlements with population lower than 20 

000 as rural. So another decomposition is made in order to select the data for urban 

areas of Ankara. As a result, every analysis in this chapter covers urban settlements 

in Ankara Province. 

 

5.1. Definiti on of Household Income and Components According to Quintile 

Distribution of Households 

 

The main variable in this chapter is householdôs income. This part of the study 

drives main definition for householdôs income. By using Household Budget Survey 

from Turkish Statistical Institute, five components of householdôs total income are 

classified in Table 5.1. These are: 



 

 

1
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6 

Table 5.1.  Average Household Income (TL/Month) in 2003 

 

                                                           
Source Data: Analysis of data from  Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 

6
 Average Household Income without subdivision by tenure 

7
 Average Household Income without subdivision by tenure 

 ANKARA  TURKEY   

 Owner 

Occupancy 
Tenants 

Public 

Housing 

Occupancy 

Other Total
6
 

Owner 

Occupancy 
Tenants 

Public 

Housing 

Occupancy 

Other Total
7
 

Number of Households 804 349 23 120 1296 11859 5089 259 1071 18278 

Average Households Income 

(TL/Month)  

1492 1045 1144 778 1300 1017 814 1090 644 939 

% 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 

Wage Income  816 639 941 537 745 508 521 968 389 511 

% 54,7 60,6 82,3 69,0 57,3 50,0 64,0 88,8 60,4 54,4 

Income from Entrepreneurial Activities 

 

160 220 0 85 166 206 155 4 130 184 

% 10,7 21,2 0,0 11,0 12,8 20,2 19,0 0,4 20,3 19,6 

Real Estate Income 114 21 129 20 80 60 24 54 17 47 

% 7,7 2,1 11,3 2,6 6,2 5,9 3,0 5,0 2,8 5,0 

Securities Income 38 6 42 8 27 23 14 29 9 19 

% 2,5 0,6 3,7 1,0 2,1 2,3 1,7 2,7 1,4 2,0 

Transfers 364 161 32 127 281 221 100 34 98 178 

% 24,4 15,5 2,7 16,4 21,6 21,6 12,3 3,1 15,2 19,0 
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1. Wages and pensions includes wages from primary and secondary jobs, 

bonuses, overtime payments, subsidies, any special cash payment, and income of 

retired members;  

2. Collective earnings from their own enterprises (includes net income from 

farming);  

3. Real estate income;  

4. Earnings from interest on savings deposits, bonds, and dividends;  

5. Transfers.  

 

Table 5.1 summarizes level and composition of total household income according to 

the Household Budget Survey (HBS) of 2003 for both urban Ankara and urban 

Turkey. Figure 5.1 illustrates the bar graph of different components of average 

household income in Ankara, and Figure 5.2 illustrates the income components for 

Turkey. As the main purpose of the study is to examine tenure choice and 

homeownership, the average value of principal components of household income 

are calculated for each tenure type (homeowner, tenants, public housing occupancy, 

and other). 

 

According to the results of calculations in Table 5.1., it can be claimed that the ratio 

of homeownership is relatively higher than the other tenure types both in urban 

Ankara and urban Turkey. In the survey, among 1296 participants in Ankara, 804 

(about 62 %) households are homeowners, 349 (about 27 %) households are renters, 

23 (about 2 %) of them live in public housing, and 120 (about 9 %) households 

belong to other tenure group. Other tenure group indicates households who do not 

pay rent for housing or pay very little amount comparing to market condition. They 

are households living in flats belonging to their parents or relatives. In urban areas 

of Turkey among 18278 participants, 11859 (about 65 %) households are 

homeowners, 5089 (about 28 %) households are renters, 259 (about 1 %) of them 

live in public housing, and 1071 (about 6 %) households belong to other tenure 

group. There is not a significant difference between Ankara and Turkey about the 

shares of population in different tenure types.  
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According to Table 5.1 earnings from wages are the single largest source of 

household total income for all different tenure types both in urban Ankara and in 

urban Turkey. The shares of wages are greater than 50 percent of total income for 

all tenure groups. However for households, who live in lodgement, wages constitute 

almost 82 percent of their total income in urban Ankara (Figure 5.1) and wages 

constitute almost 89 percent of total income in urban Turkey (Figure 5.2) because 

these are white collar households.   

 

 

 

Average Household Income

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1000

Owner

Occupancy

Tenants Public

Housing

Occupancy

Other Total

T
L

/M
o

n
th

Wage Income (Net Income)

Income from Entrepreneurial

Activit ies
Real Estate Income

Securit ies Income

Transfers

 

 

Figure 5.1. Components of Average Household Income in 2003 (Urban Ankara) 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 

 

 

 

After wages the next most important source of household income is transfers in 

urban Ankara which are about 22 percent of total income. This ratio is 19 percent in 

urban Turkey.  However the next most important source after wages in urban 
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Turkey is not the transfers but the income from entrepreneurial activities. The share 

of income from entrepreneurial activities in total income is 20 percent for urban 

Turkey. However, income from entrepreneurial activities constitutes around 13 

percent of total income in urban Ankara. 
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Figure 5.2. Components of Average Household Income in 2003 (Urban Turkey) 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 

 

 

 

Both in urban Ankara and in urban Turkey, for homeowners, tenants and other 

tenure case transfers remain as one of the main sources of total income; however the 

share of transfer income is very small for households who live in public housing 

(about 2,7 percent in urban Ankara, and 3,1 percent in urban Turkey).  

 

Income from entrepreneurial activities also reaches its maximum share for renters 

(about 21 percent) in urban Ankara. As it is expected, the share of income from 
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entrepreneurial activities is zero for households who live in public housing.  

However, the share of income from entrepreneurial activities in total income is 

higher for homeowners and other tenure type than tenants in urban Turkey.  

 

The next source of household income is real estate income which is around 6 

percent of total income in urban Ankara and 5 percent in urban Turkey. This rate 

reaches its maximum value for households who live in public housing (around 11 

percent) in urban Ankara. Government officials have the chance of living in public 

housing by paying lower amount of rent than the market rent. For this reason, even 

if they have their own flats, they prefer to live in public housing and get income by 

renting out their own flats. For this reason, the share of real estate income is greater 

for this tenure group in urban Ankara compared to other tenure types. As it is 

expected, real estate income has the smallest share in total income for tenants and 

other tenure type. Securities income constitutes around 2 percent of total household 

income both in urban Ankara and in urban Turkey. This rate is also greater for 

households living in public housing. 

 

Table 5.1 gives general information to make a comparison between urban Ankara 

and urban Turkey by considering different income sources of households. Such as, 

the percent of wage income in total household income is greater in urban Ankara 

than in urban Turkey. Another important difference is that, the share of income 

from entrepreneurial activities is only 13 percent of total household income in urban 

Ankara. However this ratio is almost 20 percent for urban Turkey in general. There 

is not a significant difference for real estate, securities and transfers income.  

 

Because Ankara is the capital city of Turkey, it is not a coincidence that the ratio of 

wage income is greater than the ratio in Turkey because it is the center of the most 

public services. The ratio of entrepreneurial activities is not very high in Ankara, so 

the share of income from entrepreneurial activities is lower in Ankara than in 

Turkey because of the same reason.  
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Figure 5.3. Average Household Income in 2003 (Urban Ankara) 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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Figure 5.4. Average Household Income in 2003 (Urban Turkey) 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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Figure 5.3 and Figure 5.4 give information about average household income 

without making a subdivision about components of income. In general, the average 

income of households for each tenure type is greater in urban Ankara than in urban 

Turkey case. In Ankara case, homeowners have the highest average income, 

however in Turkey case, households who live in lodgement have the highest 

average monthly income.  

 

 

 

Table 5.2. Quintile Distribution of Average Households Income (TL/Month) in 

2003 

 Owner 

Occupancy 
Tenancy 

Public 

Housing 

Tenancy 

Other Total
8
 

Number of 

Households 
804 349 23 120 1296 

1. Quintile 155,77 174,92 - 177,29 168,88 

2. Quintile 282,00 281,96 275,00 275,98 280,49 

3. Quintile 359,07 370,96 360,00 354,67 362,68 

4. Quintile 437,79 450,10 439,67 425,63 440,45 

5. Quintile 524,83 518,16 536,67 530,04 522,83 

6. Quintile 609,13 604,42 616,54 603,36 607,08 

7. Quintile 676,32 680,18 - 680,10 678,04 

8. Quintile 738,08 743,73 - 742,50 739,79 

9. Quintile 804,96 805,01 812,70 809,58 805,24 

10. Quintile 885,03 888,39 - - 885,60 

11. Quintile 986,19 982,99 - 1001,87 985,93 

12. Quintile 1088,99 1096,18 1060,00 1076,17 1088,60 

13. Quintile 1204,64 1213,45 1195,29 1223,86 1207,91 

14. Quintile 1330,41 1328,56 - 1327,67 1329,97 

15. Quintile 1514,36 1490,68 - 1504,01 1510,13 

16. Quintile 1721,85 1722,51 - 1666,20 1718,58 

17. Quintile 2018,57 2006,48 - 1912,58 2011,03 

18. Quintile 2357,44 2398,92 2376,67 2181,08 2364,89 

19. Quintile 2949,17 3079,24 2890,00 2948,79 2961,33 

20. Quintile 

 

5256,25 8632,48 5043,33 - 5584,85 

Households 

Average 

Income 

1491,51 1046,92 1144,18 777,71 1299,53 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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 Income Distribution without subdivision by tenure 
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After examining the components of average household income, the average income 

of each quintile, which are composed by income levels according to NUTS2 Codes, 

are calculated by considering different housing tenure types for urban Ankara 

(Table 5.2). 

 

An interesting point is that, in higher income quintiles, tenants have higher monthly 

average income than homeowners. Especially for the 20
th
 income quintile, tenants 

have almost 1,5 times average income than homeowners. One of the reasons behind 

this fact is that, many businessmen choose to rent rather than invest on good quality 

housing. 

 

In the utility function, housing is one of the most important consumption goods for 

most homeowners, and also it is the dominant asset in their portfolio. As it is 

discussed before, housing differs from investment tools like stocks and bond in 

many ways. Once a household purchases a house, no adjustment to the size, 

location and etc. can be made without selling this property. However, there can be 

adjustment in holdings of financial assets with zero transaction cost unlike owning a 

house (Flavin & Yamashita, 2002). For this reason, some households do not prefer 

to own a house. Instead they prefer to rent in order to satisfy their demand for 

housing services. So, they can invest in different ways because they want to invest 

this money in more profitable businesses which have greater rate of return 

comparing to investing in house. This may be the reason that, in the Table 5.2, in 

the very upper income quintiles, households in tenants column have higher average 

income than homeowners because high income groups may prefer to invest in more 

profitable ways with higher rate of return than investing in housing. 
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Table 5.3. Quintile Distribution of the Number of Households by Tenure 

Categories (2003) 

 
Q

u
in

ti
le

s
 

Owner 

Occupancy 

 

Tenants 

Public 

Housing 

Tenancy 

Other Total 
N

u
m

b
e

r 

% 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

% 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

% 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

% 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

% 

1. 22 1,70 31 2,39 - 0,00 12 0,93 65 5,0 

2. 21 1,62 28 2,16 1 0,08 15 1,16 65 5,0 

3. 27 2,08 24 1,85 2 0,15 12 0,93 65 5,0 

4. 28 2,16 22 1,70 6 0,46 9 0,69 65 5,0 

5. 23 1,77 31 2,39 3 0,23 8 0,62 65 5,0 

6. 34 2,62 18 1,39 2 0,15 11 0,85 65 5,0 

7. 36 2,78 21 1,62 - 0,00 8 0,62 65 5,0 

8. 44 3,40 15 1,16 - 0,00 6 0,46 65 5,0 

9. 44 3,40 18 1,39 1 0,08 2 0,15 65 5,0 

10. 54 4,17 11 0,85 - 0,00 - 0,00 65 5,0 

11. 42 3,24 20 1,54 - 0,00 3 0,23 65 5,0 

12. 44 3,40 13 1,00 1 0,08 7 0,54 65 5,0 

13. 45 3,47 11 0,85 2 0,15 7 0,54 65 5,0 

14. 51 3,94 11 0,85 - 0,00 3 0,23 65 5,0 

15. 50 3,86 9 0,69 - 0,00 6 0,46 65 5,0 

16. 46 3,55 15 1,16 - 0,00 4 0,31 65 5,0 

17. 40 3,09 23 1,77 - 0,00 2 0,15 65 5,0 

18. 47 3,63 15 1,16 2 0,15 1 0,08 65 5,0 

19. 52 4,01 7 0,54 2 0,15 4 0,31 65 5,0 

20. 54 4,17 6 0,46 1 0,08 - 0,00 61 4,7 

Total 804 62,04 349 26,93 23 1,77 120 9,26 1296 100,0 

 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 

 

 

 

It is expected that homeowners would be more likely to be in the upper and upper-

middle income quintiles. Table 5.3 displays the relationship between income 

quintiles and housing tenure choice.  
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The rate of homeownership is often used as an indicator of the quality of a 

countryôs housing finance system. It also demonstrates the impact of demographic 

trends of government policy on homeownership in various countries (Proxenos, 

2002). The rate of homeownership in urban Ankara is 62,04 percent, and the rate of 

tenancy is 26,93 percent in urban Ankara. Whether housing finance system in 

Turkey helps households to purchase their own dwelling units will be discussed in 

Case 2 and 3 in following sections of this chapter. The high homeownership rate in 

urban Ankara is related with promoting policies of government on homeownership 

and life customs of household in Turkey. Investment in real estate is seen as an 

essential for financial and social success. For most of households in Turkey, 

purchasing a dwelling is seen as a forced saving plan for those who cannot 

otherwise save their money. Also, homeownership is seen as an economic and 

social guarantee in the society in Turkey.  

 

As it is expected, the number of homeowners increases as we move from lower to 

upper income quintiles. There are 121 households in the first five income quintiles. 

This constitutes 9,33 percent of total surveyed population. In contrast there are 239 

households in the five highest income quintiles, and this constitutes 18,45 of total 

surveyed population.  

 

In the tenantsô case, the number of tenants decreases when we move from lower 

income quintiles to higher income quintiles. There are 6 households in the 20
th
 

quintile; however there are 31 households in the first quintile. The lowest five 

income quintiles contain 10,49 percent of total surveyed population, and the top five 

income quintiles contain 5,09 percent of total surveyed households.  

 

Table 5.3 shows that, households prefer owning instead of renting as their income 

increases. However when the highest three quintiles are examined in the Table 5.2, 

it is clear that tenants have higher average monthly income than homeowners as it is 

discussed before. 
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The number of households belonging to the other tenure type decreases as we move 

from lower income quintiles to higher income quintiles. There is no household 

living in public housing in the 1
st
, 7

th
, 8

th
, 10

th
, 11

th
, 14

th
, 15

th
, 16

th
, and 17

th
 income 

quintiles.  

 

 

 

Table 5.4. Quintile Distribution of Average Total Incomes (TL/Month) in 2003 

 

 
Owner 

Occupancy 
Tenancy 

Public 

Housing 

Tenancy 

Other Total
9
 

Number of 

Households 
804 349 23 120 1296 

Quintiles 
Total 

Income 
% 

Total 

Income 
% 

Total 

Income 
% 

Total 

Income 
 

Total 

Income 
% 

1. 3427 0,20 5422 0,32 - 0,00 2128 0,13 10977 0,65 

2. 5922 0,35 7895 0,47 275 0,02 4140 0,25 18232 1,08 

3. 9695 0,58 8903 0,53 720 0,04 4256 0,25 23574 1,40 

4. 12258 0,73 9902 0,59 2638 0,16 3831 0,23 28629 1,70 

5. 12071 0,72 16063 0,95 1610 0,10 4240 0,25 33984 2,02 

6. 20711 1,23 10880 0,65 1233 0,07 6637 0,39 39460 2,34 

7. 24348 1,45 14284 0,85 - 0,00 5441 0,32 44072 2,62 

8. 32475 1,93 11156 0,66 - 0,00 4455 0,26 48086 2,86 

9. 35418 2,10 14490 0,86 813 0,05 1619 0,10 52340 3,11 

10. 47792 2,84 9772 0,58 - 0,00 - 0,00 57564 3,42 

11. 41420 2,46 19660 1,17 - 0,00 1001,87 0,06 64086 3,81 

12. 47915 2,84 14250 0,85 1060 0,06 1076,17 0,06 70759 4,20 

13. 54209 3,22 13348 0,79 2391 0,14 1223,86 0,07 78514 4,66 

14. 67851 4,03 14614 0,87 - 0,00 1327,67 0,08 86448 5,13 

15. 75718 4,50 13416 0,80 - 0,00 1504,01 0,09 98158 5,83 

16. 79205 4,70 25838 1,53 - 0,00 1666,20 0,10 111708 6,63 

17. 80743 4,79 46149 2,74 - 0,00 1912,58 0,11 130717 7,76 

18. 110800 6,58 35984 2,14 4753 0,28 2181,08 0,13 153718 9,13 

19. 153357 9,11 21555 1,28 5780 0,34 2948,79 0,18 192487 11,43 

20. 283837 16,85 51795 3,08 5043 0,30 - 0,00 340676 20,23 

Total 1199173 71,20 365376 21,69 26316 1,56 93325 5,54 1684190 100 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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 Income Distribution without subdivision by tenure 
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In the next step, the distribution of total income in each quintile is examined. The 

values of total income and the share of each quintile in total income are given in 

Table 5.4.  It shows the distribution of income in year 2003 in urban Ankara. 

 

Income distribution in Table 5.4 shows that, the share of income belonging to the 

poorest quintile is only 0,65 per cent in urban Ankara. However, the share of the 

richest quintile is 20,23 percent. When the top five quintiles are added, it appears 

that, 55,18 percent of total income belongs to the 25 percent of total population in 

urban Ankara. However the share of the lowest 25 percent of total population is 

only 6,85 percent of total income.  

 

If tenure groups classified by their shares in total income position, it is clear in 

Table 5.4 that shares of homeowners in total income are greater than shares of other 

three tenure types. In total, homeowners have 71,2 percent of total income in urban 

Ankara. However tenants earn 21,7 percent, households living in public housing 

earn 1,6 percent, and households in other tenure type earn 5.5 percent of total 

income.   

 

5.2. Consumption Expenditures According to Quintile Distribution of 

Households 

 

In the next step of the study, some general descriptive statistics about consumption 

expenditures are examined in order to identify the general characteristics of 

households in urban Ankara. 

 

In this part of the study, the focus is on life-cycle patterns of consumption of 

households in urban Ankara. In doing so, it is aimed to identify the allocation of 

consumption expenditures with respect to different income groups. The data is from 

ñHouseholds Budget Surveyò from Turkish Statistical Institute covering 1296 

households in urban Ankara. By using the data, it is aimed to identify the 

householdôs preferences that determine the allocation of their budget to different 
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goods. The data record all income sources and expenditures, the stock of household 

durables, and also the financial situation of households.  

 

The data is examined with respect to quintile distribution of household income by 

taking into account NUTS 2 codes. Income quintiles are generated by taking into 

account the related part of the survey in urban Ankara. Table 5.5 examines the 

changes in consumption pattern of households in relation to different income 

groups. Table 5.6 examines these changes for homeowners, and Table 5.7 examines 

these changes for tenants. It provides a comprehensive framework for analyzing the 

relationship between allocation of consumption and the budget of households by 

dividing them into quintiles according to their income.  

 

The data in Table 5.5 give information about monthly expenditures on food and 

non-alcoholic beverages of households. Alcoholic beverages, cigarette and tobacco 

are presented separately in the data. It has also information about expenditures on 

clothing and footwear, expenditures on housing, water, electricity and fuel, 

furniture, houses appliances and home care services, expenditure on health, 

transportation, communication, entertainment and culture, educational services, 

restaurant and hotels, and expenditure on various goods and services. One of the 

most important information in the data is the expenses related to the housing 

including rent, and water, electricity and fuel. However, the data on housing 

expenditures also include the implicit rent amount for homeowners besides the real 

rent payments of tenants. Because the aim of the thesis is to find average real 

expenditures of the households, the implicit rent expenses are excluded from the 

data.  

 



 

 

1
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 Table 5.5. Average Expenditures of Household (TL/ Month) in 2003 

 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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1. 95,6 32,6 24,4 8,3 9,3 3,2 64,8 22,1 12,9 4,4 15,5 5,3 30,8 10,5 11,5 3,9 4,4 1,5 2,3 0,8 16,5 5,6 5,8 2,0 293,7 100 

2. 107,7 32,6 25,4 7,7 10,4 3,2 84,3 25,6 21,2 6,4 5,4 1,6 29,0 8,8 11,1 3,4 5,7 1,7 1,7 0,5 19,4 5,9 8,7 2,6 329,9 100 

3. 128,1 31,0 23,7 5,7 17,5 4,2 103,8 25,1 23,8 5,8 4,5 1,1 40,0 9,7 15,5 3,8 5,2 1,3 6,2 1,5 32,7 7,9 11,8 2,9 412,9 100 

4. 146,2 32,7 23,0 5,1 20,5 4,6 118,7 26,6 20,1 4,5 5,8 1,3 43,2 9,7 17,3 3,9 5,4 1,2 2,6 0,6 27,0 6,0 17,3 3,9 447,0 100 

5. 154,7 30,0 27,0 5,2 30,7 6,0 141,6 27,5 15,7 3,0 5,4 1,0 54,5 10,6 24,3 4,7 9,6 1,9 5,5 1,1 30,5 5,9 16,2 3,1 515,8 100 

6. 164,0 30,9 30,0 5,7 33,6 6,3 123,6 23,3 38,0 7,2 6,3 1,2 48,4 9,1 26,9 5,1 10,3 1,9 6,7 1,3 27,1 5,1 15,6 2,9 530,4 100 

7. 192,3 32,6 25,9 4,4 35,5 6,0 124,7 21,1 29,6 5,0 17,9 3,0 57,9 9,8 22,3 3,8 10,8 1,8 11,4 1,9 31,5 5,3 30,8 5,2 590,6 100 

8. 204,5 31,3 22,3 3,4 60,0 9,2 138,2 21,2 24,7 3,8 12,8 2,0 59,9 9,2 31,4 4,8 22,1 3,4 22,1 3,4 21,8 3,3 33,0 5,1 652,8 100 

9. 179,1 28,9 41,7 6,7 36,0 5,8 147,4 23,8 30,6 4,9 7,5 1,2 59,0 9,5 32,7 5,3 12,5 2,0 22,4 3,6 21,1 3,4 30,1 4,9 620,0 100 

10. 181,4 29,1 24,3 3,9 43,3 7,0 146,4 23,5 48,8 7,8 9,9 1,6 57,7 9,3 32,7 5,2 12,4 2,0 13,2 2,1 29,9 4,8 22,9 3,7 623,0 100 

11. 193,8 25,8 42,6 5,7 67,8 9,0 168,0 22,4 42,6 5,7 7,0 0,9 90,9 12,1 45,4 6,1 20,0 2,7 10,6 1,4 34,7 4,6 26,5 3,5 750,0 100 

12. 230,9 28,8 50,9 6,3 44,4 5,5 152,1 18,9 48,7 6,1 16,0 2,0 131,0 16,3 38,8 4,8 11,7 1,5 16,1 2,0 42,2 5,3 20,3 2,5 803,0 100 

13. 214,6 23,6 51,4 5,6 70,3 7,7 201,3 22,1 57,7 6,3 17,2 1,9 106,6 11,7 51,2 5,6 30,5 3,3 10,9 1,2 59,9 6,6 39,3 4,3 910,9 100 

14. 240,0 26,3 29,7 3,3 68,6 7,5 176,3 19,3 50,5 5,5 26,6 2,9 132,7 14,5 51,3 5,6 23,2 2,5 20,8 2,3 45,2 5,0 48,2 5,3 913,0 100 

15. 247,0 22,3 44,0 4,0 136,9 12,3 159,7 14,4 55,3 5,0 28,1 2,5 142,0 12,8 75,0 6,8 53,0 4,8 26,3 2,4 60,1 5,4 82,3 7,4 1109,8 100 

16. 248,3 19,4 50,1 3,9 116,9 9,1 217,4 17,0 75,7 5,9 24,8 1,9 255,0 19,9 82,5 6,4 33,7 2,6 29,7 2,3 83,5 6,5 62,6 4,9 1280,2 100 

17. 249,8 19,4 61,9 4,8 86,2 6,7 261,9 20,4 64,4 5,0 27,1 2,1 253,5 19,7 83,4 6,5 32,2 2,5 34,7 2,7 72,5 5,6 59,2 4,6 1286,7 100 

18. 244,6 18,6 45,8 3,5 122,4 9,3 253,9 19,3 111,5 8,5 15,3 1,2 215,1 16,3 89,2 6,8 46,2 3,5 31,8 2,4 59,9 4,6 79,8 6,1 1315,7 100 

19. 290,3 20,5 50,4 3,6 98,6 7,0 248,5 17,6 113,5 8,0 30,4 2,2 243,4 17,2 80,3 5,7 46,8 3,3 35,1 2,5 79,8 5,6 95,9 6,8 1413,0 100 

20. 342,3 13,2 58,4 2,3 226,1 8,7 342,8 13,3 206,9 8,0 101,5 3,9 396,9 15,4 122,8 4,8 192,3 7,4 176,0 6,8 232,0 9,0 187,0 7,2 2585,1 100 
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Table 5.6. Average Expenditures of Homeowners (TL/ Month) in 2003 
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1. 119,4 34,5 23,0 6,6 8,0 2,3 41,8 12,1 19,6 5,7 42,6 12,3 45,2 13,0 15,5 4,5 8,4 2,4 4,1 1,2 7,1 2,0 11,4 3,3 346,4 100 

2. 112,6 36,6 18,8 6,1 8,0 2,6 55,5 18,0 18,5 6,0 10,1 3,3 32,7 10,6 14,9 4,8 6,6 2,1 4,4 1,4 22,0 7,1 4,0 1,3 307,9 100 

3. 129,0 35,3 22,4 6,1 11,3 3,1 85,2 23,3 21,6 5,9 3,4 0,9 42,2 11,5 16,4 4,5 2,3 0,6 0,7 0,2 19,7 5,4 11,4 3,1 365,7 100 

4. 141,0 33,1 21,0 4,9 25,8 6,1 82,6 19,4 22,8 5,4 5,9 1,4 52,8 12,4 15,6 3,7 4,7 1,1 3,3 0,8 25,3 5,9 25,1 5,9 425,7 100 

5. 167,9 33,8 24,8 5,0 47,5 9,6 92,6 18,7 19,0 3,8 6,1 1,2 46,5 9,4 25,0 5,0 8,4 1,7 8,0 1,6 29,2 5,9 21,0 4,2 496,1 100 

6. 181,3 39,3 17,9 3,9 30,9 6,7 89,0 19,3 25,9 5,6 5,5 1,2 31,8 6,9 23,8 5,2 9,9 2,1 9,6 2,1 19,7 4,3 15,8 3,4 461,1 100 

7. 197,1 35,3 21,8 3,9 41,7 7,5 93,1 16,7 25,7 4,6 20,4 3,7 52,9 9,5 20,4 3,7 13,9 2,5 13,5 2,4 20,5 3,7 37,2 6,7 558,0 100 

8. 208,2 33,0 19,5 3,1 57,3 9,1 115,3 18,3 26,2 4,2 13,5 2,1 57,6 9,1 27,9 4,4 19,4 3,1 22,4 3,6 22,8 3,6 40,4 6,4 630,5 100 

9. 182,7 34,8 38,4 7,3 31,3 6,0 84,9 16,2 34,6 6,6 10,3 2,0 52,1 9,9 28,3 5,4 11,6 2,2 6,4 1,2 14,7 2,8 29,4 5,6 524,6 100 

10. 182,9 30,9 23,7 4,0 41,9 7,1 118,8 20,1 46,4 7,9 10,1 1,7 50,4 8,5 32,7 5,5 13,4 2,3 15,5 2,6 29,3 5,0 26,0 4,4 591,0 100 

11. 199,7 28,5 35,2 5,0 75,5 10,8 110,0 15,7 40,9 5,8 5,7 0,8 101,1 14,4 47,7 6,8 14,1 2,0 13,2 1,9 32,8 4,7 25,7 3,7 701,5 100 

12. 237,0 31,3 48,4 6,4 37,8 5,0 121,5 16,0 54,8 7,2 6,5 0,9 134,1 17,7 33,4 4,4 10,9 1,4 19,6 2,6 36,7 4,8 17,0 2,2 757,9 100 

13. 216,0 26,3 46,5 5,7 54,4 6,6 174,9 21,3 39,7 4,8 16,3 2,0 107,4 13,1 44,4 5,4 16,4 2,0 8,3 1,0 55,6 6,8 41,5 5,1 821,5 100 

14. 255,6 28,5 31,5 3,5 75,3 8,4 140,3 15,6 56,7 6,3 27,8 3,1 115,0 12,8 51,8 5,8 25,2 2,8 23,9 2,7 47,1 5,2 48,1 5,4 898,2 100 

15. 257,3 23,7 41,5 3,8 153,6 14,2 129,2 11,9 62,6 5,8 26,8 2,5 118,5 10,9 70,2 6,5 45,8 4,2 30,6 2,8 55,8 5,1 91,9 8,5 1083,9 100 

16. 246,7 21,3 44,2 3,8 98,4 8,5 158,9 13,7 54,5 4,7 29,2 2,5 283,4 24,5 66,7 5,8 36,5 3,2 25,8 2,2 55,7 4,8 58,2 5,0 1158,3 100 

17. 256,1 21,3 56,1 4,7 88,6 7,4 196,7 16,4 58,5 4,9 31,4 2,6 200,6 16,7 87,7 7,3 38,7 3,2 42,0 3,5 81,5 6,8 61,8 5,2 1199,6 100 

18. 252,4 19,8 45,3 3,6 128,5 10,1 185,7 14,6 130,7 10,3 9,3 0,7 230,5 18,1 87,1 6,8 49,1 3,9 19,9 1,6 56,2 4,4 79,5 6,2 1274,1 100 

19. 285,8 21,3 49,8 3,7 101,8 7,6 212,5 15,9 126,6 9,4 28,4 2,1 239,5 17,9 83,2 6,2 44,3 3,3 25,3 1,9 72,1 5,4 70,6 5,3 1339,9 100 

20. 346,1 13,5 52,2 2,0 240,6 9,4 310,6 12,1 207,4 8,1 112,4 4,4 411,4 16,0 106,9 4,2 193,2 7,5 164,4 6,4 243,7 9,5 184,3 7,2 2573,0 100 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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Table 5.7. Average Expenditures of Tenants (TL/ Month) in 2003 
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1. 77,8 29,2 21,8 8,2 12,3 4,6 91,5 34,3 6,7 2,5 1,7 0,6 23,0 8,6 5,9 2,2 2,4 0,9 1,0 0,4 19,7 7,4 2,8 1,1 266,6 100 

2. 106,6 28,5 26,2 7,0 10,8 2,9 132,2 35,4 25,4 6,8 3,9 1,0 27,1 7,2 7,8 2,1 6,7 1,8 0,1 0,0 19,5 5,2 7,6 2,0 373,9 100 

3. 118,0 27,9 25,2 6,0 15,3 3,6 154,6 36,5 11,2 2,6 4,3 1,0 40,7 9,6 14,5 3,4 3,5 0,8 3,0 0,7 24,0 5,7 9,1 2,1 423,5 100 

4. 130,3 27,3 23,9 5,0 13,7 2,9 175,2 36,7 14,0 2,9 6,9 1,4 44,3 9,3 18,7 3,9 4,0 0,8 1,8 0,4 33,8 7,1 11,1 2,3 477,6 100 

5. 141,4 25,3 26,5 4,7 19,7 3,5 205,3 36,7 16,0 2,9 3,8 0,7 62,3 11,1 21,5 3,8 10,7 1,9 4,0 0,7 35,4 6,3 12,6 2,3 559,2 100 

6. 142,0 24,2 32,9 5,6 22,2 3,8 202,7 34,6 20,4 3,5 8,7 1,5 71,2 12,2 24,0 4,1 5,1 0,9 2,8 0,5 39,4 6,7 14,5 2,5 585,9 100 

7. 168,2 25,6 31,7 4,8 24,4 3,7 207,1 31,5 38,3 5,8 16,7 2,5 60,0 9,1 24,3 3,7 7,6 1,2 5,5 0,8 53,4 8,1 19,2 2,9 656,5 100 

8. 188,7 25,8 39,0 5,3 66,3 9,1 234,4 32,1 15,5 2,1 11,7 1,6 70,1 9,6 46,5 6,4 6,5 0,9 15,3 2,1 18,1 2,5 18,3 2,5 730,4 100 

9. 179,8 21,1 54,1 6,4 35,1 4,1 295,8 34,8 22,2 2,6 0,9 0,1 64,5 7,6 44,4 5,2 16,4 1,9 62,9 7,4 39,8 4,7 35,1 4,1 850,9 100 

10. 174,1 22,3 27,3 3,5 50,4 6,5 281,8 36,1 60,3 7,7 9,0 1,2 93,5 12,0 33,1 4,2 7,6 1,0 2,3 0,3 32,7 4,2 7,6 1,0 779,7 100 

11. 178,3 21,3 64,6 7,7 53,0 6,3 273,4 32,7 47,2 5,6 10,7 1,3 66,3 7,9 36,8 4,4 32,8 3,9 6,2 0,7 43,5 5,2 23,9 2,9 836,7 100 

12. 233,6 23,0 57,6 5,7 35,7 3,5 286,4 28,1 49,4 4,9 21,6 2,1 153,7 15,1 57,7 5,7 13,4 1,3 5,9 0,6 72,4 7,1 30,0 2,9 1017,6 100 

13. 175,5 18,4 64,3 6,7 65,7 6,9 264,4 27,7 55,7 5,8 21,6 2,3 100,8 10,6 39,2 4,1 19,0 2,0 30,5 3,2 94,2 9,9 22,6 2,4 953,7 100 

14. 200,4 17,9 25,1 2,2 54,6 4,9 359,1 32,2 35,5 3,2 16,5 1,5 241,6 21,6 42,1 3,8 19,2 1,7 12,3 1,1 48,6 4,4 61,6 5,5 1116,5 100 

15. 222,2 20,9 74,5 7,0 62,0 5,8 282,6 26,5 14,1 1,3 33,8 3,2 92,1 8,7 75,4 7,1 63,0 5,9 8,9 0,8 92,2 8,7 43,5 4,1 1064,5 100 

16. 255,1 14,7 70,0 4,0 180,2 10,4 416,8 24,1 141,4 8,2 17,1 1,0 209,6 12,1 135,6 7,8 27,6 1,6 17,7 1,0 170,9 9,9 88,0 5,1 1729,9 100 

17. 236,7 16,3 77,1 5,3 77,0 5,3 376,8 26,0 78,9 5,4 18,7 1,3 361,3 24,9 66,9 4,6 22,7 1,6 15,6 1,1 59,5 4,1 59,2 4,1 1450,5 100 

18. 232,6 16,1 50,7 3,5 112,5 7,8 452,8 31,3 57,2 4,0 32,1 2,2 185,9 12,8 91,0 6,3 31,1 2,1 59,5 4,1 68,5 4,7 73,4 5,1 1447,2 100 

19. 346,7 22,4 38,1 2,5 56,2 3,6 502,4 32,5 26,6 1,7 39,6 2,6 152,7 9,9 63,2 4,1 54,7 3,5 92,9 6,0 60,3 3,9 112,8 7,3 1546,3 100 

20. 318,6 12,6 105,3 4,2 91,0 3,6 570,0 22,6 133,6 5,3 16,3 0,6 278,4 11,0 265,9 10,5 161,5 6,4 293,6 11,6 148,7 5,9 141,7 5,6 2524,6 100 

 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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Table 5.5 shows that householdsô consumption on food and non-alcoholic beverages 

increase as income level increases. However the ratio of food consumption in total 

expenditure decreases as level of income increases. As expected lower income 

groups spend larger share of their income on food because they are necessary goods.  

 

Also, households with higher income level spend higher amounts on alcoholic 

beverages, cigarette and tobacco, and the share of these expenditures in total 

consumption is relatively less than the shares of lower income groups.  

 

The shares of consumer expenditures devoted to clothing and footwear, furniture, 

houses appliances and home care services, transportation, communication, 

entertainment and culture, and educational services in total expenditure of 

households increase for higher income groups. The shares of expenditures on health 

care, restaurant and hotels in total householdsô expenditures are unevenly distributed 

across income-groups while the amounts increase as we move from lower income 

quintiles to higher ones.  

 

According to the Table 5.5, expenditures on housing including rent, water, 

electricity and fuel increase as level of income increases. However the share of 

expenditure on housing and rent in total expenditure decreases with increasing 

income.  

 

The main difference between Table 5.6 and Table 5.7 is about expenditures on 

housing, water, electricity and fuel which also include monthly rent amounts for 

tenants. As it is expected, the share of expenditure on housing, water, electricity and 

fuel in total expenditures is greater for tenants than homeowners, as tenants are 

paying rent for housing. Another difference is that for most income quintiles, the 

share of expenditure on furniture, houses appliances and home care services are 

higher for homeowners. The reason is that, tenants may have not to worry about 

repairs, and home care services. These costs may be handled by homeowners. Also, 
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household may be willing to pay more for the furniture and decorating as they are 

living their own homes. 

 

Table 5.8 shows mean values of housing expenditure (TL/Month) across different 

tenure types. It shows what amount of householdsô budget homeowners and tenants 

spend on housing. Using household-level consumption data from the Consumer 

Expenditure Survey, it is clear that higher income groups spend more on housing for 

all tenure types as they can afford more expensive houses. In general, because 

homeowners do not pay rent, the mean value of expenditure on housing is lower for 

homeowners than tenants.  

 

For lower income quintiles, households spend almost 40 percent of their budget on 

housing and rent. For upper quintiles, it is lower than 10 percent of their budget. For 

the case without subdivision by tenure, the share of expenditure on housing in 

household budget declines by moving from lower to upper income quintiles. 

Especially for tenants, the share of housing expenditure in their total income is 

almost 40-50 percent at lower quintiles, and it falls to around 20 percent at upper 

quintiles.   

 

By examining the Table 5.8, it is recognized that especially for lower income groups 

the high share of housing expenditures in householdôs income is an important barrier 

that limits access to homeownership. Whether the financing constraints are 

important barriers to access for homeownership are examined in the next section of 

this chapter. 

 



 

 

1
3

4 

Table 5.8. Share of Expenditure on Housing in Household Average Income across Different Tenure Types in 2003 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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 Without subdivision by tenure 
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1. 155,77 41,8 26,8 174,92 91,5 52,3 - - - 177,29 38,3 21,6 168,88 64,8 38,4 

2. 282,00 55,5 19,7 281,96 132,2 46,9 275,00 66,4 24,1 275,98 36,4 13,2 280,49 84,3 30,1 

3. 359,07 85,2 23,7 370,96 154,6 41,7 360,00 85,9 23,9 354,67 47,2 13,3 362,68 103,8 28,6 

4. 437,79 82,6 18,9 450,10 175,2 38,9 439,67 76,4 17,4 425,63 121,0 28,4 440,45 118,7 26,9 

5. 524,83 92,6 17,6 518,16 205,3 39,6 536,67 62,7 11,7 530,04 65,5 12,4 522,83 141,6 27,1 

6. 609,13 89,0 14,6 604,42 202,7 33,5 616,54 76,9 12,5 603,36 109,9 18,2 607,08 123,6 20,4 

7. 676,32 93,1 13,8 680,18 207,1 30,4 - - - 680,10 50,5 7,4 678,04 124,7 18,4 

8. 738,08 115,3 15,6 743,73 234,4 31,5 - - - 742,50 66,1 8,9 739,79 138,2 18,7 

9. 804,96 84,9 10,5 805,01 295,8 36,7 812,70 34,8 4,3 809,58 243,4 30,1 805,24 147,4 18,3 

10. 885,03 118,8 13,4 888,39 281,8 31,7 - - - - - - 885,60 146,4 16,5 

11. 986,19 110,0 11,2 982,99 273,4 27,8 - - - 1001,87 277,4 27,7 985,93 168,0 17,0 

12. 1088,99 121,5 11,2 1096,18 286,4 26,1 1060,00 20,0 1,9 1076,17 113,6 10,6 1088,60 152,1 14,0 

13. 1204,64 174,9 14,5 1213,45 264,4 21,8 1195,29 359,4 30,1 1223,86 226,7 18,5 1207,91 201,3 16,7 

14. 1330,41 140,3 10,5 1328,56 359,1 27,0 - - - 1327,67 118,7 8,9 1329,97 176,3 13,3 

15. 1514,36 129,2 8,5 1490,68 282,6 19,0 - - - 1504,01 229,7 15,3 1510,13 159,7 10,6 

16. 1721,85 158,9 9,2 1722,51 416,8 24,2 - - - 1666,20 142,2 8,5 1718,58 217,4 12,6 

17. 2018,57 196,7 9,7 2006,48 376,8 18,8 - - - 1912,58 242,8 12,7 2011,03 261,9 13,0 

18. 2357,44 185,7 7,9 2398,92 452,8 18,9 2376,67 412,7 17,4 2181,08 158,6 7,3 2364,89 253,9 10,7 

19. 2949,17 212,5 7,2 3079,24 502,4 16,3 2890,00 454,2 15,7 2948,79 168,3 5,7 2961,33 248,5 8,4 

20. 5256,25 310,6 5,9 8632,48 570,0 6,6 5043,33 720,0 14,3 - - - 5584,85 342,8 6,1 
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5.3. Savings According to Quintile Distribution of Households 

 

Household Budget Survey includes information about level of income and 

expenditure behaviors about households, but do not have information about saving 

rates among different households. By following the study of T¿rel, et al. (2007), the 

analysis of households savings are built on information of income and expenditure 

data from Household Budget Survey. That is, savings of households are calculated 

by subtracting monthly expenditures from total monthly income. The study 

calculates saving rates for 20 income quintiles for all different tenure types.  

 

Savings of households can be calculated by subtracting expenditure amounts from 

net incomes, and then adding the income from investments. In this study, the 

average monthly incomes of households in Table 5.2 are calculated by the sum of 

net income of households and the income from investments. For this reason, the 

saving amounts in Table 5.9 are calculated by subtracting average monthly 

expenditure from average monthly income (including income from investments) of 

households.  

 

Table 5.9 presents amounts of savings for different income quintiles. The result of 

calculations shows that, there are negative saving rates especially for lower income 

quintiles.  

 

Table 5.9 indicates that, rate of savings increases as we move from lower to higher 

income quintiles for most cases, and in general saving amounts are greater for 

homeowners than tenants because they do not pay rent.  



 

 

1
3

6 

 Table 5.9. Savings of Households across Different Tenure Types in 2003 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 

                                                           
11

 Income Distribution without subdivision by tenure 

 Owner Occupiers Tenants Public Housing Occupancy Other Total11 
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1. 155,77 346,4 -190,6 174,92 266,6 -91,7 - -  177,29 267,0 -89,71 168,88 293,7 -124,82 

2. 282,00 307,9 -25,9 281,96 373,9 -91,9 275,00 309,8 -34,8 275,98 280,0 -4,02 280,49 329,9 -49,41 

3. 359,07 365,7 -6,6 370,96 423,5 -52,5 360,00 984,9 -624,9 354,67 403,0 -48,33 362,68 412,9 -50,22 

4. 437,79 425,7 12,1 450,10 477,6 -27,5 439,67 360,9 78,77 425,63 496,0 -70,37 440,45 447,0 -6,55 

5. 524,83 496,1 28,7 518,16 559,2 -41,0 536,67 474,3 62,37 530,04 420,0 110,04 522,83 515,8 7,03 

6. 609,13 461,1 148,0 604,42 585,9 18,5 616,54 503,0 113,54 603,36 658,0 -54,64 607,08 530,4 76,68 

7. 676,32 558,0 118,3 680,18 656,5 23,7 - -  680,10 565,0 115,1 678,04 590,6 87,44 

8. 738,08 630,5 107,6 743,73 730,4 13,3 - -  742,50 622,0 120,5 739,79 652,8 86,99 

9. 804,96 524,6 280,4 805,01 850,9 -45,9 812,70 668,4 144,3 809,58 615,0 194,58 805,24 620,0 185,24 

10. 885,03 591,0 294,0 888,39 779,7 108,7 -   - -  885,60 623,0 262,6 

11. 986,19 701,5 284,7 982,99 836,7 146,3 -   1001,87 850,0 151,87 985,93 750,0 235,93 

12. 1088,99 757,9 331,1 1096,18 1017,6 78,6 1060,00 479,8 580,2 1076,17 735,0 341,17 1088,60 803,0 285,6 

13. 1204,64 821,5 383,1 1213,45 953,7 259,8 1195,29 1601,2 -405,91 1223,86 1220,0 3,86 1207,91 910,9 297,01 

14. 1330,41 898,2 432,2 1328,56 1116,5 212,1 - -  1327,67 420,0 907,67 1329,97 913,0 416,97 

15. 1514,36 1083,9 430,5 1490,68 1064,5 426,2 - -  1504,01 1390,0 114,01 1510,13 1109,8 400,33 

16. 1721,85 1158,3 563,6 1722,51 1729,9 -7,4 - -  1666,20 995,0 671,2 1718,58 1280,2 438,38 

17. 2018,57 1199,6 819,0 2006,48 1450,5 556,0 - -  1912,58 1150,0 762,58 2011,03 1286,7 724,33 

18. 2357,44 1274,1 1083,3 2398,92 1447,2 951,7 2376,67 1604,9 771,77 2181,08 723,0 1458,08 2364,89 1315,7 1049,19 

19. 2949,17 1339,9 1609,3 3079,24 1546,3 1532,9 2890,00 2994,1 -104,1 2948,79 1340,0 1608,79 2961,33 1413,0 1548,33 

20. 5256,25 2573,0 2683,3 8632,48 2524,6 6107,9 5043,33 3597,5 1445,83 - - - 5584,85 2585,1 2999,75 
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When the saving rates are examined in respect to different tenure types, it is found 

that for homeowners the average monthly saving rate is negative only for the lowest 

three income quintiles. For tenancy, in the 1
st
, 2

nd
, 3

rd
, 4

th
, 5

th
, 9

th
, and 16

th
 income 

quintiles saving rates are negative. For households living in public housing, saving 

rates are negative for the 2
nd

, 3
rd

, 13
th
, and 19

th
 income quintiles. Also for 

households belonging in ñotherò tenure group, saving rates are negative for the 1
st
, 

2
nd

, 3
rd
, and 4

th
 income quintiles.  

 

In most cases, the high dissaving rates are related with low income and high 

expenditure levels. However, there can be different explanations for the negative 

saving rates. For instance, there can be income underreporting among some 

households. This situation may be valid for young households taking financial 

support from their parents or relatives. Another reason can be that, in this study 

householdsô income and expenditure values are calculated for one month. 

Households may compensate these negative savings by reducing consumption or by 

transitory shocks to income which maybe observable in other months of whole year. 

This may explain the negative saving rates of high income quintiles.  

 

In this part of the study, it is possible to drive the relationship between saving rates 

and total income by not taking into account the transitory shocks to the income. 

However the transitory shocks to income will affect the rate of household savings 

which may be an important source of access to homeownership. This hypothesis 

will be examined in the later chapters of the thesis.   

 

5.4. Different Economic Ways of Shifting from Tenancy to Homeownership 

 

As it is discussed in the previous sections, there can be two different reasons for the 

demand of housing: investment and consumption. Ioannides and Rosenthal (1994) 

study consumption and investment demands for housing. As the literature argues, 

households prefer to own if investment demand for housing is greater than 

consumption demand. According to the authors, investment demand is more 
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sensitive to wealth and income; however consumption demand is more sensitive to 

demographic variables in an environment without tax distortions, borrowing 

constraints, and transaction costs. Four different subtenures are classified by the 

authors: Rent 1: households may be renting without owning property, Rent 2: 

households may be renting while owning another property, Own 1: households may 

own their home without owning another property, and Own 2: households may own 

their home and some other properties.  

 

Then authors define an index (J) which indicates the excess of investment demand 

over consumption demand for housing. So, if J exceeds a series of thresholds, then 

households can move from Rent 1 to Own 2.  

 

Homeownership is not for everyone because some families have unstable monthly 

incomes and few liquid assets. Under these conditions, they may be unable to meet 

mortgage payment requirements. For these families, renting may be more 

economically sensible than owning (Carasso, et al., 2005). However other 

households can afford to buy properties by saving up to a certain period.  

 

In this part of the thesis, the possibility of shifting to homeownership by different 

income groups is examined in five different cases. All cases examine possibility of 

saving the required for homeownership by different households. In Case 1, it is 

assumed that, households do not use housing credits or borrow from other 

households, but they only rely on their own savings in order to buy a dwelling unit. 

By calculating the saving amounts for different saving periods, it is aimed to find 

out when households become able to afford to own a dwelling unit. In Case 2, it is 

assumed that households can apply for housing credits, and the possibility of saving 

the required equity for homeownership by different households groups are 

calculated. In Case 3, again it is assumed that households prefer to buy a dwelling 

by using housing credits. However in this case, possible credit repayments are 

calculated by using Debt to Income Ratio. In Case 4, it is assumed that households 
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limit some of their consumption after they decide to buy a dwelling. In Case 5, it is 

assumed that saving rates increase 2 percent in each year.  

 

5.4.1. Case 1: House Purchase without  Using Housing Credits or Borrowing 

 

In Case 1, the assumption is that, households do not apply for housing credits or 

borrow from other individuals. The only source of buying a flat is their savings. As 

a first step, householdsô savings are calculated from their income and expenditure 

data in Table 5.9 for different income quintiles by considering different tenure 

types. In the second step, house prices are examined for every related local area in 

Ankara. As a third step, the analysis shows the relative difficulty of accessing to 

homeownership in different parts of Ankara for different income groups.   

 

 

 

Table 5.10. 2003 Based Consumer Price Index Numbers (Rate of Change in 

Twelve Months Moving Averages (%))
12

 

 

 % 

October 2004 8,44
13

 

October 2005 8,47 

October 2006 9,25 

October 2007 8,98 

October 2008 10,12 

October 2009 6,95 

 

 

 

                                                           
12

 www.tuik.gov.tr 

13
 % 8,44 is the rate of change in ten months between 1 January and 31 October 2003. 
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The income and expenditure values are taken from Households Budget Survey of 

Turkish Statistical Institute. The Survey is conducted to find out monthly collected 

behavior of households for one year period between 1 January and 31 December 

2003. For this reason, the prices are assumed to indicate the values in December of 

2003. In order to construct a relationship between householdsô savings and 

homeownership, these values of 2003 should be converted to the year 2009. In 

order to achieve this, Consumer Price Index numbers (based year=2003) is taken 

from the Turkish Statistical Institute (Table 5.10).  

 

 

 

Table 5.11. The 2009 Year Value of Total Monthly Savings in 2003 (TL/Month)  

 

 

Owner 

Occupancy 
Tenancy 

Public Housing 

Tenancy 
Other 

2003 2009 2003 2009 2003 2009 2003 2009 

1. Quintile -190,6 -314,4 -91,7 -151,2 - - -89,71 -148,0 
2. Quintile -25,9 -42,7 -91,9 -151,6 -34,8 -57,4 -4,02 -6,6 
3. Quintile -6,6 -10,9 -52,5 -86,6 -624,9 -1030,7 -48,33 -79,7 
4. Quintile 12,1 20,0 -27,5 -45,4 78,77 129,9 -70,37 -116,1 
5. Quintile 28,7 47,3 -41,0 -67,6 62,37 102,9 110,04 181,5 

6. Quintile 148,0 244,1 18,5 30,5 113,54 187,3 -54,64 -90,1 
7. Quintile 118,3 195,1 23,7 39,1 - - 115,1 189,8 
8. Quintile 107,6 177,5 13,3 21,9 - - 120,5 198,7 
9. Quintile 280,4 462,5 -45,9 -75,7 144,3 238,0 194,58 320,9 

10. Quintile 294,0 484,9 108,7 179,3 - - - - 

11. Quintile 284,7 469,6 146,3 241,3 - - 151,87 250,5 
12. Quintile 331,1 546,1 78,6 129,6 580,2 957,0 341,17 562,7 
13. Quintile 383,1 631,9 259,8 428,5 -405,91 -669,5 3,86 6,4 
14. Quintile 432,2 712,9 212,1 349,8 - - 907,67 1497,1 
15. Quintile 430,5 710,0 426,2 703,0 - - 114,01 188,0 

16. Quintile 563,6 929,6 -7,4 -12,2 - - 671,2 1107,0 
17. Quintile 819,0 1350,8 556,0 917,0 - - 762,58 1257,8 
18. Quintile 1083,3 1786,7 951,7 1569,7 771,77 1272,9 1458,08 2404,9 
19. Quintile 1609,3 2654,3 1532,9 2528,3 -104,1 -171,7 1608,79 2653,5 
20. Quintile 2683,3 4425,7 6107,9 10074,1 1445,83 2384,7 - - 

 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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Table 5.11 displays saving rates after converting values in Table 5.9 to the year 

2009. Prices in the table indicates values equivalent to households total monthly 

savings in October in 2009.  

 

After calculating 2009 values of total monthly savings of households, the next step 

is to calculate savings of households at the end of 5, 10, 15, 20, 25 and 30 years. It 

is aimed to examine whether households in different income groups are able to buy 

their houses by saving some parts of their incomes. First of all, the current annual 

nominal interest rate (i) is found as 7,75 %. The inflation rate of 2009 is calculated 

by taking average of annual rate of change in Consumer Price Index Numbers 

between 1 January and 31 October 2009. The inflation rate (j) is 6,33 %. Then the 

annual real interest rate (d) is estimated as 1,34 % by using the following formula:  

 

ñd = (i-j)/(1+j)ò.                            (5.1) 

 

As income values have been calculated per month, this annual real interest rate 

should be converted into monthly interest rate. In general, the formula is: 

 

ñ(Monthly rate + 1)
12 
= (1 + annual rate)ò,   

ñMonthly rate = (1 + annual rate)
(1/12)

 ï 1ò.              (5.2) 

 

Monthly interest rate is calculated as 0,11 % (0,0011). Then the total savings of 

households at the end of different saving periods are calculated by using the 

following formula: 

 

ñP=A((1+I)
N
-1) / I(1+I)

N
)ò,                 (5.3) 

 

P: Present (2009) Value of Total Saving at the end of each Total Saving Period 

A: Monthly Savings 

N: Total Saving Time 

I: Monthly Real Interest Rate 
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Table 5.12. Total Savings of Tenants (TL) 

 Monthly 

Savings 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

t=25 

(N=300) 

t=30 

(N= 360) 

1. Quintile -151 -8779 -16994 -24662 -31935 -38649 -44926 
2. Quintile -152 -8798 -17031 -24716 -32005 -38733 -45024 
3. Quintile -87 -5026 -9730 -14120 -18283 -22127 -25721 

4. Quintile -45 -2633 -5096 -7396 -9577 -11590 -13473 
5. Quintile -68 -3925 -7598 -11027 -14278 -17280 -20087 

6. Quintile 31 1771 3429 4976 6443 7797 9064 
7. Quintile 39 2269 4392 6374 8254 9989 11611 

8. Quintile 22 1273 2465 3577 4632 5606 6516 

9. Quintile -76 -4394 -8506 -12345 -15985 -19346 -22488 
10. Quintile 179 10406 20145 29235 37855 45814 53255 

11. Quintile 241 14006 27113 39347 50950 61661 71676 
12. Quintile 130 7525 14567 21139 27373 33128 38508 

13. Quintile 429 24871 48147 69873 90477 109498 127282 

14. Quintile 350 20305 39307 57044 73865 89394 103913 
15. Quintile 703 40801 78985 114625 148426 179631 208806 

16. Quintile -12 -708 -1371 -1990 -2577 -3119 -3625 
17. Quintile 917 53227 103041 149535 193630 234338 272398 

18. Quintile 1570 91108 176374 255957 331434 401114 466261 

19. Quintile 2528 146747 284085 412269 533840 646074 751006 
20. Quintile 10074 584721 1131946 1642703 2127106 2574306 2992411 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 

 

Table 5.13. Total Savings of Homeowner Occupiers (TL) 

 Monthly 

Savings 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

t=25 

(N=300) 

t=30 

(N= 360) 

1. Quintile -314 -18247 -35323 -51261 -66377 -80332 -93380 
2. Quintile -43 -2479 -4800 -6966 -9020 -10916 -12689 

3. Quintile -11 -632 -1223 -1775 -2298 -2782 -3234 

4. Quintile 20 1158 2242 3254 4214 5100 5928 
5. Quintile 47 2748 5319 7719 9995 12096 14061 

6. Quintile 244 14168 27428 39804 51542 62378 72509 
7. Quintile 195 11325 21924 31816 41199 49860 57958 

8. Quintile 177 10301 19941 28939 37472 45350 52716 

9. Quintile 462 26843 51965 75413 97651 118181 137375 
10. Quintile 485 28145 54486 79071 102387 123913 144038 

11. Quintile 470 27255 52762 76569 99148 119993 139482 
12. Quintile 546 31697 61361 89048 115307 139549 162214 

13. Quintile 632 36675 70998 103034 133416 161466 187690 
14. Quintile 713 41375 80097 116239 150516 182160 211745 

15. Quintile 710 41213 79782 115782 149924 181443 210913 

16. Quintile 930 53955 104449 151579 196276 237541 276122 
17. Quintile 1351 78404 151781 220268 285221 345185 401248 

18. Quintile 1787 103706 200762 291351 377265 456580 530735 
19. Quintile 2654 154061 298243 432817 560447 678274 788436 

20. Quintile 4426 256877 497282 721666 934472 1130934 1314615 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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Table 5.14. Total Savings of Households Living in Public Housing (TL) 

 Monthly 

Savings 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

t=25 

(N=300) 

t=30 

(N= 360) 

1. Quintile - - - - - - - 
2. Quintile -57 -3331 -6449 -9359 -12119 -14667 -17049 
3. Quintile -1031 -59823 -115810 -168065 -217624 -263378 -306154 

4. Quintile 130 7541 14598 21185 27432 33199 38591 
5. Quintile 103 5971 11559 16774 21721 26287 30557 

6. Quintile 187 10869 21042 30536 39541 47854 55626 
7. Quintile - - - - - - - 

8. Quintile - - - - - - - 

9. Quintile 238 13814 26742 38809 50253 60818 70696 
10. Quintile - - - - - - - 

11. Quintile - - - - - - - 
12. Quintile 957 55544 107526 156043 202057 244538 284254 

13. Quintile -669 -38859 -75225 -109168 -141360 -171079 -198865 

14. Quintile - - - - - - - 
15. Quintile - - - - - - - 

16. Quintile - - - - - - - 
17. Quintile - - - - - - - 

18. Quintile 1273 73883 143028 207565 268773 325279 378109 

19. Quintile -172 -9966 -19292 -27997 -36253 -43875 -51001 
20. Quintile 2385 138412 267948 388852 503517 609376 708348 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 

 

Table 5.15. Total Savings of Other Group of Tenure (TL) 

 Monthly 

Savings 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

t=25 

(N=300) 

t=30 

(N= 360) 

1. Quintile -148 -8588 -16625 -24127 -31242 -37810 -43951 
2. Quintile -7 -385 -745 -1081 -1400 -1694 -1969 
3. Quintile -80 -4627 -8957 -12998 -16831 -20370 -23678 
4. Quintile -116 -6737 -13041 -18926 -24507 -29659 -34476 
5. Quintile 181 10534 20393 29595 38322 46379 53911 

6. Quintile -90 -5231 -10126 -14695 -19029 -23029 -26769 
7. Quintile 190 11019 21331 30956 40084 48511 56390 
8. Quintile 199 11536 22332 32408 41965 50787 59036 
9. Quintile 321 18628 36061 52332 67763 82010 95330 

10. Quintile - - - - - - - 

11. Quintile 250 14539 28145 40845 52889 64009 74405 
12. Quintile 563 32661 63227 91757 118814 143793 167148 
13. Quintile 6 370 715 1038 1344 1627 1891 
14. Quintile 1497 86893 168214 244115 316101 382557 444690 
15. Quintile 188 10914 21129 30663 39705 48052 55856 

16. Quintile 1107 64255 124390 180517 233749 282892 328837 
17. Quintile 1258 73003 141325 205094 265572 321406 373607 
18. Quintile 2405 139585 270219 392147 507784 614539 714349 
19. Quintile 2653 154013 298149 432680 560269 678059 788186 
20. Quintile - - - - - - - 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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In Case 1, it is assumed that households do not use housing credits or borrow 

money from other individuals, but they use their own savings in order to shift from 

renting to owning. For this reason, total savings of households at the end of 

different time periods are calculated for different tenure groups. Table 5.12 

represents total savings for tenants, Table 5.14 shows total savings for homeowners, 

Table 5.13 is for households living in public housing, and total savings of other 

groups are represented in Table 5.15. 

 

In Table 5.12 households in the 1
st
, 2

nd
, 3

rd
, 4

th
, 5

th
, 9

th
 and 16

th
 income quintiles 

have negative saving rates. Households in the 6
th
, 7

th
, and 8

th
 have positive saving 

rates, however they are able to save around only 20-40 TL per month. 

 

Table 5.13 illustrates that homeowners are able to save more than tenants in Table 

5.12 in general. Again households in the 1
st
, 2

nd
, and 3

rd
 income quintiles have 

negative saving rates. Households in the 4
th
 and 5

th
 income quintiles achieve 

positive saving rates, however they are able to save only around 20-50 TL per 

month. Table 5.14 indicates that there are no household living in the public housing 

in the 1
st
, 7

th
, 8

th
, 10

th
, 11

th
, 14

th
, 15

th
, 16

th
, and 17

th
 income quintiles. Households in 

the 2
nd

 and 3
rd

, 13
th
, and 19

th
 income quintiles are not able to achieve positive saving 

rates. There are no households in the other tenure group in the 10
th
 and 20

th
 income 

quintiles. Table 5.15 shows that households in the 1
st
, 2

nd
, 3

rd
, 4

th
, and 6

th
 income 

quintiles have negative saving rates. Households in the 13
th
 income quintile hardly 

achieve positive saving amounts.  

 

As a second step, house prices for each local area in urban Ankara are examined. In 

order to make standardization and a comparison between different locations, prices 

of dwellings with 3 bedrooms and 1 living room are taken into consideration. 

Tables between 5.16 and 5.23 display house prices of different districts. The prices 

are taken from the web site ñhttp://www.emlak.net/konut/satilik-

daire/turkiye/ankara.htmlò. 

 

http://www.emlak.net/konut/satilik-daire/turkiye/ankara.html
http://www.emlak.net/konut/satilik-daire/turkiye/ankara.html
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Table 5.16.  House Prices in ¢ankaya for 3+1 Room Dwellings 

 

,000 TL ¢ANKAYA TL 

400+ Angora Evleri  420 000 
Yēldēz 415 000 

350-399 Bilkent  360 000  

300-349 Mebus Evleri  305 000                            
¢ukurambar 300 000 

250-299 100. Yēl  260 000 

200-249 

Dikimevi  245 000 
Gaziosmanpaĸa      240 000 
¢iĵdem Mahallesi 225 000 
Bah­elievler  210 000 
Birlik Mahallesi  210 000 
Kavaklēdere 210 000 
Oran Sitesi 210 000 
Yeni Oran 210 000 
Beĸtepe Mahallesi                            200 000 

150-199 

Ayrancē  185 000 
Karakusunlar  180 000 
Maltepe  175 000 
Cinnah  170 000 
Demirtepe  170 000 
Emek  170 000 
Mustafa Kemal Mahallesi  170 000 
Sēhhēye  170 000 
Aĸaĵē Ayrancē  165 000 
Turan G¿neĸ Bulvarē  165 000 
Ķlker  160 000 
Kēzēlay  160 000 
Hoĸdere  155 000 
Balgat  150 000 
Keklikpēnarē 150 000 
Kērkkonaklar  150 000 
K¿­¿kesat  150 000 
¥ve­ler  150 000 
Sancak 145 000 

100-149 

Cebeci  135 000 
Yukarē Ayrancē  

 

135 000 
Dikmen  

 

130 000 
Kolej  

 

130 000 
Hilal 120 000 

 
Kurtuluĸ  

 

120 000 

 
B¿y¿kesat  

 

115 000 

 
Seyranbaĵlarē  

 

110 000 
Esat  

 

100 000 
Sokulu 100 000 

50-99  - - 
-49  - - 
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Table 5.17. House Prices in Mamak for 3+1 Room Dwellings 

 

,000 TL MAMAK  TL 
400+  - - 
350-399  - - 
300-349  - - 
250-299  - - 
200-249  - - 
150-199  - - 

100-149 Demirlibah­e  110 000 
T¿rkºz¿ 100 000 

50-99 

Adinpaĸa  90 000 
G¿lveren  90 000 
Saimekadēn  90 000 
Tuzlu­ayēr  90 000 
Akdere  85 000 
Mamak Merkez  85 000 
ķahintepe 85 000 
Kayaĸ 80 000 
Bayēndēr  70 000 
Kēbrēskºy 70 000 
Boĵazi­i  65 000 
H¿seyingazi 65 000 

-49  - - 
 

 

Table 5.18. House Prices in Altēndaĵ for 3+1 Room Dwellings 

 

 

  ,000TL 

ALTINDAĴ TL  
400+  - - 
350-399  - - 
300-349  - - 
250-299  - - 
200-249  - - 
150-199  - - 

100-149 

Karacaºren  135 000 
Aydēnlēkevler  130 000 
Haskºy  125 000 
G¿neĸevler  120 000 
Telsizler  100 000 
Yeni Ziraat Mahallesi 100 000 

50-99 

¥rnek  90 000 
Altēndaĵ Merkez  85 000 
Dēĸkapē 80 000 
Ķskitler 80 000 
Altēnova  75 000 
Yenidoĵan  75 000 
H¿seyin Gazi  70 000 
Karap¿r­ek  70 000 
Siteler  65 000 
Ulubey 65 000 

-49  - - 
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Table 5.19. House Prices in Gºlbaĸē for 3+1 Room Dwellings 

 

,000 TL G¥LBAķI TL 
400+  - - 
350-399  - - 
300-349  - - 
250-299  - - 
200-249  - - 
150-199  - - 

100-149 

Bah­elievler  120 000 
Karĸēyaka  115 000 
Gºlbaĸē Merkez  105 000 
Seĵmenler 105 000 

50-99  - - 
-49  - - 

 

 

Table 5.20. House Prices in Etimesgut for 3+1 Room Dwellings 

 

,000 TL ETĶMESGUT TL 
400+  - - 
350-399  - - 
300-349  - - 
250-299  - - 
200-249  - - 
150-199  Baĵlēca  165 000 
100-149  Eryaman  125 000 

50-99 

Etimesgut Merkez  80 000 
Ķstasyon 80 000 
Alsancak 75 000 
Elvankent 75 000 
Kazēm Karabekir  75 000 
Piyade Mahallesi  75 000 
Top­u Mahallesi  75 000 
S¿vari Mahallesi  70 000 
30 Aĵustos 60 000 

-49  - - 
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Table 5.21. House Prices in Sincan for 3+1 Room Dwellings 

 

,000 TL SĶNCAN TL 
400+  - - 
350-399  - - 
300-349  - - 
250-299  - - 
200-249  - - 
150-199  - - 
100-149  - - 

50-99 

Fatih 85 000 
Organize Sanayi Bºlgesi  85 000 
Saraycēk 70 000 
Sincan Merkez  70 000 
Yeni­imĸit 60 000 
Yenikent 55 000 

-49  - - 

 

 

Table 5.22. House Prices in Ke­iºren for 3+1 Room Dwellings 

 
,000 TL KE¢Ķ¥REN TL 
400+  - - 
350-399  - - 
300-349  - - 
250-299  - - 
200-249  - - 
150-199  Subay Evleri  190 000 

100-149 

Aĸaĵē Eĵlence  130 000 
Etlik  130 000 
Ke­iºren Merkez  120 000 
Ķncirli  115 000 
Gazino 110 000 
Sanatoryum 110 000 
Basēnevleri 110 000 
Uyanēĸ 110 000 
Bademlik 105 000 
Esertepe 105 000 
Ovacēk 105 000 
G¿zelyurt 100 000 
Ufuktepe 100 000 
ķenlik 100 000 

50-99 

19 Mayēs  95 000 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Aktepe 95 000 
Daniĸment 95 000 
Kalaba 90 000 
Pursaklar  85 000 
Baĵlum 80 000 
Hacēkadēn 80 000 
Tepebaĸē 80 000 
Kalaba 70 000 
Saraykºy 70 000 

-49  - - 
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Table 5.23. House Prices in Yenimahalle for 3+1 Room Dwellings 

 

 ,000 TL YENĶMAHALLE TL 
400+  - - 
350-399  - - 
300-349  - - 

250-299 Mesakoru 275 000 
Konutkent 270 000 

200-249 
¦mitkºy  240 000 
Yaĸamkent 230 000 
¢ayyolu 200 000 

150-199  - - 

100-149 

Ķvedik  135 000 
Yenimahalle Merkez  135 000 
Ostim 120 000 
Batēkent 115 000 
Ergazi 100 000 

50-99 

Demetevler 90 000 
ķentepe 90 000 
Yakacēk 85 000 
Karĸēyaka 65 000 

-49  - - 

 

 

 

In order to empirically test the relationship between house prices and household 

savings, the spatial variation in housing prices are examined in Ankara. The 

structure of housing market varies across different parts of Ankara. In order to 

standardize the housing market, selling prices of flats with only 3 bedrooms and 1 

living room are searched, and then average values are calculated. Table 5.16 shows 

average house prices in different parts of ¢ankaya, Table 5.17 shows prices in 

Mamak, Table 5.18 shows prices in Altēndaĵ, Table 5.19 shows prices in Gºlbaĸē, 

Table 5.20 shows prices in Etimesgut, Table 5.21 shows prices in Sincan, Table 

5.22 shows prices in Ke­iºren, and Table 5.23 shows prices in Yenimahalle. 

 

Property prices are considered to be the highest in ¢ankaya especially in Angora 

Evleri, Yēldēz, and Bilkent. Also prices in Mebus Evleri, ¢ukurambar, 100. Yēl in 

¢ankaya, and Mesakoru, Konutkent in Yenimahalle are higher than other parts of 

the city. In contrast, access to homeownership is the easiest for lower income 

groups in Sincan because house prices are lower than other parts of the city. 
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In ¢ankaya, it is not very common to find a 3+1 dwelling under the price of 100 

000 TL. However 3+1 dwellings with a price around 150 000 TL is most common 

in ¢ankaya, which are more accessible and preferable by middle income groups. 

 

The average house prices in Mamak, Altēndaĵ, Etimesgut, Ke­iºren and Gºlbaĸē are 

more similar compared to other parts of the city for a standard 3+1 dwelling unit. 

However Baĵlēca in Etimegut and Subay Evleri in Ke­iºren have considerably 

higher housing prices than the other parts of Ke­iºren.  

 

As it is discussed in the previous chapters, there are many factors effecting home 

selection decisions of households. Social status of the family, its income level, 

social environment and neighborhood characteristics of different locations, house 

type and price of the dwelling are some of these factors. However in this study, the 

main focus is to investigate whether households in different income groups are able 

to purchase housing by relying on their own savings. For this reason, only economic 

factors are examined in the context of the study, and psychological and social 

factors are assumed to be the same for all households.  

 

The third step of Chapter 5 is to examine the accessibility to homeownership in 

different locations of Ankara for different income groups. In order to achieve this, 

the data in Step 1 and Step 2 are combined. Both house prices and total savings are 

fixed to their values in 2009. However this theoretical framework is based on the 

assumption that stable economic conditions for households do not change in these 

long saving periods. They will not lose their jobs; they will not have another 

investment plan except buying a house or they will not have important health 

expenditures. That is, there will be no important change in their lives that prevent 

them to save that certain amount in the related saving periods. The following 

section of the chapter illustrates the accessibility of each tenure type.  
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5.4.1.1. Households in Private Rental Accommodation 

 

The link is examined for tenants in the first order. Table 5.12 shows monthly 

savings of tenants. Because households belonging in the 1
st
, 2

nd
, 3

rd
, 4

th
, 5

th
, 9

th
 and 

16
th
 income quintiles have negative saving rates, these households cannot save 

sufficient amount of money to buy a flat, if they only rely on their own savings. 

Whether they can shift to homeownership by using other ways such as applying for 

housing credits will be examined later in Cases 2 - 5. Also households in the 6
th
, 7

th
, 

8
th
, and 12

th
 income quintiles are not able to buy a 3+1 room flat in related saving 

periods because even after 30 saving years none of these groups are able to save 

more than 40 000 TL, and their savings would not be sufficient to buy a 3+1 room 

flat even in the lowest priced districts of Ankara.  

 

When Table 5.12 is examined, it is demonstrated that, at the end of 5 year saving 

periods, households in the 20
th
 income quintiles become able to buy a 3+1 room flat 

anywhere in Ankara, including locations with high social prestige such as Yēldēz 

and Angora Evleri in ¢ankaya. However as it is discussed before, many tenants in 

this income quintiles prefer tenancy to homeownership because they do not choose 

to buy housing as a profitable investment because its rate of return is lower than 

other type of investments.  

 

At the end of 5 saving years, households belonging to the 19
th
 income quintile are 

able to buy a flat with a price around 145 000 TL by relying on their own savings. 

Sancak in ¢ankaya is one of the location alternatives where they can buy a dwelling 

with a price around 145 000 TL. However households belonging to this income 

group may not prefer to live in these parts of the City, in fact they would rather live 

as tenants instead to become homeowners in these locations.  At the end of 10 years 

they are able to save around 285 000 TL, and they will be able to buy a flat in 100. 

Yēl in ¢ankaya or Konutkent, Mesakoru in Yenimahalle. It is after 15-20 years that 

they become able to buy a 3+1 dwelling in any location in Ankara. 
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Households in the 18
th
 income quintile are able to save around 90 000 TL at the end 

of 5 years, and able to buy a dwelling in some parts of Ankara like Tuzlu­ayēr, 

Saimekadēn, G¿lveren, Abidinpaĸa in Mamak; ¥rnek in Altēndaĵ, Kalaba, 

Daniĸment, Aktepe, 19 Mayēs in Ke­iºren; or ķentepe, Demetevler in Yenimahalle 

where these income levels would not prefer to live. It is not until 10 years these 

households will be able to buy a 3+1 room dwelling in locations with more 

prestigious social environment such as Ayrancē, Karakusunlar, or Maltepe in 

¢ankaya. It is after 20 years that they become able to buy a 3+1 dwelling in any 

related locations in Ankara. 

 

Households belonging to the 17
th
 income quintile are able to save sufficient amount 

of money to buy a 3+1 room dwelling unit in Ankara until at the end of 5 years with 

around 55 000 TL, and their only alternative is Yenikent in Sincan where a 3+1 flat 

is priced around 55 000 TL. After 10 years they are able to save around 105 000 

TL, and Esat, Sokullu in ¢ankaya; T¿rkºz¿ in Mamak; Telsizler, Yeni Ziraat 

Mahallesi in Altēndaĵ; Gºlbaĸē Merkez, Seĵmenler in Gºlbaĸē; Ufuktepe, ķenlik, 

Ovacēk, Esertepe, Bademlik, G¿zelyurt in Ke­iºren; or Ergazi in Yenimahalle are 

the locations where they can afford to buy a 3+1 room dwelling unit. After 30 years 

they become able to buy a dwelling in Maltepe, Cinnah, Demirtepe, Emek, Mustafa 

Kemal Mahallesi in ¢ankaya or Baĵlēca in Etimesgut.  

 

Tenants in the 15
th
 income quintile are not able to buy a dwelling until 10 years. At 

the end of 10 years they reach around 80 000 TL. With this money they are able to 

buy a dwelling in Kayaĸ in Mamak; Ķskitler, Dēĸkapē in Altēndaĵ; Etimesgut 

Merkez, Ķstasyon in Etimesgut or Baĵlum, Hacēkadēn, Tepebaĸē in Ke­iºren. At the 

end of 15 years they reach around 115 000 TL. With this amount of saving they are 

able to buy a 3+1 room flat in B¿y¿kesat, Seyranbaĵlarē in ¢ankaya; Karĸēyaka in 

Gºlbaĸē, Demirlibah­e in Mamak, or Gazino, Sanatoryum, Basēnevleri, Uyanēĸ in 

Ke­iºren. They save around 150 000 TL at the end of 20 years, and 180 000 TL at 

the end of 25 years. At the end of 30 years they reach around 210 000 TL, and buy a 
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flat in Bah­elievler, Birlik Mahallesi, Kavaklēdere, Oran Sitesi, or Yeni Oran in 

¢ankaya. 

 

Households in the 14
th
 income quintile are able to buy a 3+1 flat at related parts of 

Ankara after 15 years. After this period, they are able to save around 55 000 TL 

and, their only locational alternative is Yenikent in Sincan. After 20 years they are 

able to save around 75 000 TL, however they have very narrow location choices 

like Altēnova, Yenidoĵan in Altēndaĵ; or Alsancak, Elvankent, Kazēm Karabekir, 

Piyade Mahallesi, Top­u Mahallesi in Etimesgut. After 25 years they are able to 

save around 90 000 TL, and after 30 years they reach around 105 000 TL. The 

location alternatives with this money are Esat, Sokullu in ¢ankaya, T¿rkºz¿ in 

Mamak, Telsizler, Yeni Ziraat Mahallesi in Altēndaĵ, Gºlbaĸē Merkez, Seĵmenler 

in Gºlbaĸē, Bademlik, Esertepe, Ovacēk, G¿zelyurt, Ufuktepe, ķenlik in Ke­iºren, 

and Ergazi in Yenimahalle.  

 

Tenants in the 13
th
 income quintile are not able to save money for a 3+1 dwelling 

until 15 saving years, and they can buy a flat in Bayēndēr, Kēbrēskºy in Mamak; 

H¿seyingazi, Karap¿r­ek in Altēndaĵ; S¿vari Mahallesi in Etimesgut; Sincan 

Merkez, Saraycēk in Sincan; or Kalaba, Saraykºy in Ke­iºren with 70 000 TL at the 

end of this period. After 20 years they reach around 90 000 TL, and they can afford 

a 3+1 dwelling in Abidinpaĸa, G¿lveren, Saimekadēn, Tuzlu­ayēr in Mamak, ¥rnek 

in Altēndaĵ; Kalaba in Ke­iºren; or Demetevler, ķentepe in Yenimahalle. They can 

save around 110 000 TL after 25 years. The alternative locations to buy a 3+1 flat 

are Esat, Sokullu, Seyranbaĵlarē in ¢ankaya; Demirlibah­e in Mamak; Gºlbaĸē 

Merkez and Seĵmenler in Gºlbaĸē, Uyanēĸ, Basēmevleri, Sanatoryum, Gazino in 

Ke­iºren, and Batēkent in Yenimahalle. After 30 years they reach around 130 000 

TL. Kolej in ¢ankaya, Aydēnlēkevler in Altēndaĵ, Aĸaĵē Eĵlence, Etlik in Ke­iºren 

are location alternatives with 130 000 TL.  

 

Households in the 11
th
 income quintile can afford a dwelling in 30 Aĵustos in 

Etimesgut, or Yeni­imĸit in Sincan after saving around 25 years, and at the end of 
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30 years they are able to save around 70 000, and they can buy a flat in Bayēndēr, 

Kēbrēskºy in Mamak; H¿seyingazi, Karap¿r­ek in Altēndaĵ; S¿vari Mahallesi in 

Etimesgut; Sincan Merkez, Saraycēk in Sincan; or Kalaba, Saraykºy in Ke­iºren. 

 

Households in the 10
th
 income quintile cannot afford to buy a 3+1 room dwelling 

until 30 years, and at the end of this period they afford a 3+1 dwelling only in 

Yenikent in Sincan.  

 

5.4.1.2. Owner-Occupied Households 

 

Table 5.13 represents total savings of households who already own a home. In this 

part of the chapter, it is examined whether and when they can buy their second flats. 

As in households living in public housing case, the investment purpose may 

dominate the consumption purpose of housing purchase in this case. These 

households may sell their current homes while purchasing a new home to increase 

their equity. However such situations are excluded in the context of this study.  

 

Households in the 1
st
, 2

nd
, and 3

rd
 income quintiles have negative saving rates, for 

that reason they are not able to buy another home. Households in the 4
th
 and 5

th
 

income quintiles have positive saving rates, however even if at the end of 30 years 

they cannot reach to a sufficient amount of saving in order to buy a 3+1 room flat in 

urban Ankara.  

 

Households in 6
th
 income quintile are able to buy their second house after saving 

around 25 years with 60 000 TL. With this amount of saving they are able to afford 

a dwelling in 30 Aĵustos in Etimesgut, or Yeni­imĸit in Sincan. After 30 years they 

are able to save around 75 000 TL. Altēnova, Yenidoĵan in Altēndaĵ; or Alsancak, 

Elvankent, Kazēm Karabekir, Piyade Mahallesi, Top­u Mahallesi in Etimesgut are 

their alternatives after 30 years with a price around 75 000 TL.  
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Households in the 7
th
 income quintile can save around 60 000 TL at the end of 30 

years. The alternatives for buying a 3+1 room flat at that price level are in Yenikent 

in Yenimahalle. 

 

Households in 8
th
 income quintile are able to buy their second house after saving 

around 55 000 TL at the end of 30 years. Their only alternative is Yenikent in 

Sincan.  

 

Households in the 9
th
 and 11

th
 income quintiles are not able to buy a 3+1 room flat 

in Ankara after they save around 15 years. At the end of this period, they are able to 

save around 75 000 TL, and have location alternatives like Altēnova, Yenidoĵan in 

Altēndaĵ; or Alsancak, Elvankent, Kazēm Karabekir, Piyade Mahallesi, Top­u 

Mahallesi in Etimesgut. After 20 years they reach 100 000 TL. They afford to buy a 

dwelling with 120 000 TL at the end of 25 years, and they can buy their second 

house in Ostim in Yenimahalle; Ke­iºren Merkez; Bah­elievler in Gºlbaĸē, 

G¿neĸevler in Altēndaĵ; or Kurtuluĸ and Hilal in ¢ankaya. After 30 years they are 

able save around 135 000 TL.  

 

Households in the 10
th
 income quintile are able to buy their second dwelling after 

saving 10 years which is priced around 55 000 TL, and Yenikent in Sincan is the 

only location where they can buy a 3+1 room flat with this money. They reach to 80 

000 TL after saving 15 years. They reach to 100 000 TL saving at the end of 20 

years, and Esat, Sokullu in ¢ankaya; T¿rkºz¿ in Mamak; Telsizler, Yeni Ziraat 

Mahallesi in Altēndaĵ; G¿zelyurt, Ufuktepe, ķenlik or Ergazi in Yenimahalle in 

Ke­iºren are the location alternatives for them. At the end of 25 years they are able 

to save around 125 000 TL and able to buy a 3+1 room flat in locations such as 

Kurtuluĸ, Hilal in ¢ankaya; G¿neĸevler, Haskºy in Altēndaĵ; Bah­elievler in 

Gºlbaĸē; Ke­iºren Merkez; Eryaman in Etimesgut; or Ostim in Yenimahalle. After 

30 years, they are able to save around 145 000 TL, and Sancak in ¢ankaya is one of 

the location alternatives where they can buy a dwelling with a price around 145 000 

TL. 
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Households in the 12
th
 income quintile are able to buy a dwelling by saving 10 

years. At the end of 15 years, households in the 12
th
 income quintile reach around 

90 000 TL, and reach around 115 000 TL after 20 years. After 25 years they afford 

to save around 140 000 TL, and at the end of 30 years 160 000 TL, and they may 

prefer to buy a flat in Ķlker, Hoĸdere, Aĸaĵē Ayrancē, Kēzēlay in ¢ankaya; or Baĵlēca 

in Etimesgut with this amount of saving. 

 

Households in the 13
th
 income quintile can buy their second homes after 10 years 

by saving around 70 000 TL, and after 20 years they will be able to save around 105 

000 TL. Esat, Sokullu in ¢ankaya; T¿rkºz¿ in Mamak; Telsizler, Yeni Ziraat 

Mahallesi in Altēndaĵ; Gºlbaĸē Merkez, Seĵmenler in Gºlbaĸē; Ufuktepe, ķenlik, 

Ovacēk, Esertepe, Bademlik, G¿zelyurt in Ke­iºren; or Ergazi in Yenimahalle are 

the locations where they can afford to buy a 3+1 room dwelling with this amount of 

saving. After 20 years, they can buy a 3+1 room flat with 135 000 TL. They reach 

160 000 TL saving level at the end of 25 years, and they may prefer to buy a flat in 

Ķlker, Hoĸdere, Aĸaĵē Ayrancē, Kēzēlay in ¢ankaya; or Baĵlēca in Etimesgut with 

this amount of saving. They reach 190 000 TL at the end of 30 years.  

 

Households in the 14
th
 and 15

th
 income quintiles can save around 80 000 TL at the 

end of 10 years and become able to buy a dwelling unit. After 15 years they are able 

to buy a 3+1 room flat in B¿y¿kesat, Seyranbaĵlarē in ¢ankaya; Karĸēyaka in 

Gºlbaĸē, Demirlibah­e in Mamak, or Gazino, Sanatoryum, Basēnevleri, Uyanēĸ in 

Ke­iºren with 115 000 TL. They save around 150 000 TL at the end of 20 years. 

They can wait until at the end of 25 years in order to buy a dwelling in 

Karakusunlar in ¢ankaya or Subayevleri in Ke­iºren with a price around 180 000 

TL. At the end of 30 years they reach around 210 000 TL, and buy a flat in 

Bah­elievler, Birlik Mahallesi, Kavaklēdere, Oran Sitesi, or Yeni Oran in ¢ankaya. 

 

Households in the 16
th
 income quintile can buy their second homes after 5 years by 

saving around 55 000 TL, and able to buy a dwelling in a limited number of 

districts in Ankara. After 10 years they save around 105 000 TL, and they can 



 

157 

 

purchase their second dwelling in location alternatives Esat, Sokullu in ¢ankaya, 

T¿rkºz¿ in Mamak, Telsizler, Yeni Ziraat Mahallesi in Altēndaĵ, Gºlbaĸē Merkez, 

Seĵmenler in Gºlbaĸē, Bademlik, Esertepe, Ovacēk, G¿zelyurt, Ufuktepe, ķenlik in 

Ke­iºren, and Ergazi in Yenimahalle. At the end of 20 years they reach around 195 

000 TL. With this amount of saving they can buy a dwelling in Ayrancē in ¢ankaya, 

or Subay Evleri in Ke­iºren. After 25 years they are able to save around 240 000 

TL, and at the end of 30 years they can afford a dwelling 100. Yēl in ¢ankaya, or 

Mesakoru, Konutkent in Yenimahalle with a saving around 275 000 TL. 

 

Households in the 17
th
 income quintile are able to buy a dwelling at the end of 5 

years by saving around 80 000 TL. After 10 years they save around 150 000 TL. 

With 220 000 TL they can achieve a 3+1 room dwelling in ¢iĵdem Mahallesi in 

¢ankaya after saving 15 years. At the end of 20 years they are able to save around 

285 000 TL, and they will be able to buy a flat in 100. Yēl in ¢ankaya or Konutkent, 

Mesakoru in Yenimahalle. They reach 345 000 TL saving at the end of 25 years and 

now they may prefer to buy a flat in Mebusevleri in ¢ankaya with this amount of 

saving. At the end of 30 years they can hardly afford a 3+1 room dwelling in 

Angora Evleri or Yēldēz in ¢ankaya.  

 

Households in the 18
th
 income quintile can save around 105 000 TL at the end of 5 

years and become able to buy a 3+1 room dwelling unit. After 10 years they are 

able to save around 200 000 TL, and are able to buy a 3+1 flat in Beĸtepe Mahallesi 

in ¢ankaya or ¢ayyolu in Yenimahalle. After 25 years they reach around 455 000 

TL saving, and able to buy a dwelling in anywhere in Ankara.  

 

Households belonging to the 19
th
 income quintile are able to buy a flat which can 

satisfy their preferences about location at the end of 10 years by saving around 300 

000 TL, and they will be able to buy a flat in ¢ukurambar, Mebus Evleri in 

¢ankaya or Konutkent, Mesakoru in Yenimahalle with this amount of savings.  

They can afford to save around 430 000 TL at the end of 15
th
 saving years, and 785 

000 TL at the end of 30 years. 
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Households in 20
th
 income quintile can achieve 250 000 TL saving in about 5 years. 

Only after 10 years, they become able to buy their second house anywhere in 

Ankara.  

 

5.4.1.3. Households in Public Housing (Lodgement) 

 

Table 5.14 represents saving amounts for households who live in public housing. 

For this tenure group, the utility of investment purpose on housing may be greater 

than the utility of consumption purpose on housing as it is discussed before.  

 

There are no household in the 1
st
, 7

th
, 8

th
, 10th, 11

th
, 14

th
, 15

th
, 16

th
, and 17

th
 income 

quintiles in this tenure type. Households in the 2
nd

, 3
rd

, 13
th
, and 19

th
 income 

quintiles have negative saving rates.  

 

Because the period of living in a public housing is not greater than 5 years in 

general, in this part of the study the case is not discussed in detailed.  

 

5.4.1.4. Households in Other Tenure Type 

 

Table 5.15 represents saving amounts for other tenure groups. Again households in 

1
st
, 2

nd
, 3

rd
, 4

th
, and 6

th
 income quintiles have negative saving rates for this tenure 

type. Households belonging in the 13
th
 income quintile have positive saving rates, 

however they cannot save sufficient amount of money to enable them to buy a 3+1 

room flat in Ankara even not at the end of 30 saving years.  

 

This type of housing tenure is one of the special cases. For this reason, the case is 

not discussed in details in this part of the study. 
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5.4.1.5. General Review for Case 1 

 

This part of the study analyzes house prices and householdsô savings and 

affordability of homeownership at different districts in Ankara. It provides 

information about whether households are able to purchase a dwelling having 3 

rooms and 1 living room by saving after a certain time period.  

 

The analysis shows that, as it is expected; people with higher incomes are more 

likely to own their homes without using housing credits or borrowing from other 

people. The households especially belonging to the 1
st
, 2

nd
, 3

rd
, and 4

th
 income 

quintiles are not able to buy a dwelling even after 30 saving years for all tenure 

groups. From this point of view, it can be concluded that householdsô own savings 

are limited to buy a dwelling for most income quintiles. Homeownership possibility 

is very limited for lower income groups. Income-based constraints are important 

barriers to homeownership. 

 

5.4.2. Case 2: House Purchase by Using Housing Credits 

 

In Case 2, access to homeownership is examined under the assumption that 

households apply for housing credits in order to purchase a dwelling. The aim of 

Case 2 is to evaluate whether long term housing credits provide new opportunities 

for households who are not able to purchase a dwelling by only saving money in 

each month.  

 

Householdsô savings are calculated in Case 1. However the assumption of Case 2 is 

that, households use housing credits and repay the loan after they purchase the 

dwelling. For this purpose, monthly rents of households are also added to their 

monthly savings in order to find out how much households afford to borrow.  These 

amounts are demonstrated in Table 5.24, and show how much monthly repayment 

households can afford in each month.  
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Table 5.24. Monthly Repayment Potential of Households in Different Income 

Quintiles (2003) 

 

  

(TL/Month)  

 

Owner Occupancy Tenants 

Public Housing 
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1. Quintile -190,6 0 -190,6 -91,7 64,0 -27,7 - - - -89,71 0 -89,71 

2. Quintile -25,9 0 -25,9 -91,9 100,6 8,7 -34,8 0 -34,8 -4,02 0 -4,02 

3. Quintile -6,6 0 -6,6 -52,5 101,0 48,5 -624,9 0 -624,9 -48,33 0 -48,33 

4. Quintile 12,1 0 12,1 -27,5 108,9 81,4 78,77 11,8 

 

90,57 

 

-70,37 0 -70,37 

5. Quintile 28,7 0 28,7 -41,0 125,2 84,2 62,37 0 62,37 110,04 0 110,04 

6. Quintile 148,0 0 148,0 18,5 118,9 137,4 113,54 0 113,54 -54,64 0 -54,64 

7. Quintile 118,3 0 118,3 23,7 130,5 154,2 - - - 115,1 0 115,1 

8. Quintile 107,6 0 107,6 13,3 153,7 167 - - - 120,5 0 120,5 

9. Quintile 280,4 0 280,4 -45,9 185,0 139,1 144,3 20,0 

 

164,3 194,58 0 194,58 

10. Quintile 294,0 0 294,0 108,7 205,9 314,6 - - - - 0 - 

11. Quintile 284,7 0 284,7 146,3 166,4 312,7 - - - 151,87 0 151,87 

12. Quintile 331,1 0 331,1 78,6 175,8 254,4 580,2 0 580,2 341,17 0 341,17 

13. Quintile 383,1 0 383,1 259,8 190,0 449,8 -405,91 72,5 

 

-333,41 

 

3,86 0 3,86 

14. Quintile 432,2 0 432,2 212,1 231,8 443,9 - - - 907,67 0 907,67 

15. Quintile 430,5 0 430,5 426,2 207,2 633,4 - - - 114,01 0 114,01 

16. Quintile 563,6 0 563,6 -7,4 217,7 210,3 - - - 671,2 0 671,2 

17. Quintile 819,0 0 819,0 556,0 217,2 773,2 - - - 762,58 0 762,58 

18. Quintile 1083,3 0 1083,3 951,7 270,0 1221,7 771,77 120,0 891,77 1458,08 0 1458,08 

19. Quintile 1609,3 0 1609,3 1532,9 299,3 1832,2 -104,1 120,0 15,9 1608,79 0 1608,79 

20. Quintile 2683,3 0 2683,3 6107,9 345,8 6453,7 1445,83 90,0 1535,83 - 0 - 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 

 

 

 

There are four important factors in housing credit process. The first one is 

householdsô income, the second one is repayment, the third one is the mortgage 

interest rate, and last one is loan to value ratio (LTV). Also, lenders will consider 

householdsô assets and liabilities. Each factor will be discussed in the next 

paragraphs of the chapter. In this study, theoretically assumed that, every individual 

can apply and get housing credit.  The combination of the first two inputs 

constitutes Table 5.24. However as it is discussed in Case 1, the values in Table 

5.24 represent the amounts which are indexed to the year 2003, so they are 

converted to 2009 values, and presented in Table 5.25. 
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Table 5.25. The 2009 Values Equivalence of Possible Monthly Repayment 

Potential for Mortgage Credits of Households in Different Income Quintiles 

(TL/Month) 

 

 

Owner 

Occupancy 
Tenants 

Public Housing 

Tenancy 
Other 

2003 2009 2003 2009 2003 2009 2003 2009 

1. Quintile -190,6 -314,4 -27,7 -45,7 - 0,0 -89,71 -148 
2. Quintile -25,9 -42,7 8,7 14,3 -34,8 -57,4 -4,02 -7 
3. Quintile -6,6 -10,9 48,5 80,0 -624,9 -1030,7 -48,33 -80 
4. Quintile 12,1 20,0 81,4 134,3 90,57 

 

149,4 -70,37 -116 
5. Quintile 28,7 47,3 84,2 138,9 62,37 102,9 110,04 181 

6. Quintile 148,0 244,1 137,4 226,6 113,54 187,3 -54,64 -90 
7. Quintile 118,3 195,1 154,2 254,3 - 0,0 115,1 190 
8. Quintile 107,6 177,5 167 275,4 - 0,0 120,5 199 
9. Quintile 280,4 462,5 139,1 229,4 164,3 271,0 194,58 321 
10. Quintile 294,0 484,9 314,6 518,9 - 0,0 - - 

11. Quintile 284,7 469,6 312,7 515,8 - 0,0 151,87 250 
12. Quintile 331,1 546,1 254,4 419,6 580,2 957,0 341,17 563 
13. Quintile 383,1 631,9 449,8 741,9 -333,41 

 

-549,9 3,86 6 
14. Quintile 432,2 712,9 443,9 732,1 - 0,0 907,67 1497 
15. Quintile 430,5 710,0 633,4 1044,7 - 0,0 114,01 188 

16. Quintile 563,6 929,6 210,3 346,9 - 0,0 671,2 1107 
17. Quintile 819,0 1350,8 773,2 1275,3 - 0,0 762,58 1258 
18. Quintile 1083,3 1786,7 1221,7 2015,0 891,77 1470,8 1458,08 2405 
19. Quintile 1609,3 2654,3 1832,2 3021,9 15,9 26,2 1608,79 2653 
20. Quintile 2683,3 4425,7 6453,7 10644,4 1535,83 2533,1 - - 

 

 

 

As it is expected the larger the repayments, the larger the loan that households able 

to borrow, and consequently the more house that household afford to buy. As 

monthly rent is included to the savings of tenants, monthly repayment potential has 

increased in Table 5.24 comparing to Case 1 for tenants. In Case 1, tenants in the 

1
st
, 2

nd
, 3

rd
, 4

th
, 5

th
, 9

th
, 16

th
 income quintiles have negative saving rates. When rent 

payments are excluded from their monthly expenditure values, all households 

except in the 1
st
 income quintile achieve positive monthly repayment potential. Also 

same calculations are repeated for households living in the public housing. 

However, because the rent payments for public housing are lower than private 

rental accommodation, there is no significant increase in the amounts of monthly 

repayment potential for these households.    
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Table 5.26. Total Credits That Tenants Can Take in Relation to Their Monthly 

Repayment Potential (TL) 

 

 
Monthly 

Repayments 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

1. Quintile -45,7 - - -  
2. Quintile 14,3 634 973 1154 1251 
3. Quintile 80,0 3546 5444 6459 6998 
4. Quintile 134,3 5953 9140 10843 11747 
5. Quintile 138,9 6157 9453 11214 12150 

6. Quintile 226,6 10044 15421 18294 19821 
7. Quintile 254,3 11272 17306 20531 22244 
8. Quintile 275,4 12207 18742 22234 24090 
9. Quintile 229,4 10168 15612 18520 20066 
10. Quintile 518,9 23001 35313 41893 45389 

11. Quintile 515,8 22863 35102 41642 45118 
12. Quintile 419,6 18599 28555 33876 36703 
13. Quintile 741,9 32885 50489 59896 64895 
14. Quintile 732,1 32451 49822 59105 64038 
15. Quintile 1044,7 46307 71096 84342 91382 

16. Quintile 346,9 15377 23608 28006 30344 
17. Quintile 1275,3 56529 86789 102959 111553 
18. Quintile 2015,0 89316 137129 162678 176256 
19. Quintile 3021,9 133948 205652 243969 264332 
20. Quintile 10644,4 471820 724394 859360 931087 

 

Table 5.27. The Appraised Value of Real Property with respect to Loan-to-Value 

(LTV) Ratio in Table 5.26. 

 

 
Monthly 

Repayments 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

1. Quintile -45,7 - - - - 
2. Quintile 14,3 792 1216 1443 1564 
3. Quintile 80 4433 6805 8073 8747 
4. Quintile 134,3 7441 11425 13553 14684 
5. Quintile 138,9 7696 11816 14017 15187 

6. Quintile 226,6 12555 19276 22868 24776 
7. Quintile 254,3 14090 21633 25663 27805 
8. Quintile 275,4 15259 23428 27793 30112 
9. Quintile 229,4 12710 19514 23150 25083 
10. Quintile 518,9 28751 44142 52366 56737 

11. Quintile 515,8 28579 43878 52053 56398 
12. Quintile 419,6 23249 35694 42345 45879 
13. Quintile 741,9 41107 63112 74870 81119 
14. Quintile 732,1 40564 62278 73881 80048 
15. Quintile 1044,7 57884 88870 105428 114227 

16. Quintile 346,9 19221 29510 35008 37930 
17. Quintile 1275,3 70661 108487 128699 139441 
18. Quintile 2015 111645 171411 203348 220320 
19. Quintile 3021,9 167435 257065 304961 330415 
20. Quintile 10644,4 589776 905492 1074200 1163859 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Real_property
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Table 5.28. Total Credits That Homeowners Can Take in Relation to Their Monthly 

Repayment Potential (TL) 

 

 

Monthly 

Repayments 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

1. Quintile -314,4 - - - - 
2. Quintile -42,7 - - - - 
3. Quintile -10,9 - - - - 
4. Quintile 20,0 887 1361 1615 1749 
5. Quintile 47,3 2097 3219 3819 4137 

6. Quintile 244,1 10820 16612 19707 21352 
7. Quintile 195,1 8648 13277 15751 17066 
8. Quintile 177,5 7868 12080 14330 15526 
9. Quintile 462,5 20501 31475 37339 40456 
10. Quintile 484,9 21494 32999 39148 42415 

11. Quintile 469,6 20815 31958 37912 41077 
12. Quintile 546,1 24206 37164 44089 47768 
13. Quintile 631,9 28009 43003 51015 55274 
14. Quintile 712,9 31600 48516 57555 62359 
15. Quintile 710,0 31471 48318 57321 62105 

16. Quintile 929,6 41205 63263 75050 81314 
17. Quintile 1350,8 59875 91927 109055 118157 
18. Quintile 1786,7 79197 121592 144247 156286 
19. Quintile 2654,3 117654 180636 214291 232177 
20. Quintile 4425,7 196172 301187 357302 387125 

 

Table 5.29. The Appraised Value of Real Property with respect to Loan-to-Value 

(LTV) Ratio Table 5.28.a. 

 

 
Monthly 

Repayments 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

1. Quintile -314,4 - - - - 
2. Quintile -42,7 - - - - 
3. Quintile -10,9 - - - - 
4. Quintile 20 1108 1701 2018 2187 
5. Quintile 47,3 2621 4024 4773 5172 

6. Quintile 244,1 13525 20765 24634 26690 
7. Quintile 195,1 10810 16597 19689 21332 
8. Quintile 177,5 9835 15099 17913 19408 
9. Quintile 462,5 25626 39344 46674 50570 
10. Quintile 484,9 26867 41249 48935 53019 

11. Quintile 469,6 26019 39948 47391 51346 
12. Quintile 546,1 30258 46455 55111 59711 
13. Quintile 631,9 35012 53754 63769 69092 
14. Quintile 712,9 39500 60645 71944 77948 
15. Quintile 710 39339 60398 71651 77631 

16. Quintile 929,6 51506 79079 93812 101642 
17. Quintile 1350,8 74844 114909 136319 147696 
18. Quintile 1786,7 98996 151990 180308 195358 
19. Quintile 2654,3 147067 225795 267864 290221 
20. Quintile 4425,7 245215 376483 446628 483906 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Real_property
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In Case 2, households will apply for housing credits while they are purchasing their 

new homes in contrast to Case 1. In order to find how much of a home that 

households can afford, the possible housing credit amounts are calculated with a  

1,05 % mortgage interest rate which are affordable for different income quintiles. 

Table 5.26 represents available credit amounts for tenants. The same amounts are 

represented for homeowners in Table 5.28. Households living in public housing and 

belonging in other housing tenure types are excluded from this part of the study as it 

is discussed before.  

 

All the values are fixed to current year (2009), and the previous formula is used to 

calculate the amount of credit (P) in relation to the monthly repayment (A). 

 

ñP=A((1+I)
N
-1) / I(1+I)

N
)ò                         (5.3) 

 

Housing credits with a fixed rate (1,05 % per month) are calculated for four 

different repayment periods (5, 10, 15, and 20 years). When households apply for 

housing credits, the lenders want to know what portion of the value of home will be 

financed by the credit amount. This is called loan to value ratio (LTV) and 

calculated as dividing ñthe amount borrowedò by ñthe price value of the purchased 

houseò (LTV = Mortgage Amount / Property Value).  

 

This ratio is very significant because it shows how much of equity households will 

provide in relation to the overall cash of the dwelling. As it is expected, the higher 

the LTV, the less cash is required as the equity by the household. 

 

In this study LTV is taken as 80 percent. Table 5.26 shows the loan amounts 

available for tenants for different income quintiles. Table 5.27 displays the 

appraised value of real property that households are able to buy with respect to 

Loan-to-Value (LTV) Ratio. Table 5.28 illustrates available loan amounts for 

homeowners, and Table 5.29 illustrates the appraised value of real property that 

homeowners can afford. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Real_property
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The examination of which income quintiles are able to purchase a dwelling by using 

long-term housing credits is represented in the following sub-sections. 

 

5.4.2.1. Households in Private Rental Accommodation 

 

This section evaluates the shift from tenancy to homeownership for households in 

private rental accommodation. Table 5.26 and 5.27 illustrates that households 

belonging between the 1
st
 and 9

th
 income quintiles and households in the 16

th
 

income quintile are not able to borrow sufficient amount of loan in order to 

purchase a 3+1 room dwelling in related parts of Ankara. These households also are 

not able to save sufficient money to purchase a dwelling even at the end of 20 years 

in Case 1.  

 

Households in the 12
th
 income quintile are able to save around 40 000 TL at the end 

of 30 years in Case 1. In Case 2, these households also are not able to borrow 

sufficient amount of housing loan to purchase a 3+1 room dwelling unit in related 

locations of the study. 

 

Tenants in the 10
th
 income quintile are able to borrow around 45 000 TL by using a 

fixed rate 20 year housing credits. As the LTV ratio is taken as 80 % in this study, 

the borrower should put down around 11 000 TL as a downpayment when they are 

purchasing a dwelling. When the Table 5.12 is examined, it is obvious that, 

households in this income quintile are able to save around 10 500 TL at the end of 5 

saving periods. So it can be concluded that, tenants in this income quintile can 

purchase a dwelling with a price around 56 000 (45 000+11 000) TL after 5 saving 

years if they apply for a fixed rate 20-year mortgage credits. So at the end of 25 

years they will become homeowners of a dwelling unit priced around 56 000 TL. 

However if these households prefer to save instead of using housing credits as in 

Case 1, at the end of 25 years they will save around 45 000 TL which is not 

sufficient to purchase a dwelling unit. For this income quintile purchasing a 
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dwelling unit by using housing credits is more profitable than purchasing after 

saving the necessary amount.  

 

When same calculations are repeated for the 11
th
 and 14

th
 income quintiles, it is 

found out that there is no important difference between two different methods of 

house purchase in Case 1 and Case 2. 

 

Households in the 13
th
 income quintile are able borrow around 65 000 TL when 

they apply for 20 year housing credits. With this amount of money and by saving 

around 15 000 TL as a downpayment, they are able to purchase a dwelling priced 

around 80 000 TL. They are going to be in debt for around 20 years, and at the end 

of 20 years households in this group will be homeowners of dwelling units priced 

around 80 000 TL. However, instead of using housing credits if these households 

choose to save the necessary money in order to purchase a dwelling, at the end of 

20 years they are able to save more than 90 000 TL. So, at the end of 20 years they 

become homeowners of a dwelling priced around 90 000 TL which is more 

profitable than using housing credits.  

 

So it can be claimed that, waiting to save and then buying the house is economically 

more profitable than using housing credits for this income quintile. The same results 

are obtained when the process is repeated for the 15
th
, and 17

th
- 20

th
 income 

quintiles. The gap between two amounts increases as we move from lower to upper 

income quintiles. For instance, for households in the 20
th
 income quintile, it is 

calculated that, households are able to borrow around 930 000 TL, if they apply, for 

a fixed rate housing credit with 20 years repayment period. This amount is 80 % of 

the property value, so the property value can be around 1 160 000 TL. However if 

they wait and save around 20 years, they are able to buy a dwelling with a price of 

about 2 125 000 TL, which is economically more profitable than using housing 

credits. The profit of household in this income quintile is 965 000 TL.  
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The economic profit is 200 000 TL for 19
th
 income quintile, 110 000 TL for 18

th
 

income quintile, 55 000 TL for the 17
th
 income quintile, and 35 000 TL for the 15

th
 

income quintile. As we move from higher to lower income quintiles the amount of 

profit starts to decrease.  

 

5.4.2.2. Owner-Occupied Households 

 

This section examines the house purchase for owner-occupied households by using 

long term housing credits. Homeowners in the 1
st
, 2

nd
, and 3

rd
 income quintiles have 

negative saving amounts. For this reason, these households are not able to save 

sufficient amount of money to purchase a dwelling in Case 1, and also in Case 2 

because of negative saving rates they are not able to borrow loan.  

 

Homeowners in the 4
th
 and 5

th
 income quintiles are not able to save sufficient 

money to purchase a dwelling even if at the end of 30 years in Case 1. Also, 

housing credits do not offer homeownership opportunity for these income quintiles.  

 

Households in the 7
th
 and 8

th
 income quintiles are able to save over 55 000 TL at the 

end of 30 years to purchase a 3+1 room dwelling in related parts of Ankara. 

However if they apply for long term housing credits, they cannot afford sufficient 

amount of loan to purchase a dwelling. Households in the 11
th
 income quintile are 

able to save around 100 000 TL at the end of 20 years. However, again these 

households cannot borrow sufficient loan to purchase a 3+1 room dwelling. For 

these three income quintiles saving are economically more profitable than using 

housing credits.  

 

Also, for households between 9
th
 - 20

th
 income quintiles, and households in the 6

th
 

income quintile waiting to save and then purchasing a dwelling is more profitable 

than using housing credits as they can purchase a more valuable dwelling by 

waiting and saving money. As in tenants case, the profit increases as we move from 

lower income quintiles to higher income quintiles. The profit is around 50 000 TL 
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fort the 10
th
 income quintile, around 55 000 TL for the 12

th
 income quintile, around 

65 000 TL for the 13
th
 income quintile, around 70 000 TL for the 14

th
 and 15

th
 

income quintiles, around 95 000 TL for the 16
th
 income quintile, around 135 000 

TL for the 17
th
 income quintile, around 180 000 TL for the 18

th
 income quintile, 

around 270 000 TL for the 19
th
 income quintile, and around 450 000 TL for the 20

th
 

income quintile. 

 

5.4.2.3. General Review for Case 2 

 

In Case 2, shifting from tenancy to homeownership is examined by assuming that 

households apply for housing credits. Housing credits with a fixed rate (1,05 % per 

month) are calculated for four different repayment periods (5, 10, 15, and 20 years), 

and loan to value ratio is taken as 80 % in this part of the study.  

 

In Case 1, tenants between 1
st
- 9

th 
income quintiles, and tenants in the 12

th
 and 16

th
 

income quintiles are not able to save sufficient amount of money in order to 

purchase a dwelling even at the end of 30 years. Also in Case 2, Table 5.26 

indicates that households in the same income quintiles cannot afford to borrow 

sufficient amount of credit which is needed to purchase a dwelling. In Case 1, 

homeowners between 1
st
-5

th
 income quintiles are not able to own their second 

homes by saving even for 30 years. In Case 2, again these households are not able 

to borrow sufficient amount of loan to purchase a dwelling.  

 

That is, housing credits do not offer homeownership opportunity for households 

who are not able to purchase a dwelling by saving their incomes in Case 1 in 

Turkey. The discussions have similar results for also three other tenure cases. 

Housing finance is not only limited for some groups of households, but is only 

accessible to a small proportion of households belonging in the higher level of 

incomes. Therefore access of lower income groups to homeownership is quite 

limited in Turkey. 
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When home purchases in Case 1 and Case 2 are compared, for tenants in the 10
th
 

income quintile, purchasing a dwelling unit by using housing credits is more 

profitable than purchasing after saving the necessary amount. For tenants in the 11
th
 

and 14
th
 income quintiles, there is no significant difference between two methods. 

An interesting point is that, for tenants in the 13
th
, 15

th
, 17

th
, 18

th
, 19

th
, and 20

th
 

income quintiles, purchasing after saving is more profitable than using housing 

credits even if they will pay rent when they stay as tenants. Also, for households 

between 9
th
 - 20

th
 income quintiles, and for households in the 6

th
 income quintile, 

waiting to save and then purchasing a dwelling is more profitable than using 

housing credits as they can purchase a more valuable dwelling by waiting and 

saving money. This difference in economic profit occurs because of high interest 

rate of housing credits in Turkey.  

 

If interest rate in housing credits were same as real market interest rate, then there 

would be no difference for homeowners in economic profit of purchasing a 

dwelling unit after saving money or purchasing a dwelling by  using housing credits 

because these households do not pay rent in their current residence. However, using 

housing credits would be more profitable for tenants because they would able to 

buy a dwelling by transferring their monthly rent to monthly repayments of housing 

credits.  

 

However because of high interest rate in housing credits, the cost of debt of 

mortgage credits is much higher than the profit from saving in Turkey especially for 

homeowners. For the first home buyers, the household should compare the cash 

flow of monthly installments of housing credits and their monthly savings and rent. 

The calculations of this study in Case 1 and 2 show that, if monthly rent is greater 

than a portion of householdôs monthly savings, the cost of debt of housing credits is 

smaller than the cost of renting. The portion depends on the ratio of interest rate in 

housing credits to market real interest rates. Such as, tenants in the 10
th
 income 

quintile are able to save around 110 TL per month. Their monthly rent is around 

205 TL. Because householdôs monthly rent is much greater than their monthly 
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saving, households should apply for housing credits when they have plans to 

purchase a dwelling unit. However monthly savings and monthly rent amounts are 

very close for tenants in the 11
th
 and 14

th
 income quintiles. For these households 

there is no significant difference between the cost of debt and the profit from saving 

as discussed before. For upper income quintiles monthly saving amounts are much 

greater than monthly rent that households are paying. For these households the 

profit of saving is much greater than the cost of debt. The economic profit increases 

as we move from lower income quintiles to higher ones as the ratio of saving per 

month over rent increases. So it is suggested that these households should save and 

then buy their homes instead of applying for housing credits.  

 

However comparison of the cost of debt and the profit of saving cannot be 

determined exactly because householdsô saving habits may change after they apply 

for housing credits. Some households pay a lot of attention to limit their 

expenditures after they apply for credits; otherwise they are not willing to save. For 

these households who have difficulties to save their incomes, applying for credits 

may have compulsive affect on investing money. This assumption will be discussed 

in Case 4, after examining housing credits by taking into account of debt to income 

ratios in Case 3 as an alternative of calculations in Case 2. 

 

5.4.3. Case 3: House Purchase with Housing Credits by Using Debt to Income 

Ratio 

 

When households apply for mortgage credits, lenders also take into consideration 

another ratio, which is debt to income ratio (DTI). DTI is the percentage of monthly 

income that goes toward paying debts.  

 

A common rule can be expressed as, debt to income ratio should be lower than 36 

(28 % for housing and 8 % for debt) percent. If it is higher than 36 percent, the 

lender will not be willing to give credits. Debt includes all repayments of 

households, like mortgage credits, auto credits, etc. Another point is that, lenders 
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also prefer that the total amount of mortgage payments should not exceed 28 

percent of householdôs total income. 

 

In Case 3, the alternative way of credit amounts are calculated by using debt to 

income ratio. Table 5.30 and Table 5.31 display the amount of credits that 

households are able to repay. However because there is lack of information about 

other debts of households such as credit card bills, car loan payments, etc. in the 

data, it is not possible to evaluate whether households total debt is greater than 36 

percent of total income. So, the amounts in tables are calculated as 28 percent of 

householdsô total monthly income. The amounts in the tables give ideas about how 

much of householdôs income is available for monthly housing credit payments.    

 

 

 

Table 5.30. Total Credit that Tenants Can Get by Using Debt to Income Ratio (TL) 

 

 

Monthly 

Income 

(2003) 

Monthly 

Income 

(2009) 

Monthly 

Repayments 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

1. Quintile 175 289 81 3581 5498 6522 7066 
2. Quintile 282 465 130 5772 8862 10513 11390 
3. Quintile 371 612 171 7594 11659 13831 14985 
4. Quintile 450 742 208 9214 14146 16782 18182 
5. Quintile 518 855 239 10607 16285 19319 20932 

6. Quintile 604 997 279 12373 18996 22535 24416 
7. Quintile 680 1122 314 13924 21377 25360 27477 
8. Quintile 744 1227 343 15225 23374 27729 30044 
9. Quintile 805 1328 372 16479 25300 30014 32519 
10. Quintile 888 1465 410 18186 27921 33123 35888 

11. Quintile 983 1621 454 20122 30894 36650 39709 
12. Quintile 1096 1808 506 22439 34451 40870 44282 
13. Quintile 1213 2001 560 24840 38137 45243 49019 
14. Quintile 1329 2191 614 27196 41755 49534 53669 
15. Quintile 1491 2459 688 30515 46850 55579 60218 

16. Quintile 1723 2841 795 35261 54136 64223 69583 
17. Quintile 2006 3309 927 41074 63061 74810 81054 
18. Quintile 2399 3957 1108 49107 75395 89442 96907 
19. Quintile 3079 5079 1422 63034 96776 114807 124390 
20. Quintile 8632 14238 3987 176711 271307 321856 348720 
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Table 5.30 displays total credit amounts for tenants by calculating householdsô 

monthly repayments by using debt to income ratio. When the table is compared 

with Table 5.26, for some quintiles amounts of monthly repayments that households 

are able to pay increases when it is calculated by debt to income ratio, however for 

others the amounts decrease.  

 

In Table 5.26 households between 1
st
 and 9

th
 income quintiles and households in the 

12
th
 and 16

th
 income quintiles are not able to borrow sufficient amount of housing 

credits to buy a 3+1 room dwelling unit in Ankara. In Table 5.30 households 

between the 1
st
 and 11

th
 income quintiles are not able to get sufficient amount of 

housing credits to buy a 3+1 room dwelling unit in related parts of Ankara. That is, 

while households in the 10
th
 and 11

th
 income quintiles are able to borrow sufficient 

amount of money in order to purchase a 3+1 room dwelling unit in Case 2, these 

households cannot afford sufficient amount of credit in Case 3. In contrast, 

households in the 12
th
 and 16

th
 income quintiles are able to borrow sufficient 

amount of loan in Case 3, however cannot achieve it in Case 2.  

 

Table 5.31 displays total credit amounts for homeowners by calculating householdsô 

monthly repayments by using debt to income ratio. In Case 2, households between 

the 1
st
 and 9

th
 income quintiles, and households in the 11

th
 income quintile are not 

able to borrow sufficient amount of money to purchase a 3+1 room dwelling unit in 

related locations in Ankara. However, Table 5.31 indicates that households between 

the 1
st
 and 11

th
 income quintiles are not able to borrow higher than 40 000 TL fixed 

rate housing credit with 20 year repayment period in Case 3.  
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Table 5.31. Total Credit that Homeowners Can Get by Using Debt to Income Ratio 

(TL) 

 

Monthly 

Income 

(2003) 

Monthly 

Income 

(2009) 

Monthly 

Repayments 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

1. Quintile 156 257 72 3189 4896 5808 6293 
2. Quintile 282 465 130 5773 8863 10514 11392 
3. Quintile 359 592 166 7350 11285 13388 14505 
4. Quintile 438 722 202 8962 13759 16323 17685 
5. Quintile 525 866 242 10744 16495 19568 21201 

6. Quintile 609 1005 281 12469 19144 22711 24607 
7. Quintile 676 1115 312 13845 21256 25216 27321 
8. Quintile 738 1217 341 15109 23197 27519 29816 
9. Quintile 805 1328 372 16478 25299 30012 32517 
10. Quintile 885 1460 409 18117 27815 32998 35752 

11. Quintile 986 1627 455 20188 30995 36769 39838 
12. Quintile 1089 1796 503 22292 34226 40602 43991 
13. Quintile 1205 1987 556 24660 37860 44914 48663 
14. Quintile 1330 2194 614 27234 41813 49603 53744 
15. Quintile 1514 2498 699 31000 47594 56462 61175 

16. Quintile 1722 2840 795 35247 54115 64198 69556 
17. Quintile 2019 3329 932 41321 63441 75261 81543 
18. Quintile 2357 3888 1089 48258 74091 87896 95232 
19. Quintile 2949 4864 1362 60371 92689 109958 119136 
20. Quintile 5256 8669 2427 107598 165197 195976 212333 

 

 

 

5.4.3.1. General Review for Case 3 

 

In Case 2 in this chapter, householdsô capacity to borrow housing credits is 

calculated by focusing on monthly expenditures of households. Saving per month 

for each income quintiles is calculated by subtracting monthly expenditures from 

monthly average incomes of households. By adding rent amounts in each month for 

tenants, repayment potential for each income quintile is estimated. For different 

repayment periods, how much housing credit that each income quintile is able to 

borrow is defined. 

 

In Case 3, credit amounts for different repayment periods are calculated by using 

debt to income ratio. Debt amounts include total monthly payments like housing 
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credit payments, credit cards, child support, other loans, and any other monthly debt 

obligations. However, other expenses like gasoline, entertainment, groceries, 

utilities, telephone services, and etc. are not included to the calculations. The 

standard debt to income ratio is 36 percent. That means total housing expenses 

(including mortgage payment) and debt payments combined should be less than 36 

percent of total monthly income of households, and monthly housing credit 

payment should not exceed 28 percent of total monthly income. For all income 

quintiles, 28 percent of monthly income is calculated in order to figure out how 

much households are able to repay in each months, and for different repayment 

periods total amount of loan are calculated for each income quintile.   

 

Beside the fact that, for most income quintiles total loan amounts in Case 3 and 

Case 2 are close to each other, the probability of purchasing a home with the help of 

housing credits may change as the results of these two processes. Such as, 

households who have negative saving rates in Case 2 are not able to use housing 

credits. However in Case 3 applying for a housing credit depends on debt to income 

ratio by only considering debt payments. For these reasons, these households with 

negative saving rates are now able to apply for housing credit. However, as 

expected they are not able to borrow sufficient amount of credit to purchase a 

dwelling also in Case 3.  

 

Another difference is that, while some income quintiles are not able to borrow 

sufficient amount of credit to purchase a dwelling as the results of the calculations 

in Case 2, these households become able to borrow sufficient amount of loan in 

Case 3 as the loan amounts are calculated by debt to income ratio. It can be 

concluded that these householdsô monthly expenditures are much higher than the 

expected amount of monthly expenditures for each household which is standardized 

by debt to income ratio.  

 

However for some households, available loan amounts decrease when calculations 

are based on debt to income ratio. The reason behind the fact is that, monthly 
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expenditures for these households are lower than the standardized expenditure 

values determined by debt to income ratio. 

 

Debt to income ratio is an important indicator of available housing credit amounts 

for households. However, because debt to income ratio is a general standardized 

value without taking into consideration of different tastes and life styles of different 

households. Only taking into account of this ratio while households applying for 

housing credits may misguide for both the applier and the lender. For this reason, 

while applying for a credit, calculations should be based on monthly income and 

expenditures for each household as in Case 1 because these attitudes may change 

for each different household. However as it is discussed before, all calculations in 

Case 1, 2, and 3 based on the assumption that householdsô expenditure behaviors 

would not be change after they decide to buy a dwelling. However, households may 

limit their expenditures if they decide to make an investment such as purchasing a 

dwelling. This assumption will be discussed in the next section of the chapter as 

Case 4.  

 

5.4.4. Case 4: House Purchase by Limiting  Expenditures 

 

In the first three cases, it is concluded that especially low and middle income 

households cannot purchase a home by saving in long terms or using housing 

credits as they could not afford such loans with their incomes. However there are 

strict assumptions in the first three cases that there will be no difference in 

householdsô living conditions in the long term.  

 

In case 4, it is assumed that households are able to increase their savings by limiting 

their consumption. Householdsô consumption-saving behavior may change after 

they decide to buy a house. By transferring the money that they would have spent 

on some services and goods to their saving accounts they may start to increase their 

saving amounts. Because, buying a home is a major decision that requires a lot of 

commitment, households start to control their spending in order to handle their 
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finances responsibly. In this part of the study, the data are examined in order to 

figure out whether households can limit their expenditures on some goods and 

services. It is found out that, households can increase the amount of money they 

have in saving when they decide to buy a house by limiting their expenditures on 

new furniture and carpets, some clothing accessories, accommodation in some 

hotels, some equipment for entertainment at homes, some services and goods for 

personal self-care and jewelry. Also households may postpone buying a car if they 

decide to buy a house.  

 

 

 

Table 5.32. Average Expenditures of Households after Limiting Their Expenditures 

(TL/Month in 2003) 

 

Income Quintiles Owner Occupancy Tenancy 

1. 341,55 262,98 

2. 294,61 348,28 

3. 355,62 410,53 

4. 401,28 466,05 

5. 474,63 547,06 

6. 450,45 561,96 

7. 543,67 641,41 

8. 606,31 715,42 

9. 505,10 829,42 

10. 554,94 770,32 

11. 682,95 819,18 

12. 690,16 923,99 

13. 785,80 916,83 

14. 847,38 893,50 

15. 987,84 977,73 

16. 963,25 1499,22 

17. 1141,20 1124,17 

18. 1098,37 1379,64 

19. 1219,43 1500,07 

20. 2191,55 2403,05 

Total
14

 832,80 755.74 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 

                                                           
14

 Housing expenditure without subdivision by income quintiles 
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In the Household Budget Survey, it is possible to find out how much households 

spend on these goods and services. As a result, new average monthly expenditures 

are calculated in Table 5.32 by assuming that households can limit their 

expenditures in order to increase saving amounts. 

 

 

 

Table 5.33. Savings of Households across Different Tenure Types after Limiting 

Expenditures on Some Goods and Services (TL/Month in 2003) 

 
 Owner Occupants Tenants 
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1. 156 342 -186 175 263 -88 
2. 282 295 -13 282 348 -66 

3. 359 356 3 371 411 -40 

4. 438 401 37 450 466 -16 

5. 525 475 50 518 547 -29 

6. 609 450 159 604 562 42 
7. 676 544 132 680 641 39 

8. 738 606 132 744 715 29 

9. 805 505 300 805 829 -24 

10. 885 555 330 888 770 118 

11. 986 683 303 983 819 164 
12. 1089 690 399 1096 924 172 

13. 1205 786 419 1213 917 296 

14. 1330 847 483 1329 894 436 

15. 1514 988 526 1491 978 513 

16. 1722 963 759 1723 1499 224 
17. 2019 1141 878 2006 1124 882 

18. 2357 1098 1259 2399 1380 1019 

19. 2949 1219 1730 3079 1500 1579 

20. 5256 2192 3064 8632 2403 6229 

 

Source Data: Analysis of data from Household Budget Survey, 2003, Turkish Statistical Institute. 
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In Table 5.33 savings of households are calculated by assuming that households 

decide to buy a home, and start to limit their expenditures on these goods and 

services. When Table 5.33 is compared with Table 5.9, it is obvious that average 

savings increase for all income quintiles. Homeowners in the 3
rd

 income quintile are 

able to achieve positive saving rates if they start to limit their expenditures on 

related goods and services. However homeowners in the 1
st
 and 2

nd
 income quintiles 

are still have negative saving rates even after limiting their expenditures. For the 

tenantôs case, households between the 1
st
 and 5

th 
income quintiles, and households 

in the 9
th
 income quintile still have negative saving rates, however households in the 

16
th
 income quintile afford to save around 224 TL after limiting their expenditure. It 

is more affordable for the upper quintiles to shift positive saving rates after limiting 

their expenditures because their negative savings are mostly related with 

expenditures on luxury goods.  

 

 

 

Table 5.34. The 2009 Year Values of Total Monthly Savings in 2003 after Limiting 

Expenditures on Some Goods and Services (TL/Month) 

 

 Owner Occupancy Tenancy 

Income Quintiles 2003 2009 2003 2009 

1. Quintile -186 -306,8 -88 -145,1 
2. Quintile -13 -21,4 -66 -108,9 
3. Quintile 3 4,9 -40 -66,0 
4. Quintile 37 61,0 -16 -26,4 
5. Quintile 50 82,5 -29 -47,8 

6. Quintile 159 262,2 42 69,3 
7. Quintile 132 217,7 39 64,3 
8. Quintile 132 217,7 29 47,8 
9. Quintile 300 494,8 -24 -39,6 
10. Quintile 330 544,3 118 194,6 

11. Quintile 303 499,8 164 270,5 
12. Quintile 399 658,1 172 283,7 
13. Quintile 419 691,1 296 488,2 
14. Quintile 483 796,6 436 719,1 
15. Quintile 526 867,6 513 846,1 

16. Quintile 759 1251,9 224 369,5 
17. Quintile 878 1448,1 882 1454,7 
18. Quintile 1259 2076,5 1019 1680,7 
19. Quintile 1730 2853,4 1579 2604,3 
20. Quintile 3064 5053,6 6229 10273,8 
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The values in the Table 5.33 are the average amounts of the year 2003 which are 

taken from Household Budget Survey from Turkish Statistical Institution, so the 

Table 5.34 displays the amounts after converting them to the values of 2009.  

 

As a next step, total savings of households are calculated at the end of 5, 10, 15, 20, 

25 and 30 years. The monthly real interest rate is taken as 0,11 % which was 

calculated in Case 1. Table 5.35 represents total savings for tenants, and Table 5.36 

displays total savings for homeowners.  

 

 

 

Table 5.35. Total Savings of Tenants after Limiting Expenditures on Some Goods 

and Services (TL) 

 

 
Monthly 

Savings 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

t=25 

(N=300) 

t=30 

(N= 360) 

1. Quintile -145,1 -8422 -16304 -23660 -30637 -37078 -43101 
2. Quintile -108,9 -6321 -12236 -17757 -22994 -27828 -32348 
3. Quintile -66,0 -3831 -7416 -10762 -13936 -16865 -19605 
4. Quintile -26,4 -1532 -2966 -4305 -5574 -6746 -7842 
5. Quintile -47,8 -2774 -5371 -7794 -10093 -12215 -14199 

6. Quintile 69,3 4022 7787 11300 14632 17709 20585 
7. Quintile 64,3 3732 7225 10485 13577 16431 19100 
8. Quintile 47,8 2774 5371 7794 10093 12215 14199 
9. Quintile -39,6 -2298 -4450 -6457 -8361 -10119 -11763 
10. Quintile 194,6 11295 21866 31732 41089 49728 57804 

11. Quintile 270,5 15700 30394 44108 57115 69123 80349 
12. Quintile 283,7 16467 31877 46261 59902 72496 84270 
13. Quintile 488,2 28336 54855 79607 103081 124753 145015 
14. Quintile 719,1 41738 80800 117258 151835 183757 213601 
15. Quintile 846,1 49109 95069 137967 178651 216210 251326 

16. Quintile 369,5 21447 41518 60251 78018 94421 109756 
17. Quintile 1454,7 84434 163453 237206 307154 371730 432104 
18. Quintile 1680,7 97551 188847 274058 354873 429481 499235 
19. Quintile 2604,3 151159 292624 424662 549888 665495 773581 
20. Quintile 10273,8 596312 1154385 1675266 2169272 2625336 3051730 
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Table 5.36. Total Savings of Homeowner Occupiers after Limiting Expenditures on 

Some Goods and Services (TL) 

 

 
Monthly 

Savings 

t=5 

(N=60) 

t=10 

(N=120) 

t=15 

(N=180) 

t=20 

(N= 240) 

t=25 

(N=300) 

t=30 

(N= 360) 

1. Quintile -306,8 -17807 -34473 -50027 -64780 -78399 -91132 
2. Quintile -21,4 -1242 -2405 -3490 -4519 -5468 -6357 
3. Quintile 4,9 284 551 799 1035 1252 1455 
4. Quintile 61,0 3541 6854 9947 12880 15588 18119 
5. Quintile 82,5 4788 9270 13453 17420 21082 24506 

6. Quintile 262,2 15219 29461 42755 55362 67002 77884 
7. Quintile 217,7 12636 24461 35499 45966 55630 64666 
8. Quintile 217,7 12636 24461 35499 45966 55630 64666 
9. Quintile 494,8 28719 55597 80683 104475 126440 146975 
10. Quintile 544,3 31592 61159 88755 114927 139089 161679 

11. Quintile 499,8 29009 56159 81498 105531 127717 148461 
12. Quintile 658,1 38197 73945 107311 138955 168169 195482 
13. Quintile 691,1 40113 77653 112692 145923 176602 205284 
14. Quintile 796,6 46236 89508 129895 168199 203561 236622 
15. Quintile 867,6 50357 97485 141473 183190 221704 257712 

16. Quintile 1251,9 72663 140666 204137 264334 319907 371864 
17. Quintile 1448,1 84051 162711 236130 305761 370043 430144 
18. Quintile 2076,5 120524 233320 338598 438445 530623 616804 
19. Quintile 2853,4 165617 320614 465281 602484 729149 847574 
20. Quintile 5053,6 293321 567833 824050 1067047 1291382 1501121 

 

 

 

As in Case 1, also in Case 4 it is assumed that households do not apply for housing 

credits, and they purchase a dwelling after saving sufficient money for it. However 

in this case it is assumed that household starts to limit their expenditures as they 

decide to purchase a home. 

 

When Table 5.35 is compared with Table 5.12 it is obvious that total savings for all 

income groups increase after limiting their expenditures. In Table 5.12 households 

between the 1
st
 and 5

th
 income quintiles and households in the 9

th
 and 16

th
 income 

quintiles are not able to purchase a dwelling because they have negative saving 

rates. In the Table 5.35 only households in the 16
th
 income quintile achieve positive 

saving rates after limiting their expenditures, and after 15 years they are able to save 

sufficient amount of money to purchase a 3+1 room dwelling in limited locations of 

Ankara. In Case 1, households in the 6
th
, 7

th
, 8

th
 and 12

th
 income quintiles have 
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positive saving rates, but they are not able to save sufficient amount of money to 

buy a 3+1 room dwelling in Ankara. In Case 4, their savings increased at important 

rates. However only households in the 12
th
 income quintile can save sufficient 

amount of money at the end of 20 years, and are able to buy a dwelling in a limited 

number of districts of Ankara.  

 

For homeowners, only households in the 1
st
, 2

nd
, and 3

rd
 income quintiles have 

negative saving amounts in Case 1, and households in the 3
rd

 income quintile can 

achieve positive saving rates in Case 4, but they are not able to save sufficient 

amount of money to buy a 3+1 room dwelling even at the end of 30 saving years. 

For both cases, households in the 4
th
 and 5

th
 income quintiles are not afford to 

purchase a dwelling even saving after 30 years.  

 

5.4.4.1. General Review for Case 4 

 

Case 4 shows that, even if households start to limit their consumption on some 

goods and services after they decide to buy a dwelling, their saving amounts 

increase to some extent, however these are not enough for shifting to 

homeownership for lower income quintiles. Only for higher income quintiles 

limiting expenditures help them to increase their saving to an extent to purchase a 

dwelling unit. This may be caused by the fact that higher income quintiles may have 

excessive expenditures, so they may achieve to limit these expenditures to purchase 

a dwelling. However, for lower income quintiles, the expenditures are mostly on 

necessary goods and services that households may not able to limit in a great extent. 

 

5.4.5. Case 5: House Purchase by Increasing Saving Rates 

 

In Case 4, it is assumed that households start to limit their expenditures after they 

decide to buy a house. In Case 5, again it is assumed that households limit their 

expenditures, and also it is assumed that there is increase in income in every year.  
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For each month savings of households are calculated, and the amount of savings 

increases 2 percent in every year in Case 5. For this reason, as a first step, annual 

savings are calculated in order to find 2 percent increase per year. The related 

saving calculations are demonstrated in Table 5.37 and Table 5.38. Table 5.37 

displays total saving amounts at the end of 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, and 30 years for 

tenants. Table 5.38 shows calculations for homeowners.  

 

In this part of the study, annual real interest rate is used instead of using monthly 

interest rate, because it is assumed that every year saving rates of households 

increase by 2 percent. Annual real interest rate is taken as 1,34 percent.  

 

In this case, income of households increases in every year, and their saving amounts 

is assumed to increase by 2 percent as a result. For this person, in order to calculate 

saving rates in 5, 10, 15, 20, 25 and 30 years, geometric gradient series are used 

instead of using equal payment series. The formula is: 

 

P = A1 { [ 1 - ( 1 + g )
N 

( 1 + i )
-N 

] / [i ï g ]}                   (5.4) 

 

where, 

 

P : present worth 

g : rate of increase per time 

i : interest rate 

N : time. 
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Table 5.37. Total Savings of Tenants with 2 percent Increasing Saving Rates (TL) 

 

 Monthly 

Savings 

Annual 

Saving t=5 t=10 t=15 t=20 t=25 t=30 

1. Quintile -145,1 -1741 -8235 -14764 -20579 -25332 -30067 -33236 

2. Quintile -108,9 -1307 -6182 -11083 -15449 -19017 -22572 -24951 

3. Quintile -66,0 -792 -3746 -6716 -9361 -11524 -13678 -15119 

4. Quintile -26,4 -317 -1499 -2688 -3747 -4612 -5475 -6052 

5. Quintile -47,8 -574 -2715 -4868 -6785 -8352 -9913 -10958 

6. Quintile 69,3 832 4407 9064 13696 18586 24494 28929 

7. Quintile 64,3 772 4089 8410 12708 17245 22728 26842 

8. Quintile 47,8 574 3040 6252 9447 12820 16899 19958 

9. Quintile -39,6 -475 -2247 -4028 -5615 -6911 -8203 -9068 

10. Quintile 194,6 2335 12377 25454 38461 52192 68742 81188 

11. Quintile 270,5 3246 17204 35381 53462 72548 95562 112863 

12. Quintile 283,7 3404 18043 37108 56070 76088 100214 118357 

13. Quintile 488,2 5858 31050 63857 96488 130935 172460 203683 

14. Quintile 719,1 8629 45735 94058 142123 192863 254038 300030 

15. Quintile 846,1 10153 53812 110670 167223 226924 298904 353020 

16. Quintile 369,5 4434 23500 48331 73028 99100 130537 154170 

17. Quintile 1454,7 17456 92519 190275 287507 390151 513905 606945 

18. Quintile 1680,7 20168 106893 219836 332174 450764 593746 701241 

19. Quintile 2604,3 31252 165633 340642 514714 698473 920059 1086632 

20. Quintile 10273,8 123286 653414 1343813 2030514 2755433 3629540 4286654 

 

Table 5.38. Total Savings of Homeowners with 2 percent Increasing Saving Rates 

(TL) 

 Monthly 

Savings 

Annual 

Saving t=5 t=10 t=15 t=20 t=25 t=30 

1. Quintile -306,8 -3682 -17416 -31223 -43521 -53573 -63588 -70289 

2. Quintile -21,4 -257 -1216 -2179 -3038 -3739 -4438 -4906 

3. Quintile 4,9 59 312 641 968 1314 1737 2051 

4. Quintile 61,0 732 3880 7979 12056 16360 21550 25452 

5. Quintile 82,5 990 5247 10791 16305 22127 29146 34422 

6. Quintile 262,2 3146 16676 34296 51821 70322 92618 109386 

7. Quintile 217,7 2612 13846 28475 43026 58387 76897 90819 

8. Quintile 217,7 2612 13846 28475 43026 58387 76897 90819 

9. Quintile 494,8 5938 31469 64720 97792 132705 174815 206464 

10. Quintile 544,3 6532 34617 71194 107575 145981 192302 227118 

11. Quintile 499,8 5998 31787 65374 98780 134046 176581 208550 

12. Quintile 658,1 7897 41855 86079 130067 176502 232488 274579 

13. Quintile 691,1 8293 43954 90396 136589 185353 244146 288348 

14. Quintile 796,6 9559 50664 104195 157440 213648 281417 332366 

15. Quintile 867,6 10411 55179 113482 171472 232690 306500 361990 

16. Quintile 1251,9 15023 79621 163749 247426 335760 442277 522350 

17. Quintile 1448,1 17377 92099 189411 286202 388380 511579 604198 

18. Quintile 2076,5 24918 132065 271606 410399 556917 733586 866399 

19. Quintile 2853,4 34241 181476 373225 563946 765282 1008055 1190560 

20. Quintile 5053,6 60643 321409 661011 998794 1355376 1785330 2108557 
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When the Table 5.37  is compared with Table 5.35, it is obvious that for households 

who have positive saving rates, the amounts of total saving rates are higher than the 

amounts in Case 4. However, again tenants between the 1
st
 and 9

th
 income quintiles 

are not able to buy a dwelling also in this case.   

 

For homeowners, Table 5.38 indicates that, only households in the 1
st
 and 2

nd
 

income quintile have negative saving rates like in Table 5.36. For other households, 

saving amounts are higher in Case 5 than in Case 4. However again households 

between the 1
st
 and 5

th
 income quintiles are not able to save sufficient amount of 

money to purchase a 3+1 room dwelling units in related parts of Ankara.  

 

5.4.5.1 General Review for Case 5 

 

Case 5 creates a very optimistic environment. This case assumes that households 

start to limit some of their expenditures after they decide to borrow a dwelling unit. 

Also, it is assumed that savings of households increase 2 percent in every year. 

However even with these optimistic assumptions, income quintiles that are not able 

to purchase a dwelling in previous cases, are not able to purchase a 3+1 room 

dwelling also in this case. 

 

5.5. The General Evaluation of Different Economic Ways of Shifting from 

Tenancy to Homeownership and Summary of Findings of the Chapter 

 

Chapter 5 examines different ways of shifting from tenancy to homeownership by 

identifying the allocation of household budgets on consumption and saving in urban 

Ankara. In order to achieve this, the statistical data on Household Budget Survey in 

2003 from Turkish Statistical Institute is used. There are 1296 cases in the data 

which are related to urban Ankara. The data are divided into 20 income quintiles in 

order to examine different ways of shifting from tenancy to homeownership in five 

different cases.  
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In Case 1 in Chapter 5, ways of shifting from tenancy to homeownership are 

examined by assuming that households do not apply for housing credits or borrow 

from other individuals. The only way of purchasing a dwelling is their saving. For 

every income quintile monthly expenditures are subtracted from average monthly 

income in order to calculate savings of households per month. Then saving amounts 

for each income quintile are calculated for the saving periods of 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 

and 30 years. It is aimed to find out which income quintiles are able to purchase a 

3+1 room dwelling unit by saving money for different time periods. Another aim of 

the chapter is to identify in which locations of Ankara households are able to 

purchase a dwelling by saving a specific part of their income. In order to achieve 

this, the average prices of 3+1 room dwelling units are investigated for different 

locations of Ankara to make standardization between the prices of locations. 

  

In this case, tenants between the 1
st
 and 9

th
 income quintiles and tenants in the 12

th
 

and 16
th
 income quintiles are not able to purchase a 3+1 room dwelling units in 

related locations by saving even 30 years. Homeowners between the 1
st
 and 5

th
 

income quintiles are not able to purchase a 3+1 room dwelling unit in related 

locations of Ankara because they are not able to save sufficient amount of money 

even at the end of 30 years.  

 

After examining whether households are able to purchase a dwelling by saving 

money in each month, the next step is to investigate whether long term housing 

credits help those households who are not able to purchase a dwelling in Case 1. 

 

In Case 2, access to homeownership is examined under the assumption that 

households apply for housing credits in order to purchase a dwelling. Like in Case 

1, also tenants in quintiles between the 1
st 

and 9
th
, and tenants in the 12

th
 and 16

th
 

quintiles cannot afford to borrow a sufficient amount of credit which is needed to 

purchase a dwelling even they apply for housing credits with 20 year repayment 

periods. For homeownersô case, households between the 1
st
 and 5

th
 income quintiles 

are not able to borrow sufficient amount of money to purchase a dwelling.  That is, 
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even long term housing credits do not help lower income quintiles to purchase a 

dwelling unit.  

 

In Case 3, again house purchase with the help of housing credits is examined. 

However in this case, available credit amounts are calculated by using debt to 

income ratio. Again in this case, tenants between the 1
st
 and 9

th
 income quintiles are 

not able to get sufficient amount of housing credit to purchase a dwelling. Tenants 

in the 10
th
 and 11

th
 income quintiles are able to borrow sufficient amount of loan in 

Case 2, however these households are not able to borrow sufficient amount of 

money in Case 3. In contrast, households in the 12
th
 and 16

th
 income quintiles are 

able to borrow sufficient amount of money in Case 3, which could not achieve it in 

Case 1. 

 

In the first three cases, all calculations based on the assumption that householdôs 

expenditure behaviors do not change after they decide to purchase a dwelling. 

However, most households change their expenditure behavior when they decide to 

make an investment plan. Case 4 examines the ways of home purchase by assuming 

that households can limit their expenditures. By limit ing expenditure and saving 

more, only tenants in the 12
th
 and 16

th
 income quintile become able to buy a 

dwelling at the end of 30 years unlike the first case. For homeowners, households in 

the 3
rd

 income quintile achieve positive saving after limiting expenditure however 

not able to save sufficient amount of money even saving for 30 years.  

 

Case 5 creates a more optimistic environment. That is, it is assumed that saving 

rates increase 2 percent in every year. Again in this case, tenants between the 1
st
 and 

9
th
 income quintiles cannot afford to buy a dwelling. For homeownersô case, 

households between the 1
st
 and 5

th
 income quintiles are not able to save sufficient 

amount of money to purchase a 3+1 room dwelling unit. With these assumptions 

every households are able save more, however even in this optimistic environment 

these households are not able to shift from tenancy to homeownership, and income 

quintiles who can achieve this by sustaining these optimistic environment for very 
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long years. That is, they have to limit their expenditures on related goods and 

services for long time periods like 10-15 years which is not so possible. 

 

 

 

Table 5.39. The 2009 Year Value of Average Total Income in 2003 (TL/Month) 

 

 Owner Occupancy Tenancy 

 2003 2009 2003 2009 

1. Quintile 156 257 175 289 

2. Quintile 282 465 282 465 

3. Quintile 359 592 371 612 

4. Quintile 438 722 450 742 

5. Quintile 525 866 518 855 

6. Quintile 609 1005 604 997 

7. Quintile 676 1115 680 1122 

8. Quintile 738 1217 744 1227 

9. Quintile 805 1328 805 1328 

10. Quintile 885 1460 888 1465 

11. Quintile 986 1627 983 1621 

12. Quintile 1089 1796 1096 1808 

13. Quintile 1205 1987 1213 2001 

14. Quintile 1330 2194 1329 2191 

15. Quintile 1514 2498 1491 2459 

16. Quintile 1722 2840 1723 2841 

17. Quintile 2019 3329 2006 3309 

18. Quintile 2357 3888 2399 3957 

19. Quintile 2949 4864 3079 5079 

20. Quintile 

 

5256 8669 8632 14238 

 

 

 

The findings in Chapter 5 support the literature on economic ways in housing tenure 

choice. Barakova, et al. (2003) argues that financing constraint have important 

effect on tenure choice decision. According to the authors, wealth constraint has the 

largest effect among these financing constraints. They also argue that credit 

constraint is an important barrier for homeownership. For the authors, higher 

income households are more likely to own their homes relative to lower income 



 

188 

 

households. Also, Robst, et al. (1999), Lee & Myers (2003), and Elder & Zumpano 

(1991) argue that permanent income has positive effect on homeownership. Result 

of this study also shows that higher income quintiles are more likely to become 

homeowners. The results of five cases illustrate that  households in the first 5 

income quintiles are not able to purchase a dwelling unit unless they have other 

financial sources. Table 5.39 illustrates 2009 year value of average total income of 

quintiles per month. The first five quintiles are those who have average monthly 

income less than 1000 TL as Table 5.39 shows.  

 

According to the chapter, households earning less than 1 000 TL per month cannot 

afford a dwelling in Ankara. These findings support the hypothesis that ñCredit and 

wealth constraints are important barriers in homeownership for low-middle income 

groups in Turkeyò. 

 

In countries with advanced housing credit systems, long term housing credits tend 

to be some of the cheapest money that households get as the interest rate of housing 

credits is the lowest in the financial market. However in Turkey even if housing 

credits are cheap compared with most other credits, interest rate is not as low as 

these advanced countries. Also volatile economic environment with relatively high 

inflation rate in Turkey makes long-term housing credits risky for households. One 

of the problems of this chapter is to investigate whether households should wait 

until saving sufficient amount of money to purchase a dwelling or should apply for 

housing credits in such an environment. 

 

Results of calculations show that housing credits do not offer homeownership 

opportunity for households who are not able to purchase a dwelling by saving their 

incomes in Turkey. There are several types of mortgage credits today which provide 

different repayment schedules with fixed or flexible interest rates. However because 

of high interest rates, the cost of mortgage debt is too high and even long term 

housing credits do not provide new opportunities for low income quintiles to 

purchase their own homes. That is, if a household is not able to purchase a dwelling 
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by saving, they also are not able to borrow sufficient amount of loan to purchase the 

dwelling.  

 

These calculations in this chapter also support the second hypothesis of the thesis: 

ñMortgage credits in current conditions would not significantly increase the 

probability of homeownership for households who are not able to purchase a 

dwelling because of high interest rates, which lead to high debt service with respect 

to their incomes and low loan to value ratios in Turkeyò. 

 

Another result is about the comparison of two options: the cost of housing credit 

debt versus the profit of saving. In building a financial model to compare saving 

and using housing credits, fixed monthly installments with fixed interest rate are 

assumed in Case 1 and 2 in this chapter. When we look at saving versus using 

housing credits equation from an economic perspective, saving come out 

economically more profitable for most households in the study.  

 

As discussed before, interest rates in housing credits are higher comparing with 

market interest rates paid for deposit accounts. Because homeowners do not pay 

rent for their current residence, the profit of purchasing after saving necessary 

amount of money for their second homes is greater than the cost of mortgage debt. 

 

However in the rent scenario, the way to figure out whether to save or use housing 

credit is to look at the rent over saving ratio. In the first option, households continue 

to pay rent while saving their money. In the second option, households purchase the 

dwelling by using housing credit instead of paying rent in each month for someone 

elseôs home. It is excepted that using housing loan would be more profitable for 

tenants because instead of paying rent in each month they are able to transfer 

monthly rent to the repayments of housing loan. However, calculations show that 

especially for the upper income quintiles purchasing after saving necessary amount 

is more profitable in economic perspective. The fact is related with the rent over 

saving ratio. That is, if monthly rent that household pays for the current dwelling is 
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k times greater than their monthly saving, then household should apply for housing 

credits. In this option, opportunity cost of buying would be the cost of renting which 

is higher than householdsô savings. These households would gain economic profit 

by transferring their monthly rent into the budget of installments for housing 

credits. The constant k is defined by the proportional relation between interest rate 

of mortgage credits to market real interest rate. The result also indicates that if 

monthly rent is close to householdôs monthly savings, then household is indifferent 

to save or use housing credits. Last of all, if householdôs saving per month is k 

times greater than rent per month, then saving is economically more profitable than 

using housing credits. Again, the constant k is defined by the proportion of interest 

rates of mortgage credits to market real interest rate. However this chapter focuses 

only the economic profit of households. That is, economic profit is greater for these 

households so they should stay as tenant until they save sufficient amount of money 

to purchase a dwelling. However previous studies in the literature review show that 

there are significant social and psychological benefits of being homeowners. For 

these reasons, households should make a tradeoff between these economic and 

social-psychological benefits before making a decision about purchasing a house.  

 

One of the results of this chapter is about debt to income ratio. Debt to income ratio 

is an important indicator on householdôs ability to qualify for a housing credit. It 

shows householdôs capacity to repay the installments of housing credits. In this 

study, housing credit amounts are calculated by using two different methods as 

discussed above. It is found out that credit amounts vary when calculations based on 

monthly saving amounts of households and when calculations based on debt to 

income ratio. The difference occurs because debt to income ratio is a general 

standardized rule for every household in the society. However calculations show 

that expenditure behavior changes for different households as they have different 

life styles and tastes. For this reason, only relying on a standardized rule may 

misguide both appliers and lenders. Instead, for each household calculating monthly 

repayment potential based on each householdôs expenditure behavior and income in 
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addition to debt to income ratio with credit scores would be more reliable method 

for both appliers and the lenders.  

 

Another finding of the study is about housing prices. In order to make a comparison 

between different locations average prices of 3+1 room dwelling units are 

investigated in the study. The economic values of dwelling units are affected from 

various factors. These factors can be grouped under two headings. The first one is 

the physical factors of the dwelling unit itself, such as floor size, number of 

bedrooms, heat system, etc. The second one is the environmental and neighborhood 

characteristics, such as, distance to the city center, proximity to open space, crime 

rates, etc. In order to make a comparison, dwelling units with similar physical 

characteristics are investigated. Average prices of a 3+1 room apartment unit are 

calculated for each location.  It is found out that average prices of a standard 3+1 

apartment dwelling units differ from 55 000 TL to 420 000 TL. As these dwelling 

units have similar physical characteristics, the main determinant factor on house 

prices is the environmental and neighborhood characteristics of the locations. A 

dwelling unit with exactly same physical characteristics may have very different 

prices as a result of the changes in the name of the neighborhood that the dwelling  

unit is located in Ankara. This differentiation enables households with different 

income to purchase housing packages with affordable prices according to their 

income levels. This findings support the hypothesis that ñExistence of housing 

submarkets with highly differentiated price levels enable households with different 

income to buy the preferred housing package at the submarkets with affordable 

price levelò which will be also discussed in the next chapter of the thesis. The 

locations with most expensive house prices are Angora Evleri, Yēldēz, Bilkent, 

Mebusevleri, ¢ukurambar in ¢ankaya and Konutkent, Mesakoru in Yenimahalle. 

The locations with lowest house prices are 30 Aĵustos in Etimesgut, and 

Yeni­imĸit, Yenikent in Sincan.   
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5.6. Concluding Remarks 

 

This chapter illustrates different economic ways of purchasing a 3+1 room dwelling 

units in different locations of Ankara. Findings of this chapter support the evidences 

in the vast literature on housing which is examined in Chapter 2 in this thesis. 

However analyses in Chapter 5 are based on only householdôs monthly average 

income, and theoretically the possibility of homeownership for different income 

quintiles are examined without adding other socio-economic factors. To contribute 

this framework, the following chapter examines the issue by carrying out a survey 

in ¢ankaya and Yenimahalle in Ankara with recent homebuyers. The aim of this 

chapter is to evaluate the findings of Chapter 5 in the real world, and to examine the 

effects of other socio-economic factors on tenure shift beside householdôs monthly 

average income. The overview of historical developments on tenure choice and 

housing provision methods in Turkey in Chapter 4 illustrates that housing sector in 

Turkey has its own unique dynamics, so Chapter 6 aims to examine these dynamics 

with the help of the survey.   
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CHAPTER 6 

 

 

EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT SOCIO-ECONOMIC FACTORS AND 

HOUSING PROVISION METHODS ON THE PROBABILITY OF 

SHIFTING FROM TENANCY TO HOMEOWNERSHIP  

 

 

 

In Chapter 5, an analysis is carried out in order to identify which income quintiles 

are able to shift from tenancy to homeownership, and different economic ways of 

purchasing a dwelling unit in a theoretical framework by using Household Budget 

Survey (2003). The next step of the thesis is to evaluate these theoretical results by 

investigating recent home buyers in related locations of Ankara. That is, this chapter 

investigates in which period of their lives households decide to purchase a dwelling 

for recent homeowners who have purchased a dwelling unit within 3 years. 

 

In this chapter, effects of different socio-economic factors on the probability of 

shifting from tenancy to homeownership are examined for households who are able 

to achieve the shift. Cox Proportional Hazard Model is used to identify what 

specific life course events are important in this shift. Cox Proportional Hazard 

Model can provide important results to evaluate the role of socio-economic factors 

affecting the episode of housing tenure change examined in this chapter.  

 

The literature also shows that tenure choice and residential mobility are integrated. 

Kan (2000) argues that previous tenure mode have great impact on current mobility 

and tenure mode decision of households. Previous ownership status may indicate 

the preference for ownership, and financial status. Also, previous tenure mode may 

be determinant of residential mobility due to the higher transaction costs of moving 

for homeowners (Kan, 2000). Households who are tenants in their previous 
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residences may wait until they afford to buy a dwelling unit in location where they 

used to live. Other households may choose to move to other locations in order to 

shift from tenancy to homeownership. Households who are homeowners in their 

previous residences may choose to move because they are not pleased with their 

residential location, or a better quality dwelling unit alternative may be the reason 

for the move.  

 

When households decide to move there are multiple neighborhood alternatives. 

Choice among neighborhoods is affected not only by locational characteristics, but 

also by the availability and characteristics of housing types in those locations. That 

is, dwelling type selection is conditioned on neighborhood choice and influenced by 

the availability of dwelling units (Clark, 1983).  

 

In this chapter, housing tenure choice is examined as integrated with relocation 

behavior of households. Householdsô socio-economic characteristics are used to 

explain their mobility expectation, decision on dwelling type, and tenure choice in 

this chapter.  

 

A survey is carried out in Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya in Ankara in order to identify 

socio-economic factors affecting the decision of households on homeownership. 

The survey included 38 questions about socio-economic characteristics of 

households, characteristics of each householdôs dwelling unit, locational 

preferences of households, and their process of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership. Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya are chosen as the case study areas in 

order to compose a sample of different submarkets with different housing provision 

methods and house-prices. Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya provide the opportunity of 

having these differentiated housing submarkets in Ankara. 

 

The survey is carried out for collecting data from recent home buyers only. In order 

to specify the sample for the survey, lists of housing units which were issued 

occupancy permit in 2010 is obtained from the Municipalities of ¢ankaya and 
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Yenimahalle. From these lists, around 220 addresses of housing units were chosen 

for the survey by particularly giving attention to include housing units with different 

features, and different provision methods. Also, the samples are drawn from 

different housing submarkets which are differentiated across housing prices. 

 

However, only 11 surveys are carried out from the list because of difficult field 

conditions. As a second step, by making face to face interview with the headmen of 

districts, a new list was created. A total of 184 households were surveyed in Ankara 

(92 surveys in Yenimahalle and 92 surveys in ¢ankaya districts) who have bought a 

dwelling during last three years. 

 

The outcomes from the empirical analysis in this chapter seek the answers of the 

questions as ñhow social and economic factors effect decision of households about 

tenure transition, and which period of their lives households make the decision to 

shiftò and ñhow bundles of housing packages with different attributes, locations and 

prices differentiate across different process of shifting to homeownership. With this 

purpose, a set of hypotheses is evaluated in this chapter. These are: 

 

 Transition to homeownership of households living in private rental 

accommodation are expected to be related as much on transitory income, 

including inherited wealth, as on permanent income, in addition to 

homeownership opportunities provided by different forms of housing 

provision in Turkey. 

 

 Forms of housing provision also affect the probability of shifting from 

tenancy to homeownership for households.  

 

 The demand for a dwelling in different housing submarkets in Ankara is 

related with socio-economic backgrounds of households as well as 

characteristics of dwelling units in each submarket.  
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 Existence of housing submarkets with highly differentiated price levels 

enable households with different income to buy the preferred housing 

package at the submarkets with affordable price level. 

 

 Households choose to buy housing in submarkets where households of 

similar socio-economic characteristics live, although there may be housing 

alternatives with similar attribute endowments and prices in some other 

submarkets. Therefore, there is high mobility between only certain housing 

sub-markets.  

 

The paper proceeds by summarizing socio-economic characteristics of surveyed 

population in the next section. The probability of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership with respect to different housing provision methods follows in 

Section 6.2. The chapter is concluded in Section 6.3.   

 

6.1. Socio-Economic Characteristics of Surveyed Population 

 

Empirical evidences show that socio-economic factors have important effects on 

housing tenure choice. Especially effects of socio-demographic factors may change 

with respect to different case studies. Also, Chapter 4 illustrates that housing system 

in Turkey has its own specific dynamics making it different from the countries with 

advanced and rooted housing finance system. This makes Turkey an interesting case 

study to be examined. This section summarizes the general review of socio-

economic characteristics of the surveyed population in the study. 

 

Models of housing tenure choice include a combination of economic and social 

variables. The standard model of housing tenure choice includes economic 

variables, measuring household income and as well as several socio-demographic 

variables describing the householdsô marital status, age, education, and household 

size (Bourassa, 2000).  
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ñDemographic variables such as age, marital status, number of children, or 

household size may have an independent effect on tenure choice. Generally, these 

variables relate to the household's stage in the life cycle and the degree to which it 

is mobile or settled. Gender may also be a factor, if males and females have 

different attitudes to home ownership or face different obstacles in housing 

marketsò (Bourassa, 2000: 326). 

 

Table 6.1 demonstrates basic socio-demographic characteristics of the studied 

population. Table provides information about age, and marital status of the 

household reference person, and the education level of both responders and the 

partners. 

 

 

 

Table 6.1. Socio-Demographic Characteristics of the Surveyed Population  

 

  Frequency Percent 

Age 

20-30 41 22,1 

31-40 42 22,7 

41-50 47 25,5 

51-60 34 18,4 

61-70 14 7,5 

71-80 6 3,1 

Marital Status 

Single 10 5,4 

Married 166 90,2 

Widowed 6 3,3 

Divorced 2 1,1 

Education Level 

of  Household Head 

Primary Education 56 30,5 

High School 61 33,2 

University 62 33,7 

Post Graduate 4 2,2 

No Answer 1 0,5 

Education Level 

of Partners 

Primary Education 68 37,0 

High School 56 30,4 

University 39 21,2 

Post Graduate 2 1,1 

No Answer 19 10,3 

 Total 184 100 
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Painter, et al. (2001) argues that, among demographic and economic variables, 

higher ages, being married, having larger households, and higher levels of education 

all increase homeownership probabilities.  

 

Table 6.1 shows that age of responders differs from 20 to 80 years. In the table, age 

is stratified into six age groups: 20-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 61-70, 71-80. The 

proportion of owner occupation at the age under 30 is 22,1 percent. The ratio of 

owner occupation increases through age for the first three groups. The proportion of 

owner occupation at the age between 31-40 is 22,7 percent, and at the age between 

41-50 is 25,5 percent. The ratio of owner occupation decreases through age for the 

next three groups. It is 18,4 percent for the age group 51-60, and 7,5 percent for the 

age group 61-70. The oldest age group (ages between 71-80) comprises only 3,2 

percent of total surveyed population. Table shows that owner occupancy rate is 

relatively high at young ages. 

 

Baxter and McDonald (2005) argue that one of the most significant factors 

associated with homeownership is the formal marriage. In their study, they find out 

that married people are more likely to purchase their first home then single people 

who are still living with their parents.  

 

In this study, 90,2 percent of total surveyed population of recent home buyers is 

married, only 5,4 percent of the sample is single. The ratio of widowed and 

divorced households constitute only 4,4 percent of total surveyed population. 

 

Kleinjans (2008) argues that characteristics of head of household are insufficient to 

fully characterize a household. In their study, they argue that predicted probabilities 

of homeownership for a couple where the female spouse has the highest possible 

education differ from those of a couple where she has the lowest possible education. 

Predicted probabilities of home ownership differ quite substantially under different 

assumptions of womenôs educational achievement according to their study. With 

this respect, the education level for both partners is investigated in this study.  
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Table 6.1 shows that, 30,5 percent of the household heads had attained a primary 

education, and 33,2 percent of responders had attained a high school education. The 

proportion achieving a higher education in the data reached almost 36 percent of 

total surveyed population.  

 

Table also demonstrates that 37 percent of respondersô partners had attained a 

primary school, and 30,4 percent of respondersô partners were graduated from a 

high school. 32,6 percent of respondersô partners were graduated from a higher 

education level. 

 

 

 

Table 6.2. The Crosstab of Education Level between Household Head and Partners 

 

  Partners 

  Primary 
High 

School 
University 

Post 

Graduate 

No 

Answer 
Total 

Household 

Head 

Primary 

Education 

48 2 1 0 5 56 

High School 22 26 5 1 7 61 

University 7 19 31 0 5 62 

Post Graduate 0 0 2 1 1 4 

No Answer 0 0 0 0 1 1 

 Total 77 47 39 2 19 184 

 

 

 

Table 6.2 illustrates the crosstab of education level between household head and 

their partners. 57,6 percent of surveyed population had attained same education 

level as their partners. 41,8 percent of surveyed population has higher education 

level than their partners. 

 

Table 6.1 illustrates age of responders in year 2010, and Table 6.3 demonstrates the 

age of responders when they have purchased their first homes. 
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Table 6.3. Age of Responders when They Have Purchased their First Home 

 

  Frequency Percent 

Age 

Not Valid 22 12 

Under 20 13 7 

21-30 57 31 

31-40 37 20,1 

41-50 36 19, 6 

51-60 13 7,1 

61-70 5 2,7 

Over 71 1 0,5 

 Total 184 100 

 

 

 

Table shows that the average age at the first home purchase is in 20s. The 

proportion of owner-occupation at the age under 20 is 7 percent, reaches around 31 

percent at the age between 21 and 30. The ratio starts to decrease after 30s. Owner 

occupancy rate at age 30s and 40s is 39,7 percent. The proportion of owner 

occupancy after the age 60 is as low as 3,2 percent.  

  

Household size is one of the most important factors in determining expenditure 

levels of households (Paulin, 1995). Also literature on homeownership studies 

suggests that household size affects the probability of homeownership. All else 

equal, household size increases the probability of owning single family housing. 

However for the older age groups, household size has negative relationship with the 

choice of single family housing because as age increases and children leave home, 

and for this reason the older age groups may not need to own their houses (Lee and 

Myers, 2003). Table 6.4 demonstrates the household size for the surveyed 

population.  
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Table 6.4. Household Size  

 

 

 

Frequency Percent 

1 3 1,6 

2 36 19,6 

3 60 32,6 

4 56 30,4 

5 17 9,2 

6 7 3,8 

7 1 0,5 

8 1 0,5 

9 3 1,6 

Total 184 100,0 

 

 

 

 

The average household size is 3,5 in this sample. Single households contribute 1,6 

percent of total surveyed population. The percent of households size of 2 is 19,6. 

The highest percentage of household size is 3 with 32,6 percent. Household size 

with 4 is 30,4 percent of total surveyed population. Household size greater than 4 

contributes 15,6 of total surveyed population. As in contrast to the literature, the 

table shows that the ratio of homeownership is lower for the larger household size.   

 

Literature suggests that number of children effects homeownership decision of 

households in different ways. Baxter and McDonald (2005) in their study of 

homeownership in Australia, find out that the number of children born is a strong 

indicator for homeownership. In ceteris paribus, men and women with no children 

are most likely to have purchased a house in their study, and also according to their 

research the likelihood of home purchase falls as the number of children born 

increases.  

 

Another, important point is that, number of school-age children may be an 

important factor for homeownership. The expenditures of households who have 

school-age children will be higher which may delay the purchase of a house. 
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Table 6.5. Total Number of Children 

 

Number of Children Frequency Percent 

0 27 14,7 

1 42 22,8 

2 66 35,9 

3 31 16,8 

4 14 7,6 

5 3 1,6 

6 1 0,5 

Total 184 100,0 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.5 shows total number of children in the surveyed population. Table 6.6 

illustrates the number of children out of household, and Table 6.7 shows the number 

of children who are still living with their parents. 

 

Table 6.5 shows that, there are 344 children in total in the study. The average 

number of children per household is 1,87. 27 households have no children. 22,8 

percent of total surveyed population has only one child. The majority of households 

has 2 children, which is 35,9 percent of total surveyed population. 16,8 percent of 

responders have 3 children, and 7,6 percent of responders have 4 children. The ratio 

of households having more than 4 children is 2,1 percent.   
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Table 6.6. Number of Children out of their Households 

 

Number of Children Frequency Percent 

0 52 28,3 

1 63 34,2 

2 52 28,3 

3 13 7,1 

4 4 2,2 

5 - - 

6 - - 

Total 184 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.7. Number of Children living with their Parents 

 

Number of Children Frequency Percent 

0 125 67,9 

1 22 12,0 

2 22 12,0 

3 6 3,3 

4 7 3,8 

5 2 1,1 

6 - - 

Total 184 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.6 shows that among 344 children, 222 of them were not living with their 

parents. Table 6.7 illustrates that 122 children were still living with their parents 

during the survey time. 

 

Another factor effecting homeownership is the number of school-aged children. 

Because of strong school districts households with school-aged children are less 

likely to move. Householdsô expenditures on education increase if they have school-

aged children which decrease the probability of home purchase. However, Kain and 

Quigley (1975) argue that number of school-aged children also increases household 
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demand for residential space. Table 6.8 illustrates the number of children of the 

related survey population who are currently attending to school. The ratio of 

children attending school to total number of children in the surveyed population is 

37,8. Among them, 19,8 percent of children are attending to primary school, 9,9 

percent are attending to high school, 7,0 percent are attending to university, and 1.1 

percent of children are attending to a post graduate education.  

 

 

 

Table 6.8. Number of Children Attending School 

 

 Frequency Percent 

Not Attending 214 62,2 

Primary 

Education 

68 19,8 

High School 34 9,9 

University 24 7 

Post Graduate 4 1,1 

Total 344 100,0 

 

 

 

The relationship between homeownership and school type of children provides 

evidence about the wealth of households. The result of the survey shows that, in 

total, 130 children are attending to school in the surveyed population, as shown in 

Table 6.9. Also, the table provides information about the ratio of children attending 

public and private schools. In recent years, a growing number of population starts to 

believe that private education offers students a more varied and creative course of 

study, and choose to send their children to private school. This belief is especially 

high for the primary education. As high as 13,1 percent of children are attending to 

a private school, and 86,9 percent are attending to a public school. Households who 

send their children to private schools will be less likely able to save the equity for 

house purchase. On the other hand, same households may already have resources to 

own housing and sending their children to private schools.  
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Table 6.9. Types of School  

 

 

 Public School Private School 

 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Primary 

Education 

57 43,8 11 8,5 

High School 30 23,1 4 3,1 

University 22 16,9 2 1,5 

Post Graduate 4 3,1 - - 

Total 113 86,9 17 13,1 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.10 shows that the average permanent income is relatively low for surveyed 

population. In Chapter 5, the possibility of shifting from tenancy to homeownership 

has examined for different income quintiles. The results of the survey about 

permanent income in Table 6.10 are inconsistent with the analysis in Chapter 5. 

Unlike the expectations, the permanent income of the recent homeowners in the 

study is low. Households are likely to rely on transitory income while purchasing 

their dwelling. In order to understand this effect, Table 6.11 shows average 

transitory income of households. Transitory income includes real estate income, and 

earnings from interest on savings deposits, bonds, and dividends. Unfortunately, 

only 32 percent of total surveyed population has answered this question which is 

not sufficient to reach a conclusion on the effect of transitory income.  
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Table 6.10. Average Permanent Income of Households (TL/Month) 

 

 Frequency Percent 

Less than 1000 

TL 

41 22,3 

1000-1500 TL 40 21,7 

1500-2000 TL 24 13,0 

2000-2500 TL 32 17,4 

2500-3000 TL 18 9,8 

3000-3500 TL 8 4,3 

3500-4000 TL 7 3,8 

4000-4500 TL 1 0,5 

4500-5000 TL 2 1,1 

5000-6000 TL 4 2,2 

6000-7500 TL 0 0 

7500-10000 TL 0 0 

Over 10000 TL 3 1,6 

No Answer 4 2,2 

Total 184 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.11. Average Transitory Income of Households (TL/Month) 

 

 Frequency Percent 

Less than 1000 TL 17 9,2 

1000-1500 TL 8 4,3 

1500-2000 TL 4 2,2 

2000-2500 TL 1 0,5 

2500-3000 TL 3 1,6 

3000-3500 TL 1 0,5 

3500-4000 TL 2 1,1 

4000-4500 TL 1 0,5 

4500-5000 TL 1 0,5 

5000-6000 TL 1 0,5 

6000-7500 TL 0 0 

7500-10000 TL 0 0 

Over 10000 TL 2 1,1 

No Answer 143 77,7 

Total 184 100,0 
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The responders of the survey are the households who have bought a dwelling within 

three years. To sum up, the data show that homeownership ratio starts to decrease 

after the age 50s. Around 70 percent of recent homeowners are younger than age 

50. As a second step the age of responders are calculated for the time period when 

they bought their first home. It is interesting that an important portion of responders 

have bought their first home before the age 30. One of the reasons of this early aged 

homeownership may be the fact that most of the responders of the survey are the 

female partners. Their partners may be at higher ages when they bought their 

dwellings. Also it is expected that there is high relationship between early aged 

homeownership and marriage date of households which is going to be examined in 

the following sections of the chapter.  

 

This section evaluates the general socio-economic characteristics of whole surveyed 

population. The next section investigates probability of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership with respect to different housing provision methods. 

 

6.2. Probability of Shifting From Tenancy to Homeownership  

 

The results of the literature survey suggest that effects of different socio-economic 

factors change with respect to different case studies. This part of the study examines 

socio-economic dynamics in housing tenure choice by using Cox Regression 

Analysis. In this part of the study, probability of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership is examined by considering different housing provision methods. 

ñIn housing provision a number of district tasks are performed by different agents. 

Land dealers, design professionals, planning authorities at central and local 

governments, builders, finance institutions and professionals dealing with housing 

transactions are the principal agents in housing provision. The types of agents 

involved and the role performed by each one may differ depending on the form of 

provisionò (T¿rel, 1998: 2), and the probability of shifting to homeownership 

differs with respect to different housing provision methods.  
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Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya in Ankara are chosen as samples where housing 

developments with different forms of provision take place. In order to examine the 

probability of shifting to homeownership with respect to different housing provision 

methods, the survey list is constituted as a mixture of different samples of housing 

acquisition methods like cooperative buildings, HDA houses, and houses produced 

by private house builders. 

 

Table 6.12 examines how recent homeowners have acquired their current homes in 

¢ankaya and Yenimahalle. There are six different ways that how responders of the 

survey have acquired their homes. In the first one, households purchase dwelling 

unit from a seller. The seller could be either previous owner of the dwelling unit or 

private builder of the unit.      

 

In the second one, households acquired their dwelling units, which were constructed 

on their own plots that they own by making deals with a speculative builder. 

ñSmall-capital house builders who are called ñyap-sat­ēò in Turkey, meaning 

builder and seller, produce multi-storey apartment housing usually on single plots of 

land. Land is not generally purchased in cash, due to shortage of capital, but a deal 

is made until the land owner for the payment of land buy flats to be built by the yap-

sat­ē. By acquiring land in this way, yap-sat­ē saves in operating capital, but has to 

accept the terms of the land owner. Production cost of housing by yap-sat­ē has 

increased continuously due to rising share that land-owners demand. Yap-sat­ē also 

relies on advance payments of the buyers of housing that he produces in order to fill 

his operating capital deficit. Dwelling units to be produced are put on sale as soon 

as construction begins, by offering convenient conditions of payment, stretching 

over the years. The price to be charged at an early stage of construction would not 

include much speculative profitò (T¿rel, 1998:3). 

 

ñSpeculative housing provision is dominated by small capital producers in Turkey. 

Although this is also the case in many other countries, the way in which they 

operate under the conditions of insufficient finance is the specific feature of this 
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form of provision in Turkey. Large capital house builders, on the other hand, have 

been less engaged in speculative house building, compared to their contractual 

undertakings until recent years. Contrary to small-capital house builders who built 

housing mostly on single plots within planned boundaries of cities, large capital 

house builders develop large tracts of unplanned land as speculative ventures. Large 

capital house builders determine their annual output levels on the basis of the 

marketing prospects of the houses that they build for the people who are not 

dependent on mortgage creditò (T¿rel, 1998:3). 

 

The third way of housing provision is purchasing from the Housing Development 

Administration (HDA). Housing Development Administration (HDA) is the only 

responsible public institution in the housing sector of Turkey. The aim of the HDA 

is to provide new opportunities for households who would not otherwise have an 

opportunity to own their homes. Also the HDA aims to create a model framework 

for good quality low-cost housing, produce housing for regions in Turkey where 

private sector is not active, offer low and middle income groups the opportunity to 

finance the homes that they buy from the HDA, and create financial opportunities to 

finance social housing projects such as innovative income-sharing projects with the 

private sector
15

. 

 

The forth one is purchasing from house-building cooperatives. ñSimilar to other 

developing countries, housing problem is one of the crucial problems of Turkey 

since the Second World War. Rapid urbanization and concomitant process of 

migration to cities have resulted in many qualitative and quantitative housing 

problems. There have been periods that public and private housing provision could 

not meet housing demand. Housing co-operatives in Turkey have been significantly 

contributing to the growth of housing stock, especially since 1980sò (¥zkan, 

2009:1,2). Housing co-operatives are nongovernmental organizations can be 

regarded as one of the actors in housing provision (¥zkan, 2009). 

 

                                                           
15

 http://www.toki.gov.tr/ 
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Table 6.12. Housing Acquisition Methods for the Surveyed Population 

 

  Frequency Percent 

 

 

 

¢ANKAYA  

  

  

  

  

  

Purchasing Dwelling from a Seller 64 69,6 

Constructing Dwelling on their own Plot by 

Contracting with a Speculative Builder 
16 17,4 

Purchasing from HDA Houses 0 0 

Purchasing from House-Building Cooperative 0 0 

Acquiring as a Heritage or as a Gift 10 10,9 

Acquisition as an Exchange of a Land 0 0 

Other 1 1,1 

No Answer 1 1,1 

Total 92 100,0 

 

 

 

YENĶMAHALLE 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Purchasing Dwelling from a Seller 24 26,1 

Constructing Dwelling on their own Plot by 

Contracting with a Speculative Builder 
15 16,3 

Purchasing from HDA Houses 34 37,0 

Purchasing from House-Building Cooperatives 5 5,4 

Acquiring as a Heritage or a Gift 2 2,2 

Acquisition as an Exchange of a Land 11 12,0 

Other 1 1,1 

No Answer 0 0 

Total 92 100 

 

 

 

In the fifth one, households acquire the dwelling as a heritage or as a gift. The last 

way is housing acquisition as an exchange of a land. In this method, households 

who have land as a property may prefer to become homeowner by exchanging their 

land with dwelling units, instead of selling land in cash and buying their dwelling 

units. In this method, households gave their land usually to a house builder, and 

instead constructing a house on the plot by making a deal with builder, they take a 
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dwelling from the developer in some other location. In some cases, household 

prefers to give the plot to the municipality, and the municipality gives a dwelling in 

some other location as an exchange for the land.  

 

The ratios of different housing provision methods in Table 6.12 illustrates how 

many surveys were carried out in different housing provision methods in ¢ankaya 

and Yenimahalle. Table 6.12 illustrates that acquisition of housing through the 

HDA has the largest share with 37 % among different housing provision methods in 

the sampled dwellings in Yenimahalle. This share is zero for ¢ankaya. The most 

common way of housing provision for the surveyed population in ¢ankaya is 

purchasing the dwelling from a seller with a ratio of 69,6 percent in total. This ratio 

is 26,1 for Yenimahalle.  

 

In both ¢ankaya and Yenimahalle, the system of making agreements with 

speculative house builders (yap-sat­ē) is common in the survey. In this system, yap-

sat­ē prefers (and can afford) paying for householdsô land with dwelling units that 

they built on the plot. In ¢ankaya, 17,4 percent and in Yenimahalle 16,3 percent of 

the total surveyed population has acquired their own dwelling units with the help of 

this system. 

 

The ratio of purchasing from house-building cooperatives is 5,4 percent in 

Yenimahalle, however the ratio is zero in ¢ankaya for the surveyed population.  

 

Among the interviewed households in ¢ankaya 10,9 percent of them declared that 

they have acquired their dwelling as a heritage or gift. This ratio is 2,2 percent in 

Yenimahalle.  

 

Another common way of housing acquisition in Yenimahalle is exchanging with 

land at a ratio of 12 percent. However this ratio is zero in ¢ankaya.  
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Table 6.13. Housing Acquisition Methods of Different Income Groups 
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Less than 1000 

TL 

6 14,6 17 41,5 6 14,6 1 2,4 3 7,3 8 19,5 0 0,0 0 0,0 41 100 

 1000-1500 TL 20 50,0 7 17,5 7 17,5 2 5,0 1 2,5 2 5,0 1 2,5 0 0,0 40 100 

 1500-2000 TL 13 54,2 2 8,3 6 25,0 0 0,0 2 8,3 0 0,0 0 0,0 1 4,2 24 100 

 2000-2500 TL 15 46,9 0 0,0 10 31,3 1 3,1 4 12,5 1 3,1 1 3,1 0 0,0 32 100 

 2500-3000 TL 13 72,2 2 11,1 2 11,1 1 5,6 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 18 100 

 3000-3500 TL 7 87,5 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 1 12,5 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 8 100 

 3500-4000 TL 6 85,7 0 0,0 1 14,3 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 7 100 

 4000-4500 TL 1 100,

0 

0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 1 100 

 4500-5000 TL 1 50,0 1 50,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 2 100 

 5000-6000 TL 2 50,0 0 0,0 2 50,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 4 100 

 Over 10000 TL 3 100,

0 

0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 3 100 

No Answer 1 25,0 2 50,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 1 25,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 4 100 

Total 88 47,8 31 16,8 34 18,5 5 2,7 12 6,5 11 6,0 2 1,1 1 0,5 184 100 
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An interesting point is that, as it is discussed in the previous section of the chapter, 

22,7 % of total surveyed population earns less than 1 000 TL per month (Table 

6.10). In order to understand how these income groups were able to become 

homeowners, the crosstable of average permanent income and housing acquisition 

methods is constructed in Table 6.13. 

 

Table 6.13 illustrates that, 41,5 percent of households who have monthly average 

permanent income less than 1 000 TL became homeowners by contracting with a 

speculative builder. They indicated that, they have constructed their current 

dwelling units on their own plots with the help of this housing provision method. 

Second common way of housing acquisition for this income group is exchanging 

their land with a dwelling unit. Around 19,5 % of this income level in the studied 

population used this method in order to become homeowners.  

 

In both of these housing acquisition methods, the level of permanent income has no 

important effect because the related population used other real estate property in 

order to become homeowners of their current dwelling unit instead of paying money 

for it.  

 

In Chapter 5, different economic ways of purchasing a dwelling unit is discussed in 

five different cases. Results of calculations show that households with less than 1 

000 TL monthly income are not able to purchase a dwelling by considering these 

five different economic ways. However the survey carried out in different locations 

of ¢ankaya and Yenimahalle illustrates that 22,7 percent of total surveyed 

population who have purchased a dwelling unit within 3 years have average income 

less than 1000 TL per month. As discussed before, Table 6.13 illustrates that 61 

percent of these households purchased their dwelling as a result of their ownership 

of a land which points a new mechanism in home purchase in addition to five 

different methods discussed in Chapter 5. In order to understand this process, more 

detailed information is drawn for these households by the help of the survey. 

However before discussing these detailed information about households, land 
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acquisition as the result of squatting process and the rise of yap-sat­ē (build-and-

sell) type of sector will be summarized briefly in order to understand this provision 

mechanism. 

 

After the economic growth and industrialization between 1950 and 1980, 

immigration from rural areas to urban gain access in Turkey. This spontaneous 

movement came upon the city with lack of infra-structure. These new movers to the 

city with insufficient capital to afford housing in the urban, created new solutions as 

building squatters in one night on state and private lands at the edge of the cities 

(Egercēoĵlu, 2008). Squatting of land that belongs to someone else became one of 

the main agenda of government since this period. The problem of squatting is 

related with the fact of inadequate affordable housing for low income groups. 

Instead of producing affordable housing opportunities for these income groups, 

policies were developed by the authority with a single dimension by naming 

squatter settlements as threats for the urban. Year by year, these inadequate policies 

changed the initial character of the squatter settlements. Results of different legal 

arrangements on squatter settlements with single dimension in different periods 

caused the birth of a new rooted mechanism in housing sector in Turkey.   

 

ñOne of the most important laws of that period is considered to be the Act of 

Municipality numbered 327, which was put in effect in 1963 and introduced the 

election of a mayor by the public directly. This was followed by the Act of Flat 

Ownership which was accepted in 1965 and which supported enlargement of 

ownership rights related to individual construction units. This Act gave way ï with 

the market mechanism ï to the demolishing of available small-sized apartment 

buildings by housing producers with small capital, and construction of multi-storey 

apartment buildingsò (Turkey National Report and Action Plan, 1996, cited in 

Egercēoĵlu, 2008:99). ñIn parallel to these developments, the squatter areas were 

legalized with the Act of Squatters numbered 775 in 1966. It was envisaged that the 

improvement plan would be put in effect in order to prevent illegal settlements. An 
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improvement plan converts an illegal area of settlement into a legal one and secures 

the people living there (Tekeli 2005, cited in Egercēoĵlu, 2008:99). 

 

ñThe legalization of the squatter areas before 1980s and its becoming a means of 

trade paved the way to the organized production of squatters in this period. This 

was the period during which the ownership of houses showed a rise both through 

individual investments and through illegal organizations. This also led to both 

certificated and not certificated constructions in various places. Constructions 

without permit started to be seen not only in squatter areas but also in the regions 

within the city center where apartments were common. In this period, the 

production of housing by means of build-and-sell system became very common. 

The conversion of squatters into four or five storey apartments also led to a spread 

in the structure of shared title deed (hisseli tapu) and ownershipò (Egercēoĵlu, 

2008:100). 

 

In this process, the state has played the leading role in the legalization of squatter 

settlements by enacting Redevelopment Law (No. 2981) which introduces the 

notion of improvement plan. After the changes in this law in 1986, even vacant 

lands could have been defined as potential squatter development areas 

(M¿h¿rdaroĵlu, 2005). ñThis law regulated the procedures to provide a legal 

document (tapu tahsis belgesi) for each type of gecekondu. This document was not 

a formal title deed, but the gecekondu owners, who were provided with these 

documents, became a right-holder of the area that would be redeveloped by 

improvement plansò (T¿rker-Devecigil, 2005:215). 

 

The improvement plan provides a model which transform squatters with market 

incentives by establishing new ownership pattern modern apartment blocks similar 

to the ones in authorized areas. It is a typical build-and-sell model of housing 

provision which is the most common model used in authorized housing provision 

since the 1960s (T¿rker-Devecigil, 2005). ñIt is based on the increased development 

rights in parcel level to build apartment blocks in individual parcels. It has the 
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speculative house builder and landowner as the two main actors at its core. The 

responsibilities of the speculative house builder are to obtain land, supply required 

ýnancial sources, get all of the necessary permits, acquire the building project and 

provide construction. These are usually small entrepreneurs, who have a limited 

amount of capital. In general, they do not own the land that they develop. They 

obtain the land within the urban area by contracting the landowner. If the land is 

located in a prestigious neighborhood, they share the dwelling units of the 

apartment with the landowner at a rate of up to 60 per cent. This percentage varies 

according to the location of the land (Tekeli 1982, cited in T¿rker-Devecigil, 2005: 

216)ò. 

 

In this mechanism, the transformation of squatter areas depends on the location of 

the squatter areas. Some squatter areas have locational advantages and are more 

attractive for small or large capital house constructors due to high land values and 

high rent. The main problem of this model is that, improvement plan generates 

increases in construction density, and it is lack of capacity to transform the squatter 

areas which do not have locational advantages (T¿rker-Devecigil, 2005:216 ). 

 

As the results of these mechanisms, after 1980s, the characteristics of squatter 

settlements have changed. The squatter settlements have become the tool of profit 

making (Kahraman, 2008:56). This initial purpose of sheltering of squatter 

settlements started to change after new regulations of the central and the local 

governments as the purpose of gaining vote in the elections. The first comers start 

to construct new squatters in order to gain rental income from new comers to the 

city which creates a new informal mechanism in cities. ñThe number of second-

generation rural migrants has increased who have displayed different characteristics 

while socializing in the city. On the other hand, most of the squatter housing areas 

have transformed since the 1980s. The transformation of squatter housing 

settlements started with amnesty laws. The first laws legalized the existing squatter 

housing stock; the others provided new ownership patterns and transformed squatter 

houses into high-rise apartment buildings. The improvement plans, and then, urban 
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transformation projects realized the transformation of squatter housing areasò 

(Kahraman, 2008:56,57). 

 

After this brief history of squatter settlements and rise of build-and-sell model in 

Turkey, the socio-economic characteristics of households who have acquired their 

dwelling units by contracting with these small capital house builders and having 

less than 1000 TL permanent income per month are discussed in more detail.  

 

First of all, Table, 6.14 drives information about locations where households 

constructed their dwelling units for two different housing provision methods: 

constructing dwelling on their own plot by contracting with a speculative builder 

(Group 1) and acquisition as an exchange of a land (Group 2). As discussed before, 

these households have less than 1 000 TL permanent income per month. 

 

 

 

 Table 6.14. Location of two Housing Acquisition Methods  

 

 
Group 1: Constructing Dwelling on their 

own Plot by Contracting with a Speculative 

Builder 

Group 2: Acquisition as an 

Exchange of a Land 

 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Bur­ 2 11,8 - - 

¢iĵdemtepe 1 5,9 - - 

Kardelen 1 5,9 - - 

Keklikpēnarē 1 5,9 - - 

Kērkkonaklar 7 41,2 - - 

Yeĸilevler 5 29,4 - - 

Karĸēyaka - - 7 100,0 

Total 17 100,0 7 100,0 
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Table 6.13 illustrates that there are 17 households in Group 1. Table 6.14 shows that 

households who constructed the dwelling on their own plot by making deal with a 

speculative builder with less than 1 000 TL income per month are the owners of 

lands in Bur­, ¢iĵdemtepe, Kardelen, Keklikpēnarē, Kērkkonaklar, and Yeĸilevler. 

Again Table 6.13 illustrates that there are 8 households who have acquired their 

current dwelling as an exchange of a land. Households in this group are the owners 

of plots in Karĸēyaka except one of them (Table 6.14). The location of the plot for 

these households was not indicated in the survey.  

 

An interesting point is that, all these seven locations in Table 6.14 are invaded by 

squatter settlements in this high migration period discussed above. This strengthens 

the assertion that, these households are the owners of squatter settlements on these 

plots.   

 

Table 6.15 illustrates education levels of these two groups. In both groups, there is 

no household who are graduated from a degree higher than a high school. In the 

first group 64,7 percent of head of household were graduated from a primary 

school, and 88,2 percent of the partners were graduated from a primary school. In 

the second group, ratios are 57,1 and 80,0 respectively.  

 

 

 

Table 6.15. Education Level of Households in Group 1 and 2 

 

 Group 1 Group 2 

 
Head of 

Household 
Partner 

Head of 

Household 
Partner 

Primary 

Education 

11 15 4 4 

High School 6 2 3 1 

University - - - - 

Post Graduate - - - - 

Missing Data - - - 2 

Total 17 17 7 7 
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In the survey, all households indicate that they have acquired a dwelling which is an 

apartment unit. Whether households took more than one dwelling unit after the 

construction and exchange processes for these two housing supply methods is an 

important indicator for the analysis. No household in the second group has more 

than one dwelling unit in their property. The results of the survey show that two 

households in the first group have ownership of two dwelling units. However none 

of these second dwelling units is located in the same apartment buildings with the 

current dwelling unit. These households were also homeowners in their previous 

residences, and they acquired their current dwelling unit without selling their 

previous dwelling units.  

 

So none of the households has acquired more than one dwelling unit at the end of 

construction and exchange processes of Yap-Sat. The reason may be that there was 

more than one owners of the plot, and the constructor transferred the dwelling units 

to each partner as the result of the structure of shared title deed and ownership.  

 

Another interesting point is that, Table 6.13 illustrates that only 14,6 % of this 

income group became homeowners by purchasing from HDA, which aims to 

produce low-cost housing for moderate-to-lower income groups. When households 

with a permanent income of less than 4 000 TL are taken into consideration, the 

ratio of purchased dwellings from a seller among other housing provision methods 

increases as the income increases. However the ratio of constructing dwelling on 

their own plot by making deals with house builders decreases as income increases. 

As the income level increases the ratio of purchasing from HDA houses increases 

for the first four income groups. Among these income groups, purchasing from 

HDA has the highest ratio for households at the 2 000-2 500 TL permanent income 

category, with 31,3 percent. The results of the survey demonstrates that, almost 85 

% [(6+7+6+10+12)*100/34] of studied population who bought houses from HDA 

have average permanent income less than 2 500 TL per month.  
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The literature review in this thesis shows the importance of income effect on 

householdôs tenure choice. Also, calculations in Chapter 5 have parallel arguments 

with discussions in the literature review, and shows that purchasing a home is not 

possible for household with less than 1 000 TL monthly incomes. However this 

chapter highlights an irregular mechanism which increases the possibility of home 

purchase for these households. Almost 22,3 percent of total surveyed population 

who have recently bought a dwelling unit, earn less than 1 000 TL per month. At 

first sight, this can be thought as the success of governments about the policies on 

affordable house supply for low-moderate income groups. However, unfortunately 

this case is not related with effective house supply policies by governments, in fact 

it is related with the process of legalization on invasion of both public and private 

lands by newcomers to cities. Furthermore, this legalization did not solve the 

sheltering problems of low income groups, but only changed dimension of the 

problem. That is, initially squatters were constructed only for sheltering purposes. 

However, after legalization, some interest groups have realized new ways about 

how to earn additional income from the phenomenon of gecekondu. That is, the 

sheltering purpose has shifted to the purpose of speculative gains for some groups. 

While this fact attracts more people from urban to rural, these new comers have not 

been as lucky as the previous comers because the interest groups have already 

started to manage the speculative gains and become the main actors of this 

phenomenon in house market. As the result of this process, on one hand there are 

interest groups earning more and more speculative gains, on the other hand there are 

low income groups becoming poorer. Also, this changing dimension of squatter 

settlements gave birth to irregular urbanization in big cities. This process is an 

example of emergence of irregular mechanisms and threats for urban areas as the 

result  of deficiency of effective policies on affordable house supply of governments 

in Turkey.   

 

These discussions show that, formal housing provision for low income groups 

ineffective in Turkey. Housing policies about developing low cost and affordable 

housing inadequate to cover housing need for low income groups due to high rates 
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of migration from rural to urban after industrialization period. The results of 

calculations in Chapter 5 illustrate that, long term housing credits and Mortgage 

Law was not prepared to meet housing needs of low income households due to high 

interest rates in Turkey. Also, housing projects of HDA are acting more affectively 

for middle income groups than for low income groups. So, households who want to 

live in urban, create their own housing mechanism as an alternative of formal 

housing provision methods. This mechanism by gaining access after 1960 has 

changed dimension as the results of different policies of governments in different 

periods, and today it still have validity among different housing provision methods. 

However this system has shifted to a completely different dimension as becoming a 

rent mechanism especially as the result of improvement plans and build-and-sell 

system. In this mechanism, gainers of the larger part of the profit are not the owners 

of the plots, but the actors who have roles in the process of construction. Unless the 

sustainable solution of housing provision for low income groups was not solved 

fundamentally, this mechanism would continue to increase density of housing areas 

and create irregular urbanization. One of the solutions of the problem can be a more 

widespread provision of social housing which can be seen as a remedy for housing 

inequality. Also, existing housing stock in Turkey should be upgraded by 

considering in balance between supply and demand sides.  

 

As discussed before, householdsô tenure choice is also related with householdsô 

decision on location and dwelling unit. For this reason, probability of shifting from 

tenancy to homeownership is also affected from these factors. Next section aims to 

drive a framework for evaluating housing mobility for the surveyed population 

before analyzing the probability with the help of Cox Regression Analysis.  

 

6.2.1. Evaluation of Residential Mobility for Recent Home Buyers 

 

In Chapter 5, the economic affordability for homeownership is examined by taking 

into account of different income quintiles. In Chapter 6, the shift from tenancy to 

homeownership is examined by considering different socio-economic factors. The 
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aim of the chapter is to investigate time of shifting in life-cycles of households, and 

to examine factors influencing location and dwelling decisions of households. 

 

 

 

Table 6.16. Crosstab between Permanent Income of Households and Districts 

 

 ¢ANKAYA % YENĶMAHALLE % TOTAL 

Up to 1000 TL 13 16,4 25 28,7 38 

1000-1500 TL 19 24,1 19 21,8 38 

1500-2000 TL 10 12,7 11 12,6 21 

2000-2500 TL 10 12,7 17 19,5 27 

2500-3000 TL 10 12,7 8 9,2 18 

3000-3500 TL 5 6,3 2 2,3 7 

Over 3500 TL  12 15,2 5 5,7 17 

TOTAL 79 100 87 100 166 

 

 

 

Table 6.16 provides information about location choice of different income groups 

for two districts (Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya) where the survey was carried out. 

Table illustrates that, households with lower permanent income prefer to resident in 

Yenimahalle. As income increases they are more likely to settle in ¢ankaya. When 

Table 5.16 and 5.23 are examined it is clear that average prices of 3+1 room 

dwelling units are higher in ¢ankaya than in Yenimahalle in general. Higher 

income allows households to purchase a dwelling in ¢ankaya with high house 

prices. 

 

In the Classical Economies Theory, rational household chooses a residential 

location by weighting different attributes of each available alternative location in 

order to satisfy maximum utility. These attributes are accessibility of workplace and 

schools, quality of neighborhood life, availability of public services, travel costs, 

dwelling characteristics such as age, number of rooms, floor size, etc. In this 
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process, housing prices and the supply of new dwelling units will be configurated 

by the consumer tastes with the existing housing stock (McFadden, 1977). 

Theoretical models of urban location often posit a population of consumers with 

identical tastes, and a housing market in which prices adjust frictionlessly to an 

equilibrium in which the consumer is indifferent among all housing alternatives. 

Then, housing price is the carrier of all information on consumer tastes for public 

services, accessibility, and dwelling characteristics (McFadden, 1977:1-2). 

 

Because of these different aspects of residential location choice, there are different 

approaches developed for modeling residential mobility. ñLocation allocation 

theories have been in existence since the last century. However, most efforts have 

come to light only in 1950s. Based upon the relative stress each approach has 

placed on certain group of variables to explain decisions taken by households for 

residential location, approaches could be broadly divided into three distinct 

categories- Geographic Models, Social Models and Economic Models. Geographic 

models have stressed mainly on the parameters of accessibility i.e. distance to work 

place, shopping destinations, social facilities and amenities along with cost 

implications based on their mode affordability and choice. Social models have 

relied mainly on life cycle factors i.e. age and structure of households, 

neighborhood characteristics, quality of life, environmental pollution, community 

relations, ethnic and cultural ties and social recognition as the main explanatory 

variables. Economic models have extensively relied on economic parameters i.e. 

housing prices and quality, subsidies and taxes, availability of housing finance, etc. 

Some hybrid models have also evolved which tried to explain residential choice by 

using a combination of social, economic and geographic variablesò (Digambar, 

2010:2).  

 

ñThe residential location choice literature provides some evidence on a connection 

between travel preferences and residential location choice. The bid rent model from 

urban economics says that residential location choice is a trade-off between 

commute distance and land price: a location near the center of the city means a 



 

224 

 

short commute but high land prices and thus small living spaces; a location near the 

edge of the city means low land prices large living spaces but a long commuteò 

(Handy, et al., 2004:7). Households make tradeoff between these variables. Some 

households may prefer to live in a dwelling near the center of the city in order to 

decrease transport cost. Other households prefer to live in a dwelling which is 

located near the edge of the city in order to have larger living spaces. ñResidential 

location choice has also been analyzed with the use of hedonic pricing models. 

These empirical models explain housing prices through the characteristics of the 

house and the characteristics of its locationò (Handy, et al., 2004:7).  

 

The decision of homeownership is related with these two types of integrated 

decision making: the choice of location and the choice of dwelling unit properties. 

ñThus residential mobility research has focused on the decision to move or stay and 

not on the outcome of residential selection that necessarily follows the decision to 

move. That is, the mobility decision is assumed to be made without reference to the 

alternative units to which a household may relocate, except insofar as they are 

represented by the price of housing services (in the expenditure disequilibrium 

model) or the hedonic price function (in the multiattribute disequilibrium model). 

The relocation models therefore are not transferable from one housing market to 

another unless the hedonic price function is estimate separately for each market of 

interest. This limitation can be partially overcome by formulating a joint model of 

the mobility decision and housing choiceò (Onaka & Clark, 1983: 290). 

 

In this chapter, a joint model of the mobility decision and housing choice is used for 

¢ankaya and Yenimahalle. As it is discussed before, the neighborhoods are selected 

to provide a variation for neighborhood types and housing provision methods. This 

chapter examines the mobility pattern between different locations in Ankara by 

considering housing tenure choice. It is aimed to identify the direction of the 

residential mobility while households are purchasing their new homes. People move 

between different locations by considering different socio-economic factors which 

maximize their utility. The movement is linked with the decision to buy a dwelling 



 

225 

 

unit by carrying out a survey with recent home buyers. This part of the study aims 

to evaluate the hypothesis ñHouseholds choose to buy housing in submarkets where 

households of similar socio-economic characteristics live, although there may be 

housing alternatives with similar attribute endowments and prices in some other 

submarkets. Therefore, there is high mobility between only certain housing sub-

marketsò.  

 

Table 6.17 shows the pattern of movement by considering the municipality 

boundary. As discussed before there are 92 surveys in ¢ankaya, and 92 surveys in 

Yenimahalle.  

 

There are 169 households in the survey who have purchased their dwelling units as 

a result of five different housing acquisition methods: Purchasing Dwelling from a 

Seller, Constructing Dwelling on their own Plot by Contracting with a Speculative 

Builder, Purchasing from the HDA, Purchasing from a House-Building 

Cooperative, and Acquisition as an Exchange of a Land. Acquisition as a heritage 

or a gift is excluded from the analysis in this part of the study.  

 

 

 

Table 6.17. Direction of the Move by Considering Boundaries of Municipalities of 

¢ankaya and Yenimahalle 

 

 Frequency Percent 

Staying in the Boundary of the Municipality  122 72,2 

Not Staying in the Boundary of Municipality 25 14,8 

First Residence in Ankara 22 13,0 

Total 169 100,0 
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Table 6.17 shows that 122 (72,2 percent) households prefer to stay in the boundary 

of the Municipality of their previous residence. 25 (14,8 percent) households 

indicate that they have not stayed in the boundary; 22 (13,0 percent) households 

admit that their current dwelling units are their first residences in Ankara.  

 

 

 

Table 6.18. Direction of the Move by Different Neighborhoods of ¢ankaya and 

Yenimahalle 

 

 Frequency Percent 

Staying in the Boundary of Neighborhood 34 20,1 

Not Staying in the Boundary of  Neighborhood 113 66,9 

First Residence in Ankara 22 13,0 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.18 provides more detailed information about mobility by considering the 

boundaries of different neighborhoods of ¢ankaya and Yenimahalle. In this case, 

only 34 (20,1 percent) households have stayed in the boundary of their previous 

residence. 113 (66,9) responders have chosen to move to another location while 

purchasing their current dwelling units. 

 

The survey was carried out with recent home buyers in Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya. 

The list of locations for the related 169 cases is shown in Table 6.19. The list of 

current locations in the table is also the list of destination locations in the study 

where households have purchased their dwelling. 46,2 percent of total surveyed 

population in ¢ankaya has purchased their dwelling units in Kērkkonaklar. 33,7 

percent of surveyed population in Yenimahalle has purchased their dwelling units in 

Yeĸilevler. However these ratios do not illustrate the attractiveness of different 
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locations in ¢ankaya and Yenimahalle because these ratios emerged as the result of 

the number of surveys carried out in different neighborhoods in Ankara.  

 

 

 

Table 6.19. List of Current Residences of Households in the Survey 

 

 Frequency Percent 

¢ANKAYA 

Akpēnar 13 16,2 

Ata 1 1,2 

Dikmen 1 1,2 

Huzur 1 1,2 

Karapēnar 12 15,0 

Keklikpēnarē 8 10,0 

Kērkkonaklar 37 46,2 

Orta ¥ve­ler 1 1,2 

Osman Temiz 1 1,2 

¥ve­ler 1 1,2 

ķ. Cengiz Karaca 1 1,2 

Sokullu 3 3,8 

Total 80 100,0 

YENĶMAHALLE 

 

Aĸaĵēyurt­ular 5 5,6 

Bur­ 3 3,4 

¢igdemtepe 1 1,1 

Gayret 3 3,4 

G¿ventepe 1 1,1 

Kardelen 20 22,5 

Karĸēyaka 12 13,5 

Ostim 1 1,1 

Turgut ¥zal 12 13,5 

Yenimahalle 1 1,1 

Yeĸilevler 30 33,7 

Total 89 100,0 
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Table 6.20. Direction of Movement of Households 

 

From To  Frequency 

Akdere Kērkkonaklar 1 
Total 1 

Akpēnar Gayret 1 
Total 1 

Aĸaĵē Dikmen 

Akpēnar 2 
Karapēnar 4 

Keklikpēnarē 1 

Total 7 

Ayrancē Kērkkonaklar 3 
Total 3 

Balgat Akpēnar 1 
Total 1 

Barēĸtepe Karĸēyaka 1 
Total 1 

Batēkent 

Kardelen 7 
Karĸēyaka 1 

Turgut ¥zal 5 

Total 13 

Birlik  Kērkkonaklar 7 
Total 7 

Cebeci Kērkkonaklar 1 
Total 1 

¢ankaya Keklikpēnarē 1 
Total 1 

¢iĵdem Aĸaĵē Yurt­ular 1 
Total 1 

Demet 

Gayret 1 
Karĸēyaka 2 

Kērkkonaklar 1 

Turgut ¥zal 4 

ķ. Cengiz 1 

Yeĸilevler 6 

Kardelen 1 

Total 16 

Demetlale Keklikpēnarē 1 
Total 1 

Ehlibeyt Huzur 1 
Total 1 

Elmadaĵ Kērkkonaklar 1 
Total 1 

Ergazi  Kardelen 1 
Total 1 

Ertuĵrul Gazi ¥ve­ler 1 
Total 1 

Esentepe Karĸēyaka 1 
Total 1 



 

229 

 

Table 6.20 (Continued) 

 

From To  Frequency 

Etimesgut Turgut ¥zal 1 

Total 1 

Etlik 
Kardelen 1 
Yeĸilevler 1 

Total 2 

G¿zelyaka 
Karĸēyaka 1 
Yeĸilevler 1 

Total 2 

Gºlbaĸē Akpēnar 1 
Total 1 

Ķlkadēm Sokullu 1 
Total 1 

Ķlker Akpēnar 1 
Total 1 

Ķlkyerleĸim 
Kardelen 1 
Turgut ¥zal 1 

Total 2 

Ķncirli Kērkkonaklar 1 
Total 1 

Karĸēyaka Yeĸilevler 3 
Total 3 

Keklikpēnarē Yenimahalle 1 
Total 1 

Kentkoop Yeĸilevler 1 
Total 1 

Kēzēlay Kērkkonaklar 1 
Total 1 

K¿­¿kesat 
Akpēnar 1 
Kērkkonaklar 1 

Total 2 

Maltepe Karapēnar 1 
Total 1 

Mamak 
Akpēnar 1 
Kērkkonaklar 1 

Total 2 

Oran Kērkkonaklar 1 
Total 1 

Pēnarbaĸē G¿ventepe 1 
Total 1 

Seyranbaĵlarē 
Kardelen 1 
Kērkkonaklar 1 

Total 2 

Sincan Keklikpēnarē 2 
Total 2 

Solakuĸaĵē Kērkkonaklar 1 

Total 1 
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Table 6.20 (Continued) 

 

From To  Frequency 

Sokullu 

Akpēnar 1 

Ata 1 

Karapēnar 1 

Total 3 

ķenlik Kardelen1 2 
Total 2 

Tepealtē Kardelen 1 
Total 1 

Tepebaĸē Karĸēyaka 1 
Total 1 

Topraklēk Yeĸilevler 1 
Total 1 

Yakupabdal Kērkkonaklar 1 
Total 1 

Yaĸamkent Aĸaĵē Yurt­ular 1 
Total 1 

Yenibatē Kardelen 1 
Total 1 

Yenimahalle 

Bur­1 2 
Gayret 1 

Karapēnar 1 

Yeĸilevler 4 

Total 8 

Yukarē Dikmen 

Akpēnar1 2 
Karapēnar 1 

Keklikpēnarē 1 

Osman Temiz 1 

Total 5 

Y¿z¿nc¿yēl Kērkkonaklar 1 

Total 1 

Total 113 

 

 

 

Table 6.20 provides information about direction of movement for the responders in 

the survey. Table shows information for the recent movers only, so the list contains 

113 households in total. It provides information about previous residences of 

households, in order to identify the direction of movement to current residences in 

Table 6.19.  
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In this case, Demet has the highest ratio for out migration with 16 cases in total. 

Batēkent has the second highest ratio for out migration with 13 cases in the survey. 

Also, Birlik and Yenimahalle Merkez have relatively high out migration in Table 

6.20.  

 

Again Table 6.21 provides information about direction of movement, however in 

the table the list is arranged by the destination locations in this case. In the survey 

sample, Kērkkonaklar is the location with the highest in migration. However this is 

related with the fact that, Kērkkonaklar is the place where the highest number of 

interviews has been carried out.   

 

 

 

Table 6.21. Direction of Movement 

 

From Frequency To  

Aĸaĵē Dikmen** 2 

Akpēnar 

Balgat** 1 

Gºlbaĸē 1 

Ķlker* 1 

K¿­¿kesat 1 

Mamak 1 

Sokullu** 1 

Yukarē Dikmen** 2 

Total 10 

¢iĵdem 1 
Aĸaĵē Yurt­ular 

Yaĸamkent 1 

Total 2 

Sokullu* 1 Ata 
Total 1 

Yenimahalle** 2 Bur­ 

Total 2 

Akpēnar 1 
Gayret Demet* 1 

Yenimahalle* 1 

Total 3 

Pēnarbaĸē 1 G¿ventepe 
Total 1 

Ehlibeyt* 1 Huzur 
Total 1 
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Table 6.21 (Continued) 

 

Aĸaĵē Dikmen** 4 

Karapēnar 

Maltepe 1 

Sokullu* 1 

Yenimahalle 1 

Yukarē Dikmen* 1 

Total 8 

Batēkent* 

 

7 

Kardelen 

Demet 1 

Ergazi** 1 

Etlik 1 

Ķlkyerleĸim* 1 

Seyranbaĵlarē 1 

ķenlik 2 

Tepealtē 1 

Yenibatē 1 

Total 16 

Barēĸtepe* 1 

Karĸēyaka 

Batēkent** 1 

Demet* 2 

Esentepe* 1 

G¿zelyaka* 1 

Tepebaĸē 1 

Total 7 

Aĸaĵē Dikmen** 1 

Keklikpēnarē 

¢ankaya 1 

Demetlale 1 

Sincan 2 

Yukarē Dikmen* 1 

Total 6 

Akdere** 1 

Kērkkonaklar 

Ayrancē** 3 

Birlik*  7 

Cebeci** 1 

Demet 1 

Elmadaĵ 1 

Ķncirli 1 

Kēzēlay** 1 

K¿­¿k Esat** 1 

Mamak 1 

Oran 1 

Seyranbaĵlarē** 1 

Solakuĸaĵē 1 

Yakupabdal 1 

100. Yēl* 1 

Total 23 

Yukarē Dikmen* 1 Osman Temiz 
Total 1 
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Table 6.21 (Continued) 

 

Ertuĵrul Gazi 1 ¥ve­ler 
Total 1 

Ķlkadēm* 1 Sokullu 
Total 1 

Demet 1 ķ. Cengiz Karaca 
Total 1 

Batēkent* 5 

Turgut ¥zal 
Demet 4 

Etimesgut 1 

Ķlkyerleĸim* 1 

Total 11 

Keklikpēnarē 1 Yenimahalle 
Total 1 

Demet* 6 

Yeĸilevler 

Etlik**  1 

G¿zelyaka* 1 

Karĸēyaka* 3 

Kentkoop 1 

Topraklēk 1 

Yenimahalle* 4 

Total 17 

 113 Total 
* Location within 2,5 km. boundary 

** Location within 5 km. boundary 

 

 

 

Table 6.20 and 6.21 provide information about direction of movement for recent 

homeowners. As a second step, in order to understand how far households prefer to 

move, map of each destination locations based on Table 6.21 are prepared. In each 

map, two circles are drawn with 2,5 and 5 kilometers radius respectively from the 

central location, in order to analyze the movement patterns in related locations of 

Ankara.  

 

In this section of the study, 19 figures are drawn by choosing a central location for 

each one. Locations are destination districts of households taken from Table 6.21 in 

the survey. A 2,5 km. and a 5 km. boundaries are set up around each location to 

represent the distance which household prefer to move in order to purchase a 
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dwelling. Each map is shown in Appendix A at the end of the thesis by discussing 

each move in detail.   

 

In order to evaluate the hypotheses, locations with high inter mobility are 

investigated. From the Tables 6.20 and 6.21, it is found out that the residential 

mobility is intensive between the locations below: 

 

Aĸaĵē Dikmen - Karapēnar 

Batēkent ï Kardelen 

Birlik ï Kērkkonaklar 

Batēkent ï Turgut ¥zal 

Demet ï Turgut ¥zal  

Demet ï Yeĸilevler 

 

When we look at socio-economic characteristics of Aĸaĵē Dikmen and Karapēnar, 

for both locations, average age is around 40 years old. Average household size is 

3,6 for Aĸaĵē Dikmen, and it is 4,1 for Karapēnar. In Aĸaĵē Dikmen, the ratio of 

household head who have been retired is 12,5%, and in Karapēnar there is 

household head who have been retired. The ratio of households who are graduated 

from a university or a higher degree is 50 % in Aĸaĵē Dikmen for both household 

heads and partners. The ratio is 58 % in Karapēnar. In Aĸaĵē Dikmen the ratio of 

households who earn more than 3 500 TL average permanent income per month is 

37,5, and this ratio is 41,7 in Karapēnar. For both locations the majority of 

population earn more than 3 500 TL. In our survey, there is high mobility between 

Aĸaĵē Dikmen and Karapēnar as discussed above. These statistics show that these 

households have similar socio-economic characteristics.    

 

Another high mobility is between Birlik and Kērkkonaklar. Average ages are 

slightly more for this group. It is 45 for Birlik, and 43 for Kērkkonaklar. However, 

average household sizes are slightly lower for the group. It is 3,6 for Kērkkonaklar, 

and 2,9 for Birlik. There is no retired household in Birlik, however the ratio of 
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retired households is 15 % in Kērkkonaklar for the surveyed population. The ratio of 

households who are graduated from a university or a higher degree is around 30 % 

and around 14 % in Birlik for household head. In Birlik, 28,6 of households earn 

less than 1 000 TL average permanent income per month. This ratio is also 27 % in 

Kērkkonaklar. Around 21,6 percent of households earn more than 2 500 TL per 

month in Kērkkonaklar. This ratio is 28,6 % in Birlik. 

 

There is high mobility from Batēkent to both Kardelen and Turgut ¥zal. Average 

age of households is 47 in Batēkent, 44 in Turgut ¥zal, and 41 in Kardelen. Average 

household size is 3,3 in Batēkent, 3,8 in Turgut ¥zal, and 3,15 in Kardelen. For 

three locations, the ratio of households who are retired is around 50 %. These 

statistics illustrate that these three locations are mostly preferred by retired 

households. when we look at the education level of household head, there is no 

household graduated from a lower degree than a high school in Batēkent, this ratio 

is only 8,3 % in Turgut ¥zal, and is 15 % in Kardelen. For both Batēkent and 

Kardelen, the most common income level is between 1 000ï1 000 TL per month, 

and it is between 2 000-2 500 TL per month in Turgut ¥zal.  

 

Also, there is high mobility from Demet to Turgut ¥zal and Yeĸilevler. The average 

is 41 in Demet, and 46 in Yeĸilevler. Average household size is 3,6 in Demet, and 

3,4 in Yeĸilevler. For household head, around 31 % of households have been 

retired, and this ratio is 47 % in Yeĸilevler. Like in Batēkent, Kardelen, and Turgut 

¥zal, also these locations attract population who are retired. For household head 

who are graduated from a higher degree of university is 30 % in Yeĸilevler, and it is 

37 % in Demetevler. This ratio is around 35 % in Kardelen. For Demetevler, the 

most common level of income is between 1 000-1 500 TL like in Batēkent and 

Kardelen, and it is less than 1 000 TL in Yeĸilevler. 

 

These statistics show that when households choose to buy a dwelling unit they 

prefer to live with other households who have socio-economic backgrounds and life 

styles.  
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Table 6.22. Reasons for Location and Dwelling Choices  

 

 Frequency % 

Physical Characteristics of the Dwelling 115 68,0 

     Size 90 53,3 

     Age 54 32,0 

     Being a Detached House  10 5,9 

     Being a Housing Estate 28 16,6 

     Heat System 52 30,8 

     Opportunity of Having a Garden 16 9,5 

     Opportunity of Having a Parking Space 11 6,5 

     Security 51 30,2 

Location of the Dwelling 119 70,4 

     Physical Characteristics Like Transportation and Infrastructure of Location 123 72,8 

     Socio-Economic and Cultural Backgrounds of the Dwellers in the Location 75 44,4 

     Proximity to Work Place 17 10,1 

     Proximity to the CBD 56 33,1 

     Proximity to Schools of Children 18 10,7 

     Proximity to Relatives and Children 22 13,0 

Affordable Housing Prices of the Location 124 73,4 

Total 169 100 

 

 

 

This part of the study focuses on the identification parameters which are significant 

in both residential location and dwelling choices of households. One of the goals of 

the study is to gain an understanding about parameters which are significant in 

residential location choices of households who purchased a dwelling within 3 years 

period. The reasons for purchasing a dwelling in a neighborhood are slightly 

different for different movers. Table 6.22 illustrates primary reasons of households 

on neighborhood selection from the survey results. 

 

Another hypothesis related with the subject is that ñThe demand for a dwelling in 

different housing submarkets in Ankara is related with socio-economic backgrounds 

of households as well as characteristics of dwelling units in each submarketò. Table 

6.22 provides detailed information in order to evaluate this hypothesis.  
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The clear message that comes out of this survey is that financial consideration 

dominates process of purchasing a house. When households are asked for the 

primary reason for their decision about their current dwelling unit, around 73,5 

percent of recent home buyers reported that housing prices in the location affected 

their decision while purchasing a dwelling in that location. 70,4 percent indicated 

that location was an important factor while making their decision. Physical 

characteristics of dwelling were important indicator for 68 percent of the surveyed 

population. Among physical characteristics, floor size of the dwelling unit was the 

most significant factor influencing householdôs decision while purchasing a 

dwelling unit. Age, heat system and security of the dwelling unit, and being in a 

housing estate were also determinant factor on householdôs decision.     

 

Around 70 percent of recent home buyers in the study reported that physical 

characteristics of location like transportation and infrastructure were important 

reasons while selecting a neighborhood. Around 44,4 percent of respondents 

reported socio-economic characteristics and cultural backgrounds of dwellers at that 

location as important reasons for choosing a neighborhood, and also proximity to 

the CBD was also an important factor on householdôs decision for 33,1 percent of 

total surveyed population.  

 

While reporting that affordable house prices, physical characteristics of the location, 

socio-economic characteristics of the neighborhood, and access to CBD were 

primary reasons to select a residential location, few households admitted that 

convenience of reaching to relatives and friends, convenience of access to the 

workplace and schools of their children were the main criterion for selecting a 

neighborhood. That is, unlike the expectations, proximity to schools of children and 

proximity to workplace of households are not one of the primary reasons of the 

neighborhood selection for households.   

 

One of the aims of the study is to establish a model of mobility within the 

homeownership framework. It is possible to determine boundary mobility for each 
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household by classifying each household by the direction of the move. In the survey 

each household was asked for the reasons of selecting the particular neighborhood 

and reasons for purchasing the current dwelling. The survey also included questions 

about householdsô future plans on residential location.  

 

Another question in the survey was about householdsô preferences on residential 

location if they had sufficient money to buy any dwelling in any location of Ankara. 

The location preferences were grouped as follow: 

  

Angora Evleri-Yēldēz-Bilkent-Mebusevleri 

 ¢ukurambar-Karakusunlar 

Gaziosmanpaĸa-Oran 

Subay Evleri 

Mesakoru-Konutkent-¢ayyolu-¦mitkºy-Yaĸamkent 

Batēkent-Eryaman 

 

Around 5 percent of recent movers admitted that they would prefer to live in their 

current residences even if they had sufficient money to buy any dwelling.  While 

reporting their new preferences about location, a clear massage comes out of the 

survey that the majority of respondents do not want to move far away from their 

current residences. Instead they prefer locations close to their current 

neighborhoods having more central location with greater prestige.  

 

6.2.2. Probability of Shifting From Tenancy to Homeownership by Considering 

Five Different Housing Provision Methods with Cox Regression Analysis  

  

In this part of the study the probability of shifting to homeownership is studied by 

using Cox Regression Analysis. The survey is carried out in ¢ankaya and 

Yenimahalle in Ankara by particularly giving attention to obtain examples of 

different housing acquisition methods as discussed in previous parts of the chapter.  
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In this part of the study, the Cox analysis is carried out for five housing acquisition 

types (Table 6.23): Purchasing Dwelling from a Seller, Constructing Dwelling on 

their own Plot by Contracting with a Speculative Builder, Purchasing from the 

HDA, Purchasing from House-Building Cooperatives, and Acquisition as an 

Exchange of a Land.  

 

 

 

Table 6.23. Housing Acquisition Methods  

 

 Frequency Percent 

Purchasing Dwelling from a Seller 88 52,1 

Constructing Dwelling on their own Plot by Contracting with a Speculative 

Builder 

31 18,3 

Purchasing from the HDA  34 20,1 

Purchasing from House-Building Cooperatives 5 3,0 

Acquisition as an Exchange of a Land 11 6,5 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

Acquisition as a heritage or a gift is excluded from the analysis in this part of the 

study. As a result, there are 169 cases available for the Cox Regression Analysis as 

discussed before.   

 

Cox Proportional Hazard Model is used to estimate hazard ratios with 95% 

confidence intervals. ñA proportional hazard model is specified to facilitate more 

detailed analysis. The proportional hazard model, originally introduced by Cox 

(1972), provides a particularly useful approach to analyze the duration of residential 

ownership. Cox's regression is a semi parametric approach to survival analysis. The 

proportional hazard model is the most general of the regression models because no 

assumptions concerning the nature or shape of the underlying survival distribution 
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are required. The model assumes that the underlying hazard rate (rather than 

survival time) is a function of the independent variables (covariates). The method 

does not require that a probability distribution be formally specified; however, in 

contrast to nonparametric methods, Cox's regression does use regression parameters 

in the same way as generalized linear modelsò (Archer, et.al, 2010: 44-45). 

 

Survival analysis is used on a quantitative type of data corresponding to the time 

from a well-defined time origin until the occurrence of some particular event of 

interest or end point (Chan, 2004). ñGenerally, survival analysis is a collection of 

statistical procedures for data analysis for which the outcome variable of interest is 

time until an event occursò (Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005:4). Time may be indicated 

by years, months, weeks, or days from the beginning of follow-up of an individual 

until an event occurs; alternatively, time can refer to the age of an individual when 

an event occurs. Event is any designated experience of interest that may happen to 

an individual (Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005).  

 

In this study, the time origin is January 2008, and the end point is December 2010 

because the responders of the surveys are households who bought their dwelling 

between this period. The event of interest is the point where households shift from 

tenancy to homeownership.  

 

ñMost survival analyses must consider a key analytical problem called censoring. In 

essence, censoring occurs when we have some information about individual 

survival time, but we donôt know the survival time exactlyò (Kleinbaum & Klein, 

2005:5). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Time 

t0 = January 2008 t1 = December 2010 

Left-Censored 

Case 

tS = Shift from 

Tenancy to 

Homeownership 
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Censored observations arise in two cases: a person does not experience the event 

before the study ends (right censored), and the event of interest has occurred before 

the origin time period (left censored). ñLeft-censored data can occur when a 

personôs true survival time is less than or equal to that personôs observed survival 

timeò (Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005:8). 

 

In this study, there is no right-censored case because every household shifts to 

homeownership until the end of surveyed period. However there are left-censored 

cases because some households have shifted to homeownership before the year 

2008. In 169 cases, there are 106 cases which have shifted to homeownership 

between periods 2008-2010, and there are 63 cases entered the sample as 

homeowners, so their homeownership status is left censored.  

 

Cox Regression Model is usually used in medical studies in order to analyze disease 

incidence, recovery from an illness, etc. For this reason, usually time variable is 

called as survival time, and the event is called hazard. 

 

Beside the survival time, the second important variable is the Status. The variable 

tells the analysis which case is censored (denoted by 0) and which case is an event 

(denoted by 1) (Chan, 2004). 

 

ñThe Cox model formula says that the hazard at time t is the product of two 

quantities. The first of these, h0(t), is called the baseline hazard function. The 

second quantity is the exponential expression e to the linear sum of ɓiX i , where the 

sum is over the p explanatory X variables. An important feature of this formula, 

which concerns the proportional hazards (PH) assumption, is that the baseline 

hazard is a function of t, but does not involve the Xôs. In contrast, the exponential 

expression shown here, involves the Xôs, but does not involve t. The Xôs here are 

called time-independent Xôsò (Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005: 94). ñIt is possible, 

nevertheless, to consider Xôs which do involve t. Such Xôs are called time-

dependent variables. If time-dependent variables are considered, the Cox model 
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form may still be used, but such a model no longer satisfies the PH assumption, and 

is called the extended Cox model. A time-independent variable is defined to be any 

variable whose value for a given individual does not change over time. The Cox 

model formula has the property that if all the Xôs are equal to zero, the formula 

reduces to the baseline hazard function. That is, the exponential part of the formula 

becomes e to the zero, which is 1. This property of the Cox model is the reason why 

h0(t) is called the baseline function. Or, from a slightly different perspective, the 

Cox model reduces to the baseline hazard when no Xôs are in the model. Thus, h0(t) 

may be considered as a starting or ñbaselineò version of the hazard function, prior to 

considering any of the Xôs. Another important property of the Cox model is that the 

baseline hazard, h0(t), is an unspecified function. It is this property that makes the 

Cox model a semi parametric model.ò (Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005:95). 

 

The data collected are used to construct Cox Regression Analysis in this part of the 

study. The data set contains 22 explanatory variables. Each variable will be 

discussed in detail in the following section.  

 

6.2.2.1. The Identification of Explanatory Variables 

 

This section of the chapter identifies each 22 explanatory variable in detail. 

 

CODE: Groups of Neighborhoods  

 

The first explanatory variable is CODE which indicates different groups of 

neighborhoods where recent home buyers have purchased their dwelling units. 

 

Table 6.24 provides the crosstab between five different housing acquisition methods 

and different locations of ¢ankaya and Yenimahalle. The survey was carried out in 

12 different neighborhoods in ¢ankaya, and in 11 different neighborhoods in 

Yenimahalle.  
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Table 6.24. Crosstab between Locations and Housing Acquisition Methods 
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Akpēnar 13 0 0 0 0 13 

Ata 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Dikmen 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Huzur 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Karapēnar 11 1 0 0 0 12 

Keklikpēnarē 5 3 0 0 0 8 

Kērkkonaklar 26 11 0 0 0 37 

Orta ¥ve­ler 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Osman Temiz 1 0 0 0 0 1 

¥ve­ler 0 1 0 0 0 1 

ķ. Cengiz Karaca 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Sokullu 3 0 0 0 0 3 

Total 64 16 0 0 0 80 

Y
E
N
Ķ
M
A
H
A
L
L
E

 

Aĸaĵē Yurt­ular 0 0 5 0 0 5 

Bur­ 0 2 0 0 1 3 

¢igdemtepe 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Gayret 0 0 3 0 0 3 

G¿ventepe 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Kardelen 11 4 0 5 0 20 

Karĸēyaka 0 0 2 0 10 12 

Ostim 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Turgut ¥zal 12 0 0 0 0 12 

Yenimahalle 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Yeĸilevler 0 8 22 0 0 30 

Total 24 15 34 5 11 89 
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Table 6.25. Groups of Neighborhoods with Respect to Location and Housing 

Provision Methods 
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Group 1:  

Akpēnar 

Ata 

Dikmen 

Huzur 

Karapēnar  

 Keklikpēnarē  

¥ve­ler  

Osman Temiz  

ķ. Cengiz Karaca 

Sokullu 

 

Group2: 

Kērkkonaklar 

Group 4: 

Karapēnar 

Keklikpēnarē 

¥ve­ler 

 

Group5: 

Kērkkonaklar 

 

 

Y
E
N
Ķ
M
A
H
A
L
L
E

 

Group3: 

G¿ventepe 

Kardelen 

Turgut ¥zal 

Group6: 

Bur­ 

¢igdemtepe 

Kardelen 

Yeĸilevler  

Group7: 

Aĸaĵē Yurt­ular 

Gayret 

Kardelen 

Karĸēyaka 

Ostim 

Yenimahalle 

Yeĸilevler 

Group8: 

Bur­ 

Karĸēyaka 

 

 

 

 

Kērkkonaklar is the neighborhood in ¢ankaya with the most number of surveys 

carried out. Akpēnar is the second location, and Karapēnar is the next location. In 
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Yenimahalle the highest number of surveys was carried out in Yeĸilevler. The next 

neighborhood is Kardelen. 

 

In order to group the data, the neighborhoods are classified under eight groups by 

taking into account the proximity of locations and housing acquisition methods of 

surveyed households who purchased their dwellings in these locations (Table 6.25). 

Figure 6.1-6.7 illustrates approximate locations of each group. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.1. Neighborhoods in Group 1  
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In Group 1, Group 2, and Group 3, housing provision method is purchasing the 

dwelling from a seller. Surveys in Akpēnar, Ata, Dikmen, Huzur, Karapēnar, 

Keklikpēnarē, Orta ¥ve­ler, Osman Temiz, ķ. Cengiz Karaca, and Sokullu are 

classified under the name of Group 1. Figure 6.1 shows the locations of 

neighborhoods in Group 1.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.2. Neighborhoods in Group 2 and Group 5  
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Under the name of Group 2, there are households who purchased dwelling from a 

seller in Kērkkonaklar. Figure 6.2 is preferred for locations in Group 2. In Group 3, 

there are surveys in G¿ventepe, Kardelen, and Turgut ¥zal in Yenimahalle, and 

Figure 6.3 demonstrates locations for Group 3. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.3. Neighborhoods in Group 3  

 

 

 

The housing provision in Group 4, Group 5, and Group 6 is ñconstructing dwelling 

on their own plot by contracting with a speculative builderò. Karapēnar, 
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Keklikpēnarē, ¥ve­ler constitute Group 4. Figure 6.4 illustrates the map for Group 

4.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.4. Neighborhoods in Group 4  

 

 

 

In Group 5, the location is again Kērkkonaklar. However, in this group households 

in Kērkkonaklar are those who constructed dwelling on their own plot by 

contracting with a speculative builder. The location of Kērkkonaklar is shown in 

Figure 6.2.  
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Bur­, ¢iĵdemtepe, Kardelen and Yeĸilevler are in Group 6. Figure 6.5 is preferred 

for Group 6. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.5. Neighborhoods in Group 6  

 

 

 

In Group 7, locations are Aĸaĵē Yurt­ular, Gayret, Kardelen, Karĸēyaka, Ostim, 

Yenimahalle, and Yeĸilevler in Group 6.6. The housing provision method is 

purchasing from the HDA or purchasing from house-building cooperatives.  
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Figure 6.6. Neighborhoods in Group 7  

 

 

 

Acquisition as an exchange of land is the housing acquisition method in Group 8, 

and Bur­ and Karĸēyaka are the locations. Locations of neighborhoods are 

demonstrated in Figure 6.7. 
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Figure 6.7. Neighborhoods in Group 8  

 

 

 

Table 6.26 provides information about the number of survey carried out in each 

samples.  
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Table 6.26. Frequency of CODE 

 

 Frequency Percent 

1
st
 group 38 22,5 

2
nd

 group 26 15,4 

3
rd
 group 24 14,2 

4
th
 group 5 3,0 

5
th
 group 11 6,5 

6
th
 group 15 8,9 

7
th
 group 39 23,1 

8
th
 group 11 6,5 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

One of the assumptions of the thesis is that probability of purchasing a dwelling unit 

changes with different housing provision methods and locations in Ankara. In order 

to test this assumption the variable CODE is included to the study. 

 

MOBILITY   

 

In previous sections residential mobility for recent home buyers are discussed. It is 

assumed in this thesis that housing tenure choice and residential mobility are joint 

decisions. In order to establish a model of mobility within the homeownership 

framework, the boundaries of mobility for each household by classifying each 

household by the direction of the move is discussed in section 6.2.1. Table 6.20 and 

6.21 provide information about direction of movement for recent homeowners, and 

two circles are drawn with 2,5 and 5 kilometers radius respectively by choosing the 

central location, in order to analyze the movement patterns in related locations of 

Ankara in this section.  
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Table 6.27. Frequency of MOBILITY  

 

 
Frequency Percent 

Within the Boundary of Same Neighborhood 34 20,1 

Within the Boundary of 2,5 km. 51 30,2 

Within the Boundary of 5 km. 24 14,2 

Not Within the Boundary of 5 km. 60 35,5 

Total 169 100,0 

 

  

 

Table 6.27 provides information about frequency of explanatory variable 

óMobilityô. Table illustrates that 20,1 percent of recent home buyers purchased their 

current dwelling within the same boundary of their previous residential location. 

30,2 percent of surveyed population did not stay in the boundary of their previous 

neighborhood, however stay within 2,5 km. boundary of the neighborhood. 14,2 

percent of households decided to purchase their current dwelling within the 

boundary of 5 km. These households did not purchase their dwelling in the first 2,5 

km. boundary, however they purchased it in the next 2,5 km. boundary. 35,5 of 

recent homebuyers did not purchased the dwelling within these boundaries of their 

previous residential location.   

 

The inclusion of this explanatory variable in the regression analysis aims to 

understand householdsô preferences of movement in order to purchase a dwelling, 

and the effect of mobility decision on the probability of purchasing a home. 

 

INCOME 

 

Another important explanatory variable is monthly permanent income of 

households. Table 6.28 illustrates information about frequency of INCOME. It is 

interesting that 44,5 percent of total surveyed population has monthly income less 

than 1 500 TL.  
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Table 6.28. Frequency of INCOME 

 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

Up to 1000 TL 38 22,5 

1 001-1 500 TL 38 22,5 

1 501-2 000 TL 21 12,4 

2 001-2 500 TL 27 16,0 

2 501-3 000 TL 18 10,7 

3 001-3 500 TL 7 4,1 

Over 3 501 TL 17 10,1 

Missing 3 1,8 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

Another important point is that, the survey contains questions about both permanent 

and transitory income of households. However among 169 households, 131 of them 

(77,5 percent) were not willing to give information about their transitory income 

event if the fact that 20,7 percent of responders admit that the main source of their 

savings are their transitory income (Table 6.29). For this reason, transitory income 

cannot be introduced into the model due to lack of information. 

 

One of the hypotheses in the thesis is that ñTransition to homeownership of 

households living in private rental accommodation are expected to be related as 

much on transitory income, including inherited wealth, as on permanent income, in 

addition to homeownership opportunities provided by different forms of housing 

provision in Turkeyò. However even 20,7 percent of households indicate that 

transitory income is one of the main sources of their incomes, 77,5 percent of total 

surveyed population were not willing to give information about their transitory 

income. That is, the contribution of transitory income on the probability of 

homeownership cannot be examined due to lack of information in the data. 
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Table 6.29. The ratio of Contributions of Permanent and Transitory Income on 

Householdsô Savings 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

Permanent Income 108 63,9 

Transitory Income 35 20,7 

No Answer 26 15,4 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

EDUCATION_HEAD  

 

This variable indicates education level of household head based on the highest 

completed educational degree.  

 

 

 

Table 6.30. Frequency of EDUCATION_HEAD 

 

 Frequency Percent 

Primary Education 51 30,2 

High School 58 34,3 

University 55 32,5 

Post Graduate 4 2,4 

No Answer 1 0,6 

Total 169 100 

 

 

 

The distribution of education of household head has close ratios for the first three 

education levels as Table 6.30 shows.  
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EDUCATION_PARTNER  

 

As discussed before, literature shows that education of partner also affected 

homeownership probability for households. For this reason, 

EDUCATION_PARTNER is included to the model as an indicator of education 

level of partner based on the highest completed educational degree.  

 

 

 

Table 6.31. Frequency of EDUCATION_PARTNER 

 

 Frequency Percent 

Primary Education 73 43,2 

High School 42 24,9 

University 37 21,9 

Post Graduate 2 1,2 

No Answer 15 8,9 

Total 169 100 

 

 

 

A great majority (43,2 percent) of partners have graduated from a primary school 

(Table 6.31). Only 21,9 percent of partners were graduated from a university. 

 

AGE  

 

The variables indicate age of responders when they purchased their current dwelling 

units. Table 6.32 illustrates the distribution of AGE.  
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Table 6.32. Frequency of AGE for Recent Homebuyers 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

21-30 35 20,7 

31-40 39 23,1 

41-50 50 29,6 

51-60 26 15,4 

61-70 13 7,7 

71-80 6 3,6 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

The data is classified under 6 groups. However, age is not obtained for household 

heads, in fact it illustrates the age of the respondents of the survey. For this reason, 

by grouping the data it is assumed that both the household head and the partner 

would be in the same age group. 

 

20,7 percent of the surveyed population has purchased their homes before their 30s. 

26,7 percent of recent homebuyers purchased their dwelling after the age 50.  

 

Age is a time dependent variable, however in this study age indicates the age of 

households when they bought their recent homes so in this study it is taken as time 

independent.  

 

EMPLOYMENT 

 

There is a vast amount on literature on the relation between unemployment and 

homeownership. However the literature mainly focuses on effects of 

homeownership on unemployment. According to the most researches, 

ñhomeownership causes a decline in people's willingness to switch locations, and 

this decline might be expected to raise the average amount of unemploymentò 
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(Oswald, 1997:10). In this study, the relation between the homeownership and 

employment is studied with a reverse overlook. Effects of unemployment on the 

probability of homeownership are investigated with the help of Cox Regression 

Analysis.  

 

Table 6.33 provides information about the frequency of EMPLOYMENT. There are 

three groups under EMPLOYMENT. Not Working refers to households who are not 

working in a stable job. Working refers households who are working in a stable job. 

Retired indicates households who have been retired. The variable indicates the 

employment of household head. 61,5 percent of total responders are working in a 

stable job, 12,4 percent are not working in a stable job in the data.   

 

 

 

Table 6.33. Frequency of EMPLOYMENT 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

Not Working 21 12,4 

Working 104 61,5 

Retired 44 26,0 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

EMPLOYMENT_PARTNER 

 

Also, it is expected that employment of household head and partner will affect the 

probability of homeownership in different ways. For this reason, the employment of 

partner is shown by a different explanatory variable in the study.  
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Table 6.34. Frequency of EMPLOYMENT_PARTNER 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

Not Working 131 77,5 

Working 25 14,8 

Retired 13 7,7 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.34 provides information about frequency of EMPLOYMENT_PARTNER. 

A great majority of partners are not working in a stable job. Only 14,8 percent of 

partners are working in a stable job. The ratio of partners who are working in a 

stable job is 22,5 in ¢ankaya, however this ratio is only 7,9 in Yenimahalle.  

 

JOB_LOCATION 

 

Another explanatory variable is JOB_LOCATION which indicates the relation 

between householdsô job location and their previous residential location. ñIt is a 

major factor that influences attractiveness of a certain location aside from the areaôs 

physical characteristics. It is argued that the reason why most people prefer to live 

in city centers and built-up areas because of accessibility ïpotential for a variety of 

activities aside from being near to work. This notion explains why accessibility has 

been always present in most location choice modelsò (Rivera&Tiglao, 2005:1170).  

 

With this variable it is aimed to investigate whether probability of shifting is 

affected by locational characteristics like job. Households make a tradeoff between 

transportation cost and the cost of housing while they are planning to buy a 

dwelling. Households prefer to wait until to buy a dwelling in a location where 

there is easy accessibility to job location which may postpone the purchase the 

decision. In order to understand this effect, JOB_LOCATION makes a comparison 
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between householdôs job location and location  of  previous residences before 

purchasing their current homes.  

 

 

 

Table 6.35. Frequency of JOB_LOCATION 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

0 130 76,9 

1 31 18,3 

2 8 4,7 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.35 provides information about the frequency of JOB_LOCATION. 0 

indicates the situation that workplaces of both partners were not the same location 

of their previous residential location (76,9 %). 1 indicates the situation that the 

workplace and previous residential location are same for only one of the partners 

(18,3 %). 2 indicates that the workplace and previous residential location are the 

same place for both the household head and partner (4,7 %).  

 

It is aimed to investigate whether location of residence and workplace are 

interrelated and whether households postpone home purchase decision in order to 

be resident in the same location with their workplace. 

 

MARRIAGE 

 

In 169 surveys, there are 7 households who are single, and there are 6 households 

who are either widowed or divorced. However in the Cox Regression Analysis, due 

to missing values in some cases because of other explanatory variables, these 

households are eliminated from the analysis. For this reason, householdsô marital 
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status is not taken as one of the explanatory variables in Cox Regression Analysis. 

Instead, the date of marriage is included in the analysis. MARRIAGE indicates how 

long households have been married at the day they purchased their dwelling units. 

 

 

 

Table 6.36. Frequency of MARRIAGE 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

0-5 30 17,8 

6-10 14 8,3 

11-15 21 12,4 

16-20 23 13,6 

More than 21 68 40,2 

Not Married 13 7,7 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.36 indicates the frequency of MARRIAGE. Around 40 percent of total 

surveyed population indicates that they have been married for more than 21 years.  

17,8 percent of responders have been married less than 5 years when they have 

purchased their current dwelling unit. 

 

HOUSEHOLDS 

 

The next explanatory variable is HOUSEHOLDS which indicates the number of 

people who lived together in the residential unit. It is aimed to investigate whether 

number of households has impact on the probability of purchasing a dwelling.   
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Table 6.37. Frequency of HOUSEHOLDS 

 

Number of People 
Frequency Percent 

1 2 1,2 

2 33 19,5 

3 56 33,1 

4 52 30,8 

5 14 8,3 

6 7 4,1 

7 1 0,6 

8 1 0,6 

9 3 1,8 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.37 provides information about the number of households. The average 

households size is 3,5 in the studied sample. 

 

CHILDREN 

 

 

 

Table 6.38. Frequency of CHILDREN  

 

Number of Children Frequency Percent 

0 21 12,4 

1 38 22,5 

2 63 37,3 

3 29 17,2 

4 14 8,3 

5 3 1,8 

6 1 ,6 

Total 169 100,0 
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CHILDREN indicates total number of children. Table 6.38 provides information 

about the number of children. 12,4 percent of households have no child. The great 

majority in the sample (37,3 percent) has two children.   

 

SCHOOL 

 

Literature on homeownership shows that there is a link between having school-aged 

children and residential location decision of households. Households may have to 

make trade-offs by giving up some level of housing quality in order to live in 

locations close to good qualified schools. ñFor example, when a household moves, 

it examines several houses in different locations, and its final decision is made 

through a trade-off, for example, choosing a smaller house in a very good school 

district or a similarly priced, larger house in a poorer school district. If the 

household has school-aged children, it may be more likely to choose a good school 

district and a smaller house as a trade-offò (Kim, 2010:5). 

 

 

 

Table 6.39. Frequency of SCHOOL 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

No 91 53,8 

Yes 78 46,2 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.39 provides information about frequency of SCHOOL. No indicates 

households with no school-aged children. Yes indicates households who have 

school-aged children. 46,2 percent of households have children who are currently 

attending to school.  
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RENT 

 

Literature shows that current wealth of households has important effect on home 

purchase probability. However this affect cannot be directly measured because of 

insufficient information in the data. For this reason, RENT is used as a measure of 

current wealth of households in this study. Households are asked whether they have 

a secondary dwelling unit that they earn rental income. 

 

 

 

Table 6.40. Frequency of RENT 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

No 145 85,8 

Yes 24 14,2 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.40 illustrates the frequency of RENT. ñNoò indicates households who have 

no dwelling units that they gain rental income. ñYesò indicates households who 

have dwelling units that they earn rental income. 14,2 percent of households 

indicate that they earn rental income from their secondary homes.  

 

CREDIT 

 

The calculations in Chapter 5 shows that housing credits do not provide new 

opportunities for households who are not able to purchase a dwelling by saving 

their money. In order to understand whether applying for long-term housing credits 

affect the probability of shifting to homeownership, the explanatory variable 

CREDIT is included into the model. CREDIT is an indicator of whether households 

used housing credit or not.  
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Table 6.41. Frequency of CREDIT 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

No 117 69,2 

Yes 52 30,8 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.41 provides information about the frequency of CREDIT. 30,8 percent of 

households indicated that they applied for long-term housing credits while 

purchasing their current homes.  

 

PREFERENCES 

 

While households decide to buy a dwelling unit they seek for particular attributes 

for the dwelling. They may postpone purchasing the dwelling until they find that 

suitable dwelling with these attributes. In order to test whether households delay 

buying a dwelling for these reasons PREFERENCES is added to the model as an 

explanatory variable. 

  

 

 

Table 6.42. Frequency of PREFERENCES 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

Same 133 78,7 

Lower 30 17,8 

Better 4 2,4 

Indifferent 2 1,2 

Total 169 100,0 
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Table 6.42 provides information about the frequency of PREFERENCES. ñSameò 

indicates the situation that households wait to purchase a dwelling with the same 

attributes that they prefer to buy. ñLowerò indicates households who did not wait to 

find a dwelling with the same attributes they wish to purchase. These households 

have purchased a dwelling with a lower attributes. ñBetterò illustrates households 

who were able to purchase a dwelling with better attributes that they wish to buy. 

ñIndifferentò are the households who did not think a particular attributes for 

dwelling before they purchased it. The great majority of households waited to 

purchase the dwelling until they find the one which had the same attributes with 

their preferences. 

 

FLOOR SIZE 

 

Another important characteristic of the dwelling is the floor size. As discussed 

before most of the households in the survey indicated that the floor size is important 

for them while purchasing a dwelling. 

 

Table 6.43 indicates the frequency of FLOOR_SIZE. The most common floor size 

that households prefer to purchase is 100-149 m2
. 

 

 

 

Table 6.43. Frequency of FLOOR SIZE 

 

 Frequency Percent 

0-49 m2 1 0,6 

50-99 m2 30 17,8 

100-149 m2 117 69,2 

150-199 m2 16 9,5 

200-249 m2 1 0,6 

More than 250 m2 2 1,2 

Missing 2 1,2 

Total 169 100,0 
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ROOM 

 

ROOM indicates the number of room per housing unit. It is aimed to find out what 

number of rooms is most common in housing purchase and what number of rooms 

is most affordable for households.  

 

Table 6.44 provides information about the frequency of ROOM. The most preferred 

number of rooms is 3+1.  

 

 

 

Table 6.44. Frequency of ROOM 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

2+1 20 11,8 

3+1 126 74,6 

4+1 11 6,5 

5+1 8 4,7 

6+1 3 1,8 

7+1 1 ,6 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

TYPE 

 

Households gave priority to the type of the dwelling unit before purchasing it. For 

instance, some households preferred to live in detached houses. However in this 

survey, it was not possible to make interviews with households who have purchased 

a detached house. 
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Table 6.45 provides information about frequency of TYPE. 47,9 percent of total 

survey was carried out in apartment units. 30,8 percent was carried out in housing 

estate, and 20,7 was carried out in gated housing estate. 

 

  

 

Table 6.45. Frequency of TYPE 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

Housing Estate 52 30,8 

Gated Housing Estate 35 20,7 

Apartment  Unit  81 47,9 

No Answer 1 0,6 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

This part of the study focuses on the identification parameters which are significant 

in both residential location and dwelling choices of households. Next part of the 

chapter identifies Cox Regression analysis  for recent home buyers.  

 

6.2.2.2. Cox Regression Analysis for Recent Home Buyers with five Different 

Housing Provision Methods 

 

In this part of the study, the model of Cox Regression is introduced for recent home 

buyers. The probability of shifting to homeownership is analyzed by taking into 

account of five different housing acquisition methods. 

 

ñA key reason for the popularity of the Cox model is that, even though the baseline 

hazard is not specified, reasonably good estimates of regression coefficients, hazard 

ratios of interest, and adjusted survival curves can be obtained for a wide variety of 

data situations. Another way of saying this is that the Cox PH model is a ñrobustò 
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model, so that the results from using the Cox model will closely approximate the 

results for the correct parametric modelò (Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005: 96). 

 

ñThe formula for the Cox model likelihood function is actually called a ñpartialò 

likelihood function rather than a (complete) likelihood function. The term ñpartialò 

likelihood is used because the likelihood formula considers probabilities only for 

those subjects who fail, and does not explicitly consider probabilities for those 

subjects who are censored. Thus the likelihood for the Cox model does not consider 

probabilities for all subjects, and so it is called a ñpartialò likelihoodò (Kleinbaum & 

Klein, 2005: 99). 

 

In this study, the data are suitable for Cox Proportional Hazard Model because they 

provide information whether households are homeowners or not, and when they 

shift to homeownership for the period 2008-2010. Cox Proportional Hazard 

Function provides information about duration of time when households shift from 

tenancy to homeownership. All analysis in this part of the study is carried out by 

using SPSS 16.0.   

 

There are two assumptions of the Cox Proportional Hazard Model. In the first one, 

if there are time-dependent variables in the data, the Cox model form may still be 

used, but such a model no longer satisfies the PH (proportional hazard) assumption. 

In this case, extended Cox Model should be used. As it is discussed before, in this 

study the variables assumed to be constant in time. That is variables are time 

independent.  

 

Secondly, the Cox Proportional Hazard Model assumes a constant hazard ratio 

across time (Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005). ñEquivalently, this means that the hazard 

for one individual is proportional to the hazard for any other individual, where the 

proportionality constant is independent of time. The PH assumption is not met if the 

graph of the hazards crosses for two or more categories of a predictor of interest. 

However, even if the hazard functions do not cross, it is possible that the PH 
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assumption is not met. Thus, rather than checking for crossing hazards, we must use 

other approaches to evaluate the reasonableness of the PH assumptionò (Kleinbaum 

& Klein, 2005: 135). 

 

A number of different tests for assessing the PH assumption have been proposed in 

the literature. In this study, the test of Harrel and Lee (1986) is used, which is a 

variation of a test, originally proposed by Schoenfeld (1982). The test based on the 

residuals defined by Schoenfeld, now called the Schoenfeld residuals. In this 

method, for each predictor in the model, Schoenfeld residuals are defined for every 

subject who has an event (Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005). ñThe idea behind the 

statistical test is that if the PH assumption holds for a particular covariate then the 

Schoenfeld residuals for that covariate will not be related to survival timeò 

(Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005: 151). 

 

 

 

Table 6.46. Pearson Correlation between Variables and Time 

 

 

  Rank of TIME 

Partial residual for RENT 
Pearson Correlation ,023 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,825 

N 96 

Partial residual for PREFERENCES 
Pearson Correlation ,062 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,550 

N 96 

Partial residual for FLOOR_SIZE 
Pearson Correlation -,265** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,009 

N 96 

Partial residual for TYPE 
Pearson Correlation -,311** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 

N 96 

Partial residual for HOUSEHOLDS 
Pearson Correlation -,001 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,989 

N 96 

Partial residual for EDUCATION_HEAD 
Pearson Correlation -,019 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,853 

N 96 
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Table 6.46 (Continued) 

 

 
 Rank of TIME 

Partial residual for EDUCATION_PARTNER 
Pearson Correlation ,000 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,998 

N 96 

Partial residual for INCOME 
Pearson Correlation -,044 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,674 

N 96 

Partial residual for CREDIT 
Pearson Correlation -,037 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,721 

N 96 

Partial residual for ROOM 
Pearson Correlation -,168 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,102 

N 96 

Partial residual for CHILDREN 
Pearson Correlation -,112 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,279 

N 96 

Partial residual for SCHOOL 
Pearson Correlation -,024 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,813 

N 96 

Partial residual for AGE 
Pearson Correlation -,011 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,915 

N 96 

Partial residual for EMPLOYMENT 
Pearson Correlation ,025 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,808 

N 96 

Partial residual for EMPLOYMENT_PARTNER 
Pearson Correlation -,003 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,974 

N 96 

Partial residual for JOB_LOCATION 
Pearson Correlation -,176 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,087 

N 96 

Partial residual for CODE 
Pearson Correlation ,284** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,005 

N 96 

Partial residual for MOBILITY 
Pearson Correlation ,018 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,859 

N 96 

Partial residual for MARRIAGE 
Pearson Correlation -,073 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,481 

N 96 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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In order to test the PH assumption, Schoenfeld residuals for all covariates is 

calculated by running a Cox Regression. Then, a variable including ranked order of 

survival time is obtained. As a last step, a Pearson correlation test is applied 

between the ranked order of survival time and Schoenfeld residuals of each 

variable. Table 6.46 illustrates the results of this correlation test. It provides 

information about the correlation, and the p-values between the ranked survival and 

the partial residuals. These p-values are also the p-values for the PH test. 

Correlation is significant at 0.95 CI level (2-tailed) if the p-value is smaller than 

0.05.  

 

Table shows that, p-values for the correlation between the rank of time and partial 

residuals for FLOOR_SIZE, AGE_BUILDING, STOREY_DWELLING, TYPE, 

STORIES, and CODE are smaller than 0,05 which are significant at the 0,05 CI 

level. That is, there are correlation between these residuals and time. The 

correlation between the rank of time and other residuals are insignificant for a 95 % 

Confidence Interval level. So variables as FLOOR_SIZE, TYPE, and CODE do not 

satisfy the assumption of Proportional Hazard as the correlation for these related 

residuals and time is significant. Other variables satisfy the PH assumption. 

 

There are two alternatives when one or more variables do not satisfy the PH 

assumption. The first one is using the Stratified Cox Regression Model. ñThe 

ñstratified Cox modelò is a modification of the Cox proportional hazards (PH) 

model that allows for control by ñstratificationò of a predictor that does not satisfy 

the PH assumption. Predictors that are assumed to satisfy the PH assumption are 

included in the model, whereas the predictor being stratified is not includedò 

(Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005: 176). If this model is used, none of these variables can 

be included into the model as it does not satisfy the PH assumption. For that reason, 

hazard ratio cannot be obtained for none of these variables if stratified Cox 

Regression Analysis is used.  
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Second alternative is using Extended Cox Proportional Hazard Model. This model 

involves using time dependent variables. ñA time-dependent variable is defined as 

any variable whose value for a given subject may differ over time (t). In contrast, a 

time-independent variable is a variable whose value for a given subject remains 

constant over time. As a simple example, the variable RACE is a time-independent 

variable, whereas the variable RACE x time is a time-dependent variableò 

(Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005: 176). 

 

In this study, it is preferred to use extended Cox Regression Model instead of using 

Stratified Cox Regression Model in order to include one of the variables which does 

not satisfy the PH assumption into the model.  

 

In Extended Cox Regression, the variable does not satisfy the PH assumption is also 

kept into the model by using time dependent variables. A new variable is defined to 

analyze this time-independent variable which does not satisfy the PH assumption. 

However, this method enables inclusion of only one of the variables into the model. 

In this study, there are three variables that do not satisfy the PH assumption. As the 

variable CODE is the most significant variable for the study, the extended Cox 

Regression is used by including CODE as a time dependent variable.   

 

In order to choose the best model, stepwise regression with backward elimination is 

used. The elimination is started with all variables which satisfy PH assumptions 

above. The logic behind stepwise regression is that, variables which are not 

statistically significant are deleted after running regression in each step. Table 6.47 

illustrates the steps of Backward Cox Regression Analysis.  
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Table 6.47. Description of Models 

 

 
Variables 

Description 

of Model 
Significant Variables Not Significant Variables 

Model 

1 

AGE 

EMPLOYMENT 

EMPLOYMENT_PARTNER 

JOB_LOCATION 

CODE 

MOBILITY  

MARRIAGE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

INCOME 

CREDIT 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

SCHOOL 

RENT 

PREFERENCES 

Model is 

Significant 

CODE 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

PREFERENCES 

AGE 

EMPLOYMENT 

EMPLOYMENT_PARTNER 

JOB_LOCATION 

MOBILITY  

MARRIAGE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

INCOME 

CREDIT 

SCHOOL 

RENT 

 

Model 

2 

AGE 

EMPLOYMENT 

EMPLOYMENT_PARTNER 

JOB_LOCATION 

CODE 

MOBILITY  

MARRIAGE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

INCOME 

CREDIT 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

SCHOOL 

PREFERENCES 

Model is 

Significant 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

PREFERENCES 

AGE 

EMPLOYMENT 

EMPLOYMENT_PARTNER 

JOB_LOCATION 

MOBILITY  

MARRIAGE 

INCOME 

CREDIT 

SCHOOL 
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Table 6.47 (Continued) 

 

 Variables 
Description 

of Model 
Significant Variables Not Significant Variables 

Model 3 

AGE 

EMPLOYMENT 

JOB_LOCATION 

CODE 

MOBILITY  

MARRIAGE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

INCOME 

CREDIT 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

SCHOOL 

PREFERENCES 

Model is 

Significant 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

PREFERENCES 

AGE 

JOB_LOCATION 

MOBILITY  

MARRIAGE 

INCOME 

CREDIT 

SCHOOL 

 

Model 4 

EMPLOYMENT 

JOB_LOCATION 

CODE 

MOBILITY  

MARRIAGE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

INCOME 

CREDIT 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

SCHOOL 

PREFERENCES 

Model is 

Significant 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

PREFERENCES 

JOB_LOCATION 

MOBILITY  

MARRIAGE 

INCOME 

CREDIT 

SCHOOL 
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Table 6.47 (Continued) 

 

 Variables 
Description 

of Model 
Significant Variables Not Significant Variables 

Model 5 

EMPLOYMENT 

JOB_LOCATION 

CODE 

MOBILITY  

MARRIAGE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

INCOME 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

SCHOOL 

PREFERENCES 

Model is 

Significant 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

PREFERENCES 

JOB_LOCATION 

MOBILITY  

MARRIAGE 

INCOME 

SCHOOL 

 

Model 6 

EMPLOYMENT 

JOB_LOCATION 

CODE 

MARRIAGE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

INCOME 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

SCHOOL 

PREFERENCES 

Model is 

Significant 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

PREFERENCES 

EMPLOYMENT 

JOB_LOCATION 

MARRIAGE 

INCOME 

SCHOOL 

 

Model 7 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

MARRIAGE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

INCOME 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

SCHOOL 

PREFERENCES 

Model is 

Significant 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

PREFERENCES 

EMPLOYMENT 

MARRIAGE 

INCOME 

SCHOOL 
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Table 6.47 (Continued) 

 

 Variables 
Description 

of Model 
Significant Variables Not Significant Variables 

Model 8 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

INCOME 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

SCHOOL 

PREFERENCES 

Model is 

Significant 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

PREFERENCES 

INCOME 

SCHOOL 

 

Model 9 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

INCOME 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

PREFERENCES 

Model is 

Significant 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

PREFERENCES 

INCOME 

 

Model 

10 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

PREFERENCES 

Model is 

Significant 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

 

PREFERENCES 

Model 

11 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

Model is 

Significant 

CODE 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

 

EMPLOYMENT 

HOUSEHOLDS 
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Table 6.47 (Continued) 

 

 Variables 
Description 

of Model 
Significant Variables Not Significant Variables 

Model 

12 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

Model is 

Significant 

CODE 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

 

EMPLOYMENT 

ROOM 

CHILDREN 

 

Model 

13 

EMPLOYMENT 

CODE 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

Model is 

Significant 

CODE 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

 

EMPLOYMENT 

 

 

Model 

14 

CODE 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

Model is 

Significant 

CODE 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

ROOM 

 

Model 

15 

CODE 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

Model is 

Significant 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

 

CODE 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

 

Model 

16 

CODE 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

Model is 

Significant 

 CODE 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

Model 

17 

CODE Model is 

Significant 

CODE  

 

 

 

In variables column, Table illustrates explanatory variables in each model. The first 

model contains all possible explanatory variables which satisfy PH assumption. The 

backward regression is started with 17 explanatory variables. In each step, an 

explanatory variable is eliminated by taking into account its relevance to the model.  

Next column provides information whether the model is statistically significant or 

not in overall score. Table shows that, all 17 models are statistically significant in 

overall score. The following column demonstrates which variables are statistically 
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significant and the next column shows variables which are not statistically 

significant for each model. 

 

The backward regression analysis is an elimination procedure to test the 

significance of explanatory variables. Starting out with the maximum model, the 

variable with the highest p -value is eliminated for the test of significance of the 

variable. In the next step, the regression is runned for the reduced model (having 

removed the variable from the maximum model), and again the variable with the 

highest p-value for the test of significance is removed from the reduced model. This 

procedure is repeated for each step of the backward analysis. The procedure ends 

when no more variables can be removed from the model at the related significance 

level. F-test criterion in this procedure is used in this process
16

. After evaluating the 

Cox Regression Analysis by using Backward Stepwise Method, Model 3 is chosen 

for the study as including more explanatory variables in the model. The SPSS 

outputs of Cox Regression Analysis in each model are represented in Appendix B at 

the end of the thesis.  

 

 

 

Table 6.48. Case Processing Summary 

 

  
N Percent 

Cases available in 

analysis 

Event
a
 97 57,4% 

Censored 54 32,0% 

Total 151 89,3% 

Cases dropped Cases with missing values 18 10,7% 

Cases with negative time 0 0,0% 

Censored cases before the earliest event in a stratum 0 0,0% 

Total 18 10,7% 

Total 169 100,0% 

a. Dependent Variable: TIME 
  

                                                           
16

 http://statmaster.sdu.dk/courses/st111/module08/index.html 

http://statmaster.sdu.dk/courses/st111/module08/index.html
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Table 6.48 provides case processing summary for the extended Cox regression 

model.  After removing observation with missing variables (18 cases), 151 cases are 

available for the analysis. Among 151 cases, there are 54 censored cases.   

 

Table 6.49 provides information about summary statistics of explanatory variables 

of Cox Regression Analysis and categorical definition. In categorical definition, the 

control groups are denoted by 1, and the reference groups are denoted by 0.  

 

That is, for instance the reference category for CODE is group 8 because it takes the 

value 0 in all cases. Cox Regression analysis provides information by changing the 

control group in different analysis. For instance, the column (1) for CODE 

illustrates the analysis where group 1 is the control group. Likewise, the column (2) 

provides information when the control is group 2.  

 

 

 

Table 6.49. Summary Statistics of Variables and Categorical Definition 

 
 N 1 2  3 4 5 6 7 

AGE 151        

          21-30 30 1 0 0 0 0   

          31-40 36 0 1 0 0 0   

          41-50 48 0 0 1 0 0   

          51-60 20 0 0 0 1 0   

          61-70 12 0 0 0 0 1   

          71-80 5 0 0 0 0 0   

JOB_LOCATION 151        

          Not Same 114 1 0      

          One of Them is Same 29 0 1      

          Both Same 8 0 0      

EMPLOYMENT 151        

          Not Working 14 1 0      

          Working 96 0 1      

          Retired 41 0 0      

MARRIAGE 151        

          0-5 30 1 0 0 0    

          6-10 14 0 1 0 0    

          11-15 21 0 0 1 0    

          16-20 23 0 0 0 1    

          More than 21 63 0 0 0 0    
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Table 6.49 (Continued) 

 

 N 1 2  3 4 5 6 7 

CHILDREN 151  
      

          0 14 1 0 0 0 0 0 
 

          1 37 0 1 0 0 0 0 
 

          2 60 0 0 1 0 0 0 
 

          3 24 0 0 0 1 0 0 
 

          4 12 0 0 0 0 1 0 
 

          5 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 
 

          6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

EDUCATION_HEAD 151  
      

          Primary 45 1 0 0 
     

          High School 52 0 1 0 
    

          University 51 0 0 1 
    

          Post-Graduate 3 0 0 0 
    

EDUCATION_PARTNER 151  
      

          Primary 70 1 0 0 
    

          High School 42 0 1 0 
    

          University 37 0 0 1 
    

          Post-Graduate 2 0 0 0 
    

INCOME 151  
      

          < 1000 TL 34 1 0 0 0 0 0  

         1 001-1 500 TL 34 0 1 0 0 0 0  

         1 501-2 000 TL 18 0 0 1 0 0 0  

         2 001-2 500 TL 27 0 0 0 1 0 0  

         2 501-3 000 TL 14 0 0 0 0 1 0  

         3 001-3 500 TL 7 0 0 0 0 0 1  

         >3 501 TL 17 0 0 0 0 0 0  

CODE 151  
      

          1 37 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

          2  22 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

          3  21 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

          4 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

          5 10 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

          6 14 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

          7 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

          8 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MOBILITY  151  
      

          Within the same 

Boundary 

29 1 0 0     

          Within 2,5 Km. 44 0 1 0     

          Within 5 Km. 22 0 0 1     

          Not within the Boundary 56 0 0 0     
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Table 6.49 (Continued) 

 

 N 1 2  3 4 5 6 7 

HOUSEHOLDS 151        

          2 27 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

          3 51 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

          4 47 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

          5 14 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

          6 7 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

          7 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

          8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

          9 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CREDIT 151        

          No  105 1       

          Yes 46 0       

ROOM 151        

          2+1 15 1 0 0 0 0   

          3+1 114 0 1 0 0 0   

          4+1 10 0 0 1 0 0   

          5+1 8 0 0 0 1 0   

          6+1 3 0 0 0 0 1   

          7+1 1 0 0 0 0 0   

SCHOOL 151        

          No 78 1       

          Yes 73 0       

PREFERENCES 151        

          Same 121 1 0 0     

          Lower 24 0 1 0     

          Better 4 0 0 1     

          Indifferent 2 0 0 0     

 

 

 

Likewise, the reference category for AGE is ñ71-80ò. For JOB_LOCATION ñBoth 

Sameò, for EMPLOYMENT ñretiredò are the reference categories. ñMore than 21ò 

is reference category for MARRIAGE, and ñ6ò is for CHILDREN.  For 

EDUCATION_HEAD and EDUCATION_PARTNER the reference variable is 

ñPost-Graduateò. For INCOME, the reference variable is ñ>3 501 TLò. ñNot within 

the Boundaryò is the reference category for MOBILITY, and ñ9ò is for 

HOUSEHOLDS. ñYesò is for CREDIT, ñ7+1ò is for ROOM, ñYesò is for 

SCHOOL, and ñIndifferentò is REFERENCES.  
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Table 6.50 shows that the omnibus test is significant for Cox Regression Analysis.  

 

 

 

Table 6.50. Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

 

 Overall (score) 
Change From  

Previous Step 

Change From  

Previous Block 

-2 Log 

Likelihood Chi-square df Sig. Chi-square df Sig. Chi-square df Sig. 

658,663 88,485 59 0,008 89,684 59 0,006 89,684 59 0,006 

 

 

 

Table 6.51 provides information about the estimates of variables in Cox Regression. 

The analysis gives estimates of regression coefficients corresponding to each 

variable in the model, standard errors of the estimated regression coefficients, p-

values (Sig.) for testing the significance of each coefficient, and hazard ratios 

(Exp(B)) of the variables. 

 

 

 

Table 6.51. Estimates of Variables in Cox Regression 

 

       
95,0% CI for Exp(B) 

 
B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

T_COV_ 0,013 0,007 3,616 1 0,057 1,013 1,000 1,027 

AGE   4,737 5 0,449    

AGE (1) 0,251 1,547 ,026 1 0,871 1,285 0,062 26,624 

AGE (2) 0,444 1,466 ,092 1 0,762 1,559 0,088 27,596 

AGE (3) 0,071 1,450 ,002 1 0,961 1,073 0,063 18,422 

AGE (4) -0,743 1,429 ,271 1 0,603 0,476 0,029 7,828 

AGE (5) -01,687 1,650 1,046 1 0,307 0,185 0,007 4,695 

EMPLOYMENT   8,844 2 0,012    

EMPLOYMENT (1) 2,309 0,777 8,835 1 0,003 10,060 2,195 46,097 

EMPLOYMENT (2) 0,790 0,643 1,508 1 0,219 2,203 0,625 7,770 
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Table 6.51 (Continued) 

 

 
      

95,0% CI 

for Exp(B) 
 

 B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower B 

JOB_LOCATION   2,981 2 0,225    

JOB_LOCATION (1) -1,650 0,956 2,979 1 0,084 0,192 0,029 1,251 

JOB_LOCATION (2) -1,270 0,864 2,160 1 0,142 0,281 0,052 1,527 

CODE   17,132 7 0,017    

CODE (1) 2,921 1,354 4,651 1 0,031 18,552 1,305 263,704 

CODE (2) 2,220 1,325 2,809 1 0,094 9,210 0,686 123,588 

CODE (3) 0,485 1,195 0,164 1 0,685 1,624 0,156 16,903 

CODE (4) 0,411 1,852 0,049 1 0,824 1,509 0,040 56,852 

CODE (5) -0,826 1,748 0,223 1 0,637 0,438 0,014 13,474 

CODE (6) 1,402 1,099 1,626 1 0,202 4,063 0,471 35,050 

CODE (7) -0,607 0,725 0,702 1 0,402 0,545 0,132 2,255 

MOBILITY    4,150 3 0,246    

MOBILITY (1)  -1,236 0,711 3,021 1 0,082 0,290 0,072 1,171 

MOBILITY (2)  -0,643 0,411 2,456 1 0,117 0,525 0,235 1,175 

MOBILITY (3)  -0,609 0,493 1,525 1 0,217 0,544 0,207 1,430 

MARRIAGE   6,980 4 0,137    

MARRIAGE (1) -2,262 ,976 5,372 1 0,020 0,104 0,015 ,705 

MARRIAGE (2) -0,514 1,024 0,252 1 0,616 0,598 0,080 4,447 

MARRIAGE (3) -0,423 0,802 0,278 1 0,598 0,655 0,136 3,155 

MARRIAGE (4) -0,651 0,699 0,867 1 0,352 0,521 0,132 2,053 

HOUSEHOLDS   19,708 7 0,006    

HOUSEHOLDS (1) 0,539 1,026 0,276 1 0,599 1,714 0,230 12,800 

HOUSEHOLDS (2) 2,236 1,514 2,181 1 0,140 9,360 0,481 182,108 

HOUSEHOLDS (3) -0,442 1,475 0,090 1 0,765 0,643 0,036 11,585 

HOUSEHOLDS (4) -1,204 1,762 0,467 1 0,494 0,300 0,009 9,476 

HOUSEHOLDS (5) -0,302 1,705 0,031 1 0,859 0,739 0,026 20,914 

HOUSEHOLDS (6) 2,089 1,945 1,154 1 0,283 8,080 0,179 365,644 

HOUSEHOLDS (7) -5,226 235,820 0,000 1 0,982 0,005 0,000 2,887 

EDUCATION_HEAD   18,789 3 0,000    

EDUCATION_HEAD (1) 2,986 1,160 6,629 1 0,010 19,803 2,040 192,238 

EDUCATION_HEAD (2) 4,444 1,102 16,272 1 0,000 85,104 9,822 737,363 

EDUCATION_HEAD (3) 3,448 1,049 10,810 1 0,001 31,440 4,025 245,566 

EDUCATION_PARTNER   14,046 3 0,003    

EDUCATION_PARTNER (1) -3,577 1,838 3,789 1 0,052 0,028 0,001 1,025 

EDUCATION_PARTNER (2) -4,502 1,766 6,501 1 0,011 0,011 0,000 0,353 

EDUCATION_PARTNER (3) -2,849 1,722 2,738 1 0,098 0,058 0,002 1,691 

INCOME   7,540 6 0,274    

INCOME (1) 0,496 0,865 0,329 1 0,566 1,642 0,301 8,956 

INCOME (2) 0,879 0,745 1,391 1 0,238 2,408 0,559 10,371 

INCOME (3) -0,698 0,721 0,936 1 0,333 0,498 0,121 2,045 

INCOME (4) 0,361 0,591 0,374 1 0,541 1,435 0,451 4,568 

INCOME (5) -0,369 0,832 0,197 1 0,657 0,692 0,135 3,530 

INCOME (6) -0,068 0,991 0,005 1 0,945 0,934 0,134 6,511 

CREDIT -0,358 0,341 1,102 1 0,294 0,699 0,359 1,364 
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Table 6.51 (Continued) 

 

 
      

95,0% CI 

for Exp(B) 
 

 B SE Wald Df Sig. Exp(B) Lower B 

ROOM   18,944 5 0,002    

ROOM (1) -3,649 2,533 2,074 1 0,150 0,026 0,000 3,731 

ROOM (2) -3,007 2,488 1,461 1 0,227 0,049 0,000 6,483 

ROOM (3) -3,068 2,598 1,395 1 0,238 0,047 0,000 7,564 

ROOM 4) -4,952 2,657 3,474 1 0,062 0,007 0,000 1,291 

ROOM (5) -8,119 2,974 7,454 1 0,006 0,000 0,000 0,101 

CHILDREN   15,787 6 0,015    

CHILDREN (1) 2,490 1,980 1,582 1 0,208 12,061 0,249 583,974 

CHILDREN (2) 0,722 1,598 ,204 1 0,651 2,058 0,090 47,146 

CHILDREN (3) 2,043 1,433 2,034 1 0,154 7,717 0,465 127,969 

CHILDREN (4) 2,895 1,410 4,217 1 0,040 18,081 1,141 286,477 

CHILDREN (5) 3,144 1,738 3,274 1 0,070 23,194 0,770 698,915 

CHILDREN (6) 6,265 2,171 8,328 1 0,004 526,054 7,464 37074,435 

SCHOOL 0,612 0,594 1,061 1 0,303 1,844 0,575 5,910 

PREFERENCES   10,466 3 0,015    

PREFERENCES (1) -3,095 1,120 7,640 1 0,006 0,045 0,005 0,406 

PREFERENCES (2) -4,158 1,397 8,859 1 0,003 0,016 0,001 0,242 

PREFERENCES (3) -1,221 1,807 0,456 1 0,499 0,295 0,009 10,189 

 

 

 

The first column of the table illustrates the name of independent variables. The next 

column, B, provides the slope coefficient for the independent variables. This means 

that, for every 1 unit change in the independent variable, there is B X unit change in 

the dependent variable. The next column labeled "SE" provides a standard error for 

the slope coefficient
17

. The third column illustrates the Wald estimates which give 

the ñimportanceò of the contribution of each variable in the model. The higher the 

value of the estimate, the more ñimportantò it is (Chan, 2004a). The column df 

illustrates degrees of freedom. Degrees of freedom equals the number of 

observations less the number of parameters estimated
18

. The next column shows the 

significance of the variable. If the t-statistic reported in column four is larger than 

the critical value you choose for the test, the estimated coefficient is said to be 

                                                           
17

 http://en.wikibooks.org/wiki/Using_SPSS_and_PASW/Ordinary_Least_Squares_Regression 

18
 http://www.eviews.com/illustrated/EViews_Illustrated_Chapter_3.pdf 

http://en.wikibooks.org/wiki/Using_SPSS_and_PASW/Ordinary_Least_Squares_Regression
http://www.eviews.com/illustrated/EViews_Illustrated_Chapter_3.pdf
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ñstatistically significantò
19

. Exp(B) illustrates the hazard ratio, and next columns are 

the lower and upper boundaries. 

 

As it is discussed before, the event in this analysis is the shift from tenancy to 

homeownership. The analysis is carried on for 95% CI for the hazard ratio (HR). 

When the Hazard Ratio of the variable is equal to 1, this means that there is no 

difference between groups of the related variable in having a ñshorter time to 

eventò. When Hazard Ratio is greater than 1, the group of interest comparing to the 

reference group is likely to have a shorter time to event. Last of all, having a Hazard 

Ratio smaller than 1 means, the group of interest is less likely to have a shorter time 

to event (Chan, 2004).  

 

In this study, wealth effects cannot be measured directly with the data at hand. The 

variable RENT is included to the analysis in order to measure whether the 

probability of home purchase is affected from the current wealth of households. 

However, it was dropped from the chosen model because it is not a significant 

factor at the end of stepwise Cox Regression Analysis. Also the variable of 

EMPLOYMENT_PARTNER is dropped from the analysis at the end of stepwise 

backward regression for the same reason.  

  

From Table 6.51, it is concluded that, p-values for AGE, JOB_LOCATION, 

MOBILITY, MARRIAGE, INCOME, CREDIT, and SCHOOL are not statistically 

significant.  

 

Literature survey highlights the importance of income on householdsô tenure 

choice. Also, calculations in Chapter 5 support these arguments. That is, Chapter 5 

illustrates the importance of income constraints for potential home buyers by 

showing that households with monthly income less than 1 000 TL are not able to 

purchase a dwelling unit in current conditions in Turkey. However Chapter 6 

highlights an irregular mechanism for home purchase for these households which is 

                                                           
19

 http://www.eviews.com/illustrated/EViews_Illustrated_Chapter_3.pdf 

http://www.eviews.com/illustrated/EViews_Illustrated_Chapter_3.pdf
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yap-sat­ē type of home acquisition on squatter settlements. With this mechanism 

households with less than 1 000 TL monthly income are able to become 

homeowners of their own dwelling units. This system decreases the importance of 

family income for determining the probability of homeownership, and the effect of 

INCOME is not statistically significant in Table 6.51 as a result of Cox Regression 

Analysis. 

 

The reason is that, calculations in Chapter 5 based on a theoretical framework. By 

investigating current interest rates, mortgage credits, and monthly income level of 

households, it shows the difficulty of shifting to homeownership in current 

conditions in Turkey. As literature shows, countries like Turkey with high mortgage 

interest rates and with high volatile economic environment create risky conditions 

for households to purchase a dwelling. In such an environment lower income 

groups are less willing to purchase a home. Up to this point, calculations are in line 

with the arguments in the literature on housing tenure choice. However as discussed 

in Chapter 4, housing market in Turkey has its own specific dynamics. Chapter 6 

aims to analyze homeownership by evaluating these dynamics, and the results of the 

analyses show that parameters in housing market in Turkey have not parallel effects 

with the literature. The first difference is that, income effect is not as important as in 

the literature. Low income groups have created their own irregular mechanisms to 

shift to homeownership which eliminate the effect of permanent income on housing 

tenure choice. 

 

Literature shows that demographic variables may have an independent effect on 

tenure choice. Henderson and Ioannides argue that, for age it was unclear what to 

expect. Age has differing impacts at different stages of the life-cycle 

(Henderson&Ioannides, 1986), which could affect the probability of 

homeownership. Generally, these variables relate to the household's stage in the life 

cycle and the degree to which it is mobile or settled, and age is closely related to the 

wealth and the income (Bourassa, 2000). Young households may have difficulties 

in accumulating wealth and paying for downpayment, which may decrease the 
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probability of owning a home. Also, it is expected that young households are more 

mobile and are less willing to settle and purchase a home. However, estimations in 

the Table 6.51 show that age is not a statistically significant factor in our sample. 

That is, there is no significant relation between the age of responder and the 

probability of purchasing a home. Owner occupancy is already high at young ages. 

In order to understand how these households have purchased their home, a crosstab 

between age and housing acquisition methods is illustrated in Table 6.52.  

 

 

 

Table 6.52. Housing Acquisition Methods across Different Age Groups 
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AGE 

21-30 
Count 20 4 8 1 2 35 

%  22,7% 12,9% 23,5% 20,0% 18,2% 20,7% 

31-40 
Count 22 6 6 1 4 39 

%  25,0% 19,4% 17,6% 20,0% 36,4% 23,1% 

41-50 
Count 31 10 6 2 1 50 

%  35,2% 32,3% 17,6% 40,0% 9,1% 29,6% 

51-60 
Count 13 3 7 1 2 26 

%  14,8% 9,7% 20,6% 20,0% 18,2% 15,4% 

61-70 
Count 2 4 6 0 1 13 

%  2,3% 12,9% 17,6% 0,0% 9,1% 7,7% 

71-80 
Count 0 4 1 0 1 6 

%  0,0% 12,9% 2,9% 0,0% 9,1% 3,6% 

Total 
Count 88 31 34 5 11 169 

%  100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 
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Table 6.52 shows that the most common home acquisition is purchasing from a 

seller for the earliest age group. That is HDA houses may provide good opportunity 

for the younger households who want to purchase a dwelling unit. The next 

common method is purchasing from the HDA. An interesting point is that 

households between the age 71 and 80, the most common housing acquisition is 

Constructing Dwelling on their own Plot by Contracting with a Speculative Builder. 

These households may have the opportunity of constructing on their own plot by 

contracting with a speculative builder after some legalization process, so they 

acquire their dwelling in such old ages. 

 

 

 

Table 6.53. Usage of Housing Credit across Different Age Groups 

 

   CREDIT 

   No Yes 

AGE 21-30 Count 23 12 

%  19,7% 23,1% 

31-40 Count 28 11 

%  23,9% 21,2% 

41-50 Count 34 16 

%  29,1% 30,8% 

51-60 Count 17 9 

%  14,5% 17,3% 

61-70 Count 11 2 

%  9,4% 3,8% 

71-80 Count 4 2 

% 3,4% 3,8% 

Total Count 117 52 

 % 100% 100% 

 

 

 

The results of Cox Regression Analysis also show that CREDIT has no significant 

effect on homeownership probability as expected from the results of Chapter 5. 

Chapter 5 illustrates that even long term housing credits do not provide new 
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opportunities for households who are not able to purchase a dwelling because of 

high interest rates in mortgage credits in Turkey. In order to define which age group 

prefers to apply for housing credit the crosstab between housing credits and age is 

constructed in Table 6.53.  

 

The ratio of applying for housing credit is most common for the age group 41-50. 

The ratio starts to decrease as households get older as older age groups are less 

willing to be in long term debt. Table 6.52 illustrates that for the age groups 51-60 

and 61-70 housing acquisition as purchasing from HDA has important ratio, and for 

the households aged 71-80, housing acquisition as constructing dwelling on their 

own plot by contracting with a speculative builder is the most common method 

which may also decrease the usage of housing credits. 

 

 

 

Table 6.54. Usage of Housing Credit across Different Income Groups 

 

   CREDIT 

   No Yes 

INCOME < 1000 TL 

          

Count 36 2 

%  31,3% 3,9% 

1 001-1 500 TL 

          

Count 28 10 

%  24,3% 19,6% 

1 501-2 000 TL Count 14 7 

%  12,2% 13,7% 

2 001-2 500 TL Count 11 16 

%  9,6% 31,4% 

2 501-3 000 TL Count 14 4 

%  12,2% 7,8% 

3 001-3 500 TL Count 4 3 

%  3,5% 5,9% 

>3 501 TL Count 8 9 

%  7,0% 17,6% 

Total Count 115 51 

 % 100% 100% 
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In order to understand which income groups prefer to apply for housing credits 

Table 6.54 is constructed. Table shows that usage of housing credits is most 

common for the income group 2 001-2 500 TL. As expected from the results of 

Chapter 5, applying for housing credits is less common for households who have 

permanent income less than 1 000 TL as they would not able to repay the monthly 

installments of the housing credits. These income groups mostly constructing 

dwelling on their own plot. That is, for these groups wealth effect on 

homeownership is much greater than the income and credit effect. 

 

The permanent income of the family is the main determinant of housing demand in 

countries with advanced housing finance system. In such an environment, there is a 

high tendency of homeownership, and also it is possible to define a systematic 

relationship between income of households and the housing demand (T¿rel, 1996b). 

However this systematic relation is not visible in Turkey as the results of the 

analyses show. In Turkey, the demand for homeownership in housing is mostly 

related to the wealth (especially to the land ownership) of the family than the 

current permanent income level of households. The results of Cox Regression 

Analysis in the second step of the study show that permanent income level has no 

statistically significant effect on homeownership probability. In Turkey, although 

the Mortgage Law was enacted in 2007, it cannot enable the financial market 

establish effective mortgage credits as long as interest rates remain high. In fact, it 

only provides some institutional arrangements on current housing financial system 

in the country. There are several types of mortgage credits today which provide 

different repayment schedules with fixed or flexible interest rates. However because 

of high interest rates, the cost of mortgage debt is too high for especially low and 

middle income groups. Analyses show that the ratio of using long-term housing 

credits in housing acquisition is not high in Turkey. The results of the survey show 

that only 34,3 percent of households have used housing credits when they were 

purchasing their current homes. Also, 90,5 percent of total surveyed population 

indicates that, purchasing a home by the help of housing credits makes them feel 

like they will have limited flexibility in their future choices. Also, down payment 
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requirement associated with housing credit plays an important role in home 

purchase particularly for young households with little accumulated wealth. 42 

percent of total surveyed population indicates that down payment requirement is a 

significant obstacle for them in home purchase.  

 

 

 

Table 6.55. Ratio of Monthly Repayment Amounts in Householdôs Total Monthly 

Income 

 

Mortgage Debt/Income Frequency Percent 

5 1 1,7 

10 5 8,6 

20 3 5,2 

25 1 1,7 

30 11 19,0 

35 1 1,7 

40 7 12,1 

45 1 1,7 

50 14 24,1 

55 1 1,7 

60 3 5,2 

65 2 3,4 

70 3 5,2 

75 2 3,4 

90 1 1,7 

No Answer 2 3,4 

Total 58 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.55 indicates the ratio of monthly repayment amounts in householdôs total 

monthly income. 24,1 percent of households admit that the repayment amount per 

month is 50 percent of their total monthly income. The first step of the study shows 

that debt to income ratio should not exceed 36 percent. In this ratio debt for housing 

should be lower than 28 percent of total income. However Table 6.55 illustrates that 
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only 17,2 percent of households who used housing credits while purchasing a home 

satisfies this condition. That is, the cost of mortgage credit is too high in Turkey, 

and long term housing credits do not provide new opportunities for low income 

quintiles to purchase their own homes. That is, if a household is not able to 

purchase a dwelling by saving, they also are not able to borrow sufficient amount of 

loan to purchase the dwelling. 

 

Table 6.56 illustrates repayment periods of housing credits for those who used 

housing credits while purchasing a dwelling unit. Table shows that the great 

majority preferred to use housing credits with 5 year repayment periods. Only 12.1 

percent of households preferred to use housing credits with repayment periods more 

than 10 years. That is, long term housing credits are still not common in Turkey in 

home purchase.  

 

 

 

Table 6.56. Repayment Periods of Housing Credits 

 

Year Frequency Percent 

2 2 3,4 

3 7 12,1 

4 7 12,1 

5 18 31,0 

7 6 10,3 

8 1 1,7 

9 2 3,4 

10 8 13,8 

12 1 1,7 

14 1 1,7 

15 4 6,9 

20 1 1,7 

Total 58 100,0 
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Table 6.57. Loan to Value Ratios of Housing Credits for Households who have 

used Housing Credits while purchasing their Current Homes. 

 

LTV Frequency Percent 

20 4 6,9 

30 5 8,6 

40 4 6,9 

45 1 1,7 

50 7 12,1 

55 1 1,7 

60 2 3,4 

65 2 3,4 

70 7 12,1 

75 2 3,4 

80 9 15,5 

90 1 1,7 

100 7 12,1 

No Answer 6 10,3 

Total 169 100,0 

 

 

 

Table 6.57 provides information about loan to value ratios of housing credits for 

households who have used housing credits while purchasing their current homes. In 

the first part of the study, LTV is taken as 80 percent. The table shows that also 15,5 

percent of households used credit amounts which are 80 percent of the value of the 

related property. However 60,3 percent of households who used housing credits 

while purchasing the dwelling were able to borrow credit amounts which are lower 

than 80 percent of the value of the property. An interesting point is that 12,1 percent 

of households indicate that they were able to borrow credit amounts which provide 

all the value of the related dwelling unit. These households may have used more 

than one type of consumer credits with the name of one of their relatives.  

 

These results of the Cox Regression Analysis show that applying for housing credits 

has no significant effect on the probability of homeownership which support the 
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hypotheses that credit constraint is still a barrier for households who want to 

purchase a home in Turkey, and mortgage credits do not significantly increase the 

probability of homeownership for households. 

 

Table 6.51 shows that there is no statistically significant effect of MOBILITY on 

probability of purchasing a dwelling unit. This means households preferences about 

moving or staying in their previous neighborhoodôs boundaries do not affect the 

timing they decide to buy the dwelling unit.  

 

Results of Cox Regression Analysis also show that MARRIAGE has no significant 

effect on the probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership. When 

households get married they start to think where they live. They may decide to buy 

their first home if they have sufficient equity for downpayment, or stay as tenant 

until to save sufficient amount of money. Some of them afford a dwelling by a great 

support from their parents. Table 6.49 illustrates that a great portion of responders 

have been married less than 5 years while purchasing their current dwelling. 

However there is no statistically significant relation between date of marriage and 

probability of shifting to homeownership. 

 

ñAmong the different destinations that can be accessed, access to workplaces has 

long been examined in studies of travel behavior. Voluminous research has 

examined criss-cross commuting patterns in polycentric cites. Much of the previous 

research has assumed that commuting time and cost are endogenous to peopleôs 

decisions about where to live and work. Thus, a renewed emphasis on location 

decisions is critical to examining the importance of accessibility for transportation 

and land developmentò (Cho, et al.,2008:121). However the analysis in Table 6.51 

illustrates that there is no statistically significant relation between the 

JOB_LOCATION and probability of shifting to homeownership in Turkey. As 

discussed in the previous sections of the  chapter, few households admitted that 

convenience of access to the workplace are one of the reasons in location choice. 
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This is another different dynamic of housing market in Turkey which does not 

support the arguments in the literature.   

 

Another factor which is not significant is SCHOOL. It is expected that households 

with school-aged children are attached to the locations, and they are more 

immobile. However, the results of Cox Regression Analysis show that it has no 

significant effect on the probability of shifting to homeownership.  

 

Table 6.51 illustrates that the p-value is 0,012 for EMPLOYMENT variable which 

is statistically significant for 95% Confidence Interval. This means, the conditional 

probability of shifting to homeownership is relatively and significantly related to 

the employment of household. In order to understand which groups perform better 

we should look headings under the EMPLOYMENT row. The categorical definition 

in 6.49 shows that ñNot Workingò is the control group in EMPLOYMENT (1), and 

the other two groups are the reference groups. That is, this line in Table 6.49 

illustrates whether there is significant difference between the ñNot Workingò group 

and the other two groups. Similarly, EMPLOYMENT (2) compares ñWorkingò 

with the other two groups whether to have a shorter time to event. Table illustrates 

that the p-value is statistically significant for EMPLOYMENT(1), however it is not 

significant for EMPLOYMENT(2). That means, there is significant relation 

between household head who are not working in a stable job and probability of 

purchasing a home. This probability is also positively related with each other 

because the Hazard Ratio (Exp (B)) of the related variable is 10,060. That is, the 

relative probability of purchasing a home for this group is 10,06 times the 

probability of  other groups. The regression coefficient of EMPLOYMENT (1) is 

2,309 which also support the positive relation between ñNot Workingò group and 

shifting from tenancy to homeownership. That is, in our sample, household head 

who are not working in a stable job are more likely to purchase a dwelling. The 

probability of shifting to homeownership in Ankara case is related with the irregular 

mechanism as discussed before. Because of this mechanism the importance of 

income and employment effect on determining the probability of shifting to 
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homeownership decreases. Table 6.58 illustrates the crosstab between housing 

acquisition method and employment of household head. Table shows that there are 

21 households who purchased a dwelling within 3 years and are not working in a 

stable job. 33,3 percent of these 21 households have purchased the dwelling as the 

result of ownership of a land. The ratio is much smaller for households who are 

working in a stable job.  

 

 

 

Table 6.58. Housing Acquisition Methods across Employment 
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Not Working Count 7 7 5 2 21 

%  33,3% 33,3% 23,8% 9,5% 100,0% 

Working Count 63 21 18 2 104 

%  60,6% 20,2% 17,3% 1,9% 100,0% 

Retired Count 18 14 11 1 44 

%  40,9% 31,8% 25,0% 2,3% 100,0% 

Total Count 88 42 34 5 169 

%  52,1% 24,8% 20,1% 3,0% 100,0% 
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In Chapter 5, the regular mechanisms of purchasing a dwelling are investigated for 

different income quintiles, and it is concluded that income constraint is an important 

barrier for most households. This chapter also supports this argument by illustrating 

the importance of wealth on the probability of purchasing a home. In Ankara case, 

having a land provides greater opportunity of purchasing a home comparing to 

having high income or having a regular job. That is, wealth effect on 

homeownership is much important than the income effect in Turkey.  

 

Table 6.54 also shows that the p-value is statistically significant for CODE. In order 

to understand which groups the relation is significant we again should look under 

the subheading of CODE variable. Table shows that, the relation is significant only 

for CODE (1). In this line, the control group is 1 (Table 6.49). In this group there 

are households who have purchased their dwelling from a seller in one of the 

locations of Akpēnar, Ata, Dikmen, Huzur, Karapēnar, Keklikpēnarē, ¥ve­ler, 

Osman Temiz, ķ. Cengiz Karaca, or Sokullu (Table 6.26). Table shows that there is 

positive and significant relation between this group of households and home 

purchase as the Hazard Ratio is 18,552. There is no significant relation between the 

probability of home purchase and other CODEs. 

 

These findings support the hypothesis of the thesis is that ñForms of housing 

provision also affect the probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership for 

householdsò. 

 

The probability of purchasing a home also statistically significant with 

HOUSEHOLDS. However model does not identify which group performs better.  

 

The probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership is statistically related to 

the EDUCATION_HEAD. From Table 6.49 the categorical definition for Education 

of Household Head can be obtained. That is, EDUCATION_HEAD (1) in Table 

6.49 indicates that ñPrimaryò is the control group, and the other three groups are the 

reference groups. That is, this line in Table 6.51 illustrates whether there is 
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significant difference between the ñPrimary Groupò and the other three groups. 

Similarly, EDUCATION_HEAD (2) compares ñHigh Schoolò with the other three 

groups whether to have a shorter time to event. In the next row 

(EDUCATION_HEAD (3)), the control group is ñUniversityò. Table 6.51 illustrates 

that, EDUCATION_HEAD (1), EDUCATION_HEAD (2) and 

EDUCATION_HEAD (3) have significant p-values. That is, there is positive 

relation between these levels of education and probability of shifting to 

homeownership. In order to make a comparison Hazard Ratios of each line is 

examined. Hazard Ratio is highest for the EDUCATION_HEAD (2) which means 

households graduated from a high school has the highest probability to shift to 

homeownership. The next highest probability is for households who graduated from 

a university. Those households have shorter time to purchase their own dwelling 

units than households who graduated from a primary school.    

 

Also the p-value is statistically significant for education of partner. Again, the 

control group is ñPrimaryò for the first row, ñHigh Schoolò for the second row, and 

ñUniversityò for the third row (obtained from the categorical definition in Table 

6.49). The line of EDUCATION_PARTNER (2) shows that, the p-value is 0,011 

which is statistically significant. The HR value is 0,011 which means that partner 

graduated from a high school is less likely to shift from tenancy to homeownership 

because comparing to the reference groups, the control group is likely to have the 

event which is shifting from tenancy to homeownership.  

  

The probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership is also negatively 

related to ROOM as evidenced by statistical significant p-value of 0,002. The 

relation is significant for ROOM (5) with a corresponding Hazard Ratio of 0,914 

which indicates dwelling units with 6+1 room. This means households who 

preferred to purchase a 6+1 room dwelling unit delay their home purchase until to 

afford it.  
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Also Table 6.51 illustrates that p-value is significant for CHILDREN. Households 

with 3 or 5 children are more likely to purchase a home according to the results of 

Cox Regression Analysis. 

 

 

 

Table 6.59. PREFERENCES across Different Income Quintiles 
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Same 

Count 23 32 19 23 13 7 15 132 

%  17,4% 24,2% 14,4% 17,4% 9,8% 5,3% 11,4% 100,0% 

Lower 

Count 13 6 1 4 3 0 1 28 

%  46,4% 21,4% 3,6% 14,3% 10,7% ,0% 3,6% 100,0% 

Better  

Count 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 

%  50,0% ,0% 25,0% ,0% ,0% ,0% 25,0% 100,0% 

Indifferent 

Count 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 

%  ,0% ,0% ,0% ,0% 100,0% ,0% ,0% 100,0% 

Total 

Count 38 38 21 27 18 7 17 166 

%  22,9% 22,9% 12,7% 16,3% 10,8% 4,2% 10,2% 100,0% 

 

 

 

The p-value is 0,015 for PREFERENCES which is statistically significant.  

PREFERENCES (1), and PREFERENCES (2) are negatively and significantly 

related with the probability of purchasing a home. From the categorical definition in 
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Table 6.49, it is found out that ñSameò is the control group for PREFERENCES (1), 

and ñLowerò is the control group for PREFERENCES (2). For PREFERENCES 

(1), the p value is 0,006, and the corresponding hazard ratio is 0,045, that means 

households who wait to find a dwelling unit with similar attributes with their tastes 

delay their home purchase decision until to find it. Table 6.59 illustrates that 132 

households among 166 waited to find a dwelling unit until to find the one with same 

attributes as they want. For PREFERENCES (2), the p value is 0,003, and the 

corresponding hazard ratio is 0,016. These households who bought a dwelling with 

a lower attributes than their tastes also have lower chance to purchase a dwelling. 

This may be the reason that, those households have not sufficient resource to buy 

the dwelling unit. For this reason they have less opportunity to purchase a dwelling 

unit. Table 6.59 shows that 46,4 percent of households who purchased a dwelling 

with lower attributes have monthly permanent income less than 1 000 TL.  

 

This part of the study examines homeownership probability for recent homebuyers 

by considering 5 different housing acquisition methods. However, next section 

examines the probability by eliminating home acquisition as a result of land 

ownership. 

 

6.2.2.3. Cox Regression Analysis for Recent Homebuyers with three Different 

Housing Provision Methods 

 

In this part of the study, the probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership 

is examined by taking into consideration of three different housing provision 

methods: purchasing dwelling from a seller, purchasing from HDA, and purchasing 

from house-building cooperatives. Housing acquisition method by constructing 

dwelling on their own plot by contracting with a speculative builder and acquisition 

as an exchange of a land are excluded from this part of the study, due to the fact that 

households do not enter directly into housing market mechanism through 

contracting with a speculative builder. After excluding these types of provision 

from the analysis, the related locations where households have bought their 
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dwelling units by using this acquisition method are also excluded from this part of 

the study. Table 6.61 illustrates that there are no data in the 4
th
, 5

th
, 6

th
 and 8

th
 

neighborhood codes in this part of the study.  

 

Again in this part of the study, Cox Proportional Hazard Model is used to estimate 

hazard ratios of the variables with 95 percent Confidence Interval (CI) level in order 

to examine the shift from renting to owning. All analyses are carried out by using 

SPSS 16.0.  

 

Table 6.60 shows the case processing summary of Cox Regression Analysis. There 

are 14 cases with missing values, so 11,0 percent of the data have to be removed 

due to missing observations. After cleaning for missing information, there are 113 

cases for the analysis. Among these data, there are 32 cases which are censored.  

 

 

 

Table 6.60. Case Processing Summary for Cox Regression Analysis with three 

Provision Methods 

 

  
N Percent 

Cases available in 

analysis 

Event
a
 81 63,8% 

Censored 32 25,2% 

Total 113 89,0% 

Cases dropped Cases with missing values 14 11,0% 

Cases with negative time 0 0,0% 

Censored cases before the earliest event in a stratum 0 0,0% 

Total 14 11,0% 

Total 127 100,0% 

a. Dependent Variable: TIME 
  

 

 

 



 

303 

 

Table 6.61. Summary Statistics of Variables and Categorical Definition for Cox 

Regression Analysis with three Housing Provision Methods 

 
 N 1 2  3 4 5 6 7 

AGE 113        

          21-30 24 1 0 0 0 0   

          31-40 27 0 1 0 0 0   

          41-50 38 0 0 1 0 0   

          51-60 16 0 0 0 1 0   

          61-70 7 0 0 0 0 1   

          71-80 1 0 0 0 0 0   

JOB_LOCATION 113        

          Not Same 81 1 0      

          One of Them is Same 25 0 1      

          Both Same 7 0 0      

EMPLOYMENT 113        

          Not Working 10 1 0      

          Working 76 0 1      

          Retired 27 0 0      

MARRIAGE 113        

          0-5 24 1 0 0 0    

          6-10 12 0 1 0 0    

          11-15 17 0 0 1 0    

          16-20 19 0 0 0 1    

          More than 21 41 0 0 0 0    

CHILDREN 113  
      

          0 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 
 

          1 33 0 1 0 0 0 0 
 

          2 47 0 0 1 0 0 0 
 

          3 14 0 0 0 1 0 0 
 

          4 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 
 

          5 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 
 

          6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

EDUCATION_HEAD 113  
      

          Primary 25 1 0 0 
     

          High School 39 0 1 0 
    

          University 46 0 0 1 
    

          Post-Graduate 3 0 0 0 
    

EDUCATION_PARTNER 113  
      

          Primary 41 1 0 0 
    

          High School 36 0 1 0 
    

          University 34 0 0 1 
    

          Post-Graduate 2 0 0 0 
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Table 6.61 (Continued) 

 

 N 1 2  3 4 5 6 7 

INCOME 113  
      

          < 1000 TL 11 1 0 0 0 0 0  

         1 001-1 500 TL 25 0 1 0 0 0 0  

         1 501-2 000 TL 16 0 0 1 0 0 0  

         2 001-2 500 TL 26 0 0 0 1 0 0  

         2 501-3 000 TL 12 0 0 0 0 1 0  

         3 001-3 500 TL 7 0 0 0 0 0 1  

         >3 501 TL 16 0 0 0 0 0 0  

CODE 113  
      

          1 37 1 0 0     

          2  22 0 1 0     

          3  21 0 0 1     

          7 33 0 0 0     

MOBILITY  113  
      

          Within the same 

Boundary 

20 1 0 0     

          Within 2,5 Km. 37 0 1 0     

          Within 5 Km. 17 0 0 1     

          Not within the Boundary 39 0 0 0     

HOUSEHOLDS 113        

          2 16 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

          3 44 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

          4 37 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

          5 9 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

          6 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

          7 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

          8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

CREDIT 113        

          No  68 1       

          Yes 45 0       

ROOM 113        

          2+1 11 1 0 0 0    

          3+1 86 0 1 0 0    

          4+1 8 0 0 1 0    

          5+1 7 0 0 0 1    

          6+1 1 0 0 0 0    

SCHOOL 113        

          No 57 1       

          Yes 56 0       

PREFERENCES 113        

          Same 98 1 0 0     

          Lower 11 0 1 0     

          Better 2 0 0 1     

          Indifferent 2 0 0 0     
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Table 6.61 provides information about summary statistics of the variables and 

categorical definition. A great majority of households did not work in the same 

location where they are resident. 67,3 percent of households are working in a stable 

job. Most households have been married for more than 21 years at the time they 

have purchased their homes. 8,8 percent of surveyed population has no child. The 

majority of household heads have been graduated from a university, and the 

majority of household partners have been graduated from a primary school. 9,7 

percent of the related surveyed population earns less than 1 000 TL per month, and 

14,2 percent of the related population earns more than 3 500 TL. 34,5 percent of 

sample preferred to move out of 5 km. boundary when they purchased their current 

dwelling. The average household size is 3,6. 60,2 percent of the related surveyed 

population did not use housing credit while purchasing the dwelling. The most 

preferable dwelling is a 3+1 room dwelling unit by the households. Half of the 

surveyed sample has school-aged children. Most of the related surveyed population 

waited to purchase a dwelling until they find the one with the same preferences they 

wanted. 

 

Table 6.61 also illustrates the categorical definition for the Extended Cox 

Proportional Analysis. In the table, control groups are denoted by 1, and the 

reference groups are denoted by 0, as discussed in the previous section of the 

chapter. 

 

The current residence of 32,7 percent of the related population is corresponding to 

the 1
st
 group of CODE. 1

st
 group includes cases in Akpēnar, Ata, Dikmen, Huzur, 

Karapēnar, Keklikpēnarē, Orta ¥ve­ler, Osman Temiz, ķ. Cengiz Karaca, and 

Sokullu where households bought their dwelling units by purchasing from a seller. 

19,5 percent of households bought their dwelling unit from the 2
nd

 group. In the 2
nd

 

group there are households who bought their dwelling unit from a seller in 

Kērkkonaklar. 18,6 percent of households are living in the 3
rd

 group who has bought 

their dwelling unit from a seller in either G¿ventepe, Kardelen, or Turgut ¥zal. 29,2 

percent of cases are from the 7
th
 group where households bought their dwellings 
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from the HDA or from house-building cooperatives in either Aĸaĵē Yurt­ular, 

Gayret, Kardelen, Karĸēyaka, Ostim, Yenimahalle, or Yeĸilevler. 

  

In Table 6.62, the omnibus tests illustrates that the model is statistically significant 

with a corresponding p-value of 0,029.  

 

 

 

Table 6.62. Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients for Cox Regression Analysis 

with three Housing Provision Methods 

 

 Overall (score) 
Change From  

Previous Step 

Change From  

Previous Block 

-2 Log 

Likelihood Chi-square df Sig. Chi-square df Sig. Chi-square df Sig. 

518,543 74,223 53 0,029 74,177 53 0,029 74,177 53 0,029 

 

 

 

Table 6.63 shows the results of Extended Cox Regression Analysis by considering 

three housing provision methods. Table 6.63 illustrates that the relationship between 

shifting to homeownership and explanatory variables of AGE, JOB_LOCATION, 

MOBILITY, MARRIAGE, INCOME, CREDIT, SCHOOL, and PREFERENCES 

are not statistically significant. Unlike the results of the previous case, there is no 

significant difference between PREFERENCES and probability of shifting to 

homeownership in this case.  

 

The p-value for EMPLOYMENT is 0,006 which is statistically significant. Like in 

the previous case with five housing provision methods, also in this case there is 

significant relationship between household head who is not working in a stable job 

and probability of purchasing a home. There is an increase in the importance of this 

variable as the HR decreases in Table 6.63.  
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As in previous case, also in this case there is a significant relation between the 

probability of CODE and probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership. 

Table shows that, the relation is significant for CODE (1). In this group there are 

households who have purchased their dwelling from a seller in one of the locations 

Akpēnar, Ata, Dikmen, Huzur, Karapēnar, Keklikpēnarē, ¥ve­ler, Osman Temiz, ķ. 

Cengiz Karaca, or Sokullu. Table shows that there is positive and significant 

relation between this group of households and home purchase as the Hazard Ratio is 

31,111. This means, purchasing from a seller among different housing acquisition 

methods provides highest probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership.  

 

 

Table 6.63. Estimates of Variables in Cox Regression Analysis with three Housing 

Provision Methods 

 

       
95,0% CI for Exp(B) 

 
B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

T_COV_ 0,013 0,008 2,489 1 0,115 1,013 0,997 1,030 

AGE   5,145 5 0,398    

AGE (1) 5,056 51,526 0,010 1 0,922 156,975 0,000 1,135 

AGE (2) 5,090 51,524 0,010 1 0,921 162,357 0,000 1,170 

AGE (3) 4,427 51,521 0,007 1 0,932 83,694 0,000 5,994 

AGE (4) 3,235 51,518 0,004 1 0,950 25,407 0,000 1,807 

AGE (5) 3,275 51,524 0,004 1 0,949 26,456 0,000 1,906 

EMPLOYMENT   10,219 2 0,006    

EMPLOYMENT (1) 2,946 0,922 10,196 1 0,001 19,022 3,119 116,006 

EMPLOYMENT (2) 1,285 0,777 2,734 1 0,098 3,614 0,788 16,575 

JOB_LOCATION   2,320 2 0,313    

JOB_LOCATION (1) -1,563 1,073 2,119 1 0,145 0,210 0,026 1,718 

JOB_LOCATION (2) -1,405 0,949 2,192 1 0,139 0,245 0,038 1,576 

CODE   9,772 3 0,021    

CODE (1) 3,438 1,267 7,362 1 0,007 31,111 2,597 372,639 

CODE (2) 2,714 1,196 5,155 1 0,023 15,096 1,449 157,225 

CODE (3) 1,131 1,041 1,181 1 0,277 3,099 0,403 23,829 

MOBILITY    2,035 3 0,565    

MOBILITY (1)  -1,225 0,886 1,910 1 0,167 0,294 0,052 1,669 

MOBILITY (2)  -0,408 0,442 0,850 1 0,357 0,665 0,279 1,583 

MOBILITY (3)  -0,186 0,531 0,122 1 0,727 0,831 0,293 2,352 

MARRIAGE   6,817 4 0,146    

MARRIAGE (1) -2,607 1,146 5,175 1 0,023 0,074 0,008 ,697 

MARRIAGE (2) -1,506 1,123 1,797 1 0,180 0,222 0,025 2,005 

MARRIAGE (3) -0,752 0,994 ,573 1 0,449 0,471 0,067 3,307 

MARRIAGE (4) -1,141 0,904 1,593 1 0,207 0,320 0,054 1,878 
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Table 6.63 (Continued) 

 

 
      

95,0% CI for Exp(B) 
 B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower B 

HOUSEHOLDS   18,084 6 0,006    

HOUSEHOLDS (1) -,350 1,279 0,075 1 0,784 0,705 0,057 8,634 

HOUSEHOLDS (2) 1,588 1,846 0,740 1 0,390 4,894 0,131 182,498 

HOUSEHOLDS (3) -1,537 1,788 0,738 1 0,390 0,215 0,006 7,161 

HOUSEHOLDS (4) -1,651 1,897 0,758 1 0,384 0,192 0,005 7,894 

HOUSEHOLDS (5) -3,098 2,080 2,218 1 0,136 0,045 0,001 2,663 

HOUSEHOLDS (6) -0,173 2,583 0,004 1 0,947 0,841 0,005 132,927 

EDUCATION_HEAD   15,498 3 0,001    

EDUCATION_HEAD (1) 2,543 1,235 4,237 1 0,040 12,713 1,129 143,113 

EDUCATION_HEAD (2) 4,122 1,155 12,738 1 0,000 61,660 6,412 592,906 

EDUCATION_HEAD (3) 3,381 1,074 9,910 1 0,002 29,390 3,582 241,170 

EDUCATION_PARTNER   12,693 3 0,005    

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

(1) 

-3,628 1,945 3,481 1 0,062 0,027 0,001 1,201 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

(2) 

-4,916 1,863 6,962 1 0,008 0,007 0,000 0,282 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

(3) 

-3,388 1,814 3,488 1 0,062 0,034 0,001 1,182 

INCOME   5,107 6 0,530    

INCOME (1) 1,421 1,012 1,974 1 0,160 4,143 0,570 30,094 

INCOME (2) 0,738 0,805 0,840 1 0,359 2,092 0,432 10,142 

INCOME (3) -0,332 0,816 0,166 1 0,684 0,717 0,145 3,548 

INCOME (4) 0,222 0,659 0,113 1 0,736 1,248 0,343 4,538 

INCOME (5) -0,200 0,891 0,050 1 0,823 0,819 0,143 4,693 

INCOME (6) 0,406 1,064 0,146 1 0,703 1,501 0,187 12,069 

CREDIT -0,495 0,361 1,889 1 0,169 0,609 0,301 1,235 

ROOM   10,829 4 0,029    

ROOM (1) -1,461 51,542 0,001 1 0,977 0,232 0,000 1,729 

ROOM (2) -0,241 51,533 0,000 1 0,996 0,786 0,000 5,7603 

ROOM (3) -0,412 51,540 0,000 1 0,994 0,663 0,000 4,921 

ROOM (4) -2,750 51,544 0,003 1 0,957 0,064 0,000 4,782 

CHILDREN   19,253 6 0,004    

CHILDREN (1) 2,694 2,192 1,510 1 0,219 14,785 0,201 1,085 

CHILDREN (2) 0,757 1,749 0,187 1 0,665 2,131 0,069 65,650 

CHILDREN (3) 2,481 1,538 2,602 1 0,107 11,949 0,587 243,403 

CHILDREN (4) 2,940 1,644 3,200 1 0,074 18,923 0,755 474,389 

CHILDREN (5) 4,485 2,064 4,723 1 0,030 88,671 1,553 5,064 

CHILDREN (6) 10,532 2,848 13,671 1 0,000 3,750 141,061 9,967 

SCHOOL 0,110 0,654 0,028 1 0,867 1,116 0,309 4,023 

PREFERENCES   7,456 3 0,059    

PREFERENCES (1) -3,377 1,251 7,281 1 0,007 0,034 0,003 0,397 

PREFERENCES (2) -4,246 1,742 5,944 1 0,015 0,014 0,000 0,435 

PREFERENCES (3) -6,135 51,538 0,014 1 0,905 0,002 0,000 1,605 
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Also, the significance of this variable has increased in this case than the previous 

case because the HR increases from 18,552 to 31,111. In the previous case CODE 

(1) is the only significant group, however in this case CODE (2) is also a significant 

factor. CODE (2) indicates the case in which Group 2 is the control group. The 

second highest probability to shift to homeownership is for households in Group 2. 

Also households in this group have bought their dwelling units from a seller. In this 

case, the location is Kērkkonaklar. To sum up, among different housing acquisition 

methods purchasing from a seller provides highest probability to shift to 

homeownership. 

 

Again HOUSEHOLDS is significant. However the model does not show which 

group performs better.  

  

The p-value for the EDUCATION_HEAD is 0,001 which is statistically significant. 

EDUCATION_HEAD (2) has HR of 61,660 with a corresponding p-value of 0,000. 

EDUCATION_HEAD (3) has HR of 29,390 with a corresponding p-value of 0,002. 

EDUCATION_HEAD (1) has HR of 12,713 with a corresponding p-value of 0,04. 

Thus, the probability of shifting to homeownership is positively and significantly 

related to these three variables. Households graduated from a high school have the 

highest probability of shifting to homeownership; however the significance of this 

variable decreased from the previous case. The second highest probability is for the 

households graduated from a university. These households are more likely to shift 

from tenancy to homeownership than household head graduated from a primary 

school. 

 

The p-value for the EDUCATION_PARTNER is 0,005 which is statistically 

significant. Cox proportional hazard estimation shows that only the partners who 

have graduated from a high school (EDUCATION_PARTNER (2)) have a 

statistically significant p-value with a corresponding HR as 0,007. The probability 

of shifting to homeownership is also negatively related to this variable. Partners 
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who have graduated from a high school are less likely to shift from tenancy to 

homeownership comparing to other three groups.  

 

The probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership is also negatively 

related to ROOM as evidenced by statistical significant p-value of 0,029. However, 

the model does not show which group performs better. 

 

Also Table 6.63 illustrates that p-value is significant for CHILDREN. The 

estimated hazard ratio for CHILDREN (5) is 88.671 with a corresponding p-value 

of 0.030, and the estimated hazard ratio for CHILDREN (6) is 3.750 with a 

corresponding p-value of 0.000. Thus, the conditional probability of shifting to 

homeownership is positively and significantly related to household size with 4 and 

5.  

 

In contrast to previous case, there is no statistically significant relation between 

PREFERENCES and probability of shifting to homeownership. 

 

In general the results illustrate that, purchasing from a seller among all housing 

acquisition methods provide the highest probability to shift from tenancy to 

homeownership in related parts of Ankara.  

 

6.3. The General Evaluation on the Probability of Shifting from Tenancy to 

Homeownership and Summary of Findings of the Cox Regression Analyses 

 

Chapter 5 aims to investigate different economic ways of purchasing a dwelling unit 

in theoretical framework. Chapter 6 aims to test this framework by running out a 

survey in Ankara with recent home buyers. The probability of shifting to 

homeownership is investigated by taking into account of different socio-economic 

factors and different housing acquisition methods. The timing of the shift is 

investigated as the results of different factors, and the data are suitable for Cox 

Proportional Hazard Model. Cox Proportional Hazard Model provides information 
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about duration of time when households shift from tenancy to homeownership. All 

analyses in this part of the study are carried out by using SPSS 16.0. The data 

collected are used to construct Cox Regression Analysis containing 19 explanatory 

variables. 

 

In order to run a Cox Regression analysis, the explanatory variables should satisfy 

the Proportional Hazard Assumption. Analysis shows that, variables of 

FLOOR_SIZE, TYPE, and CODE do not satisfy the assumption of Proportional 

Hazard. Extended Cox Regression Model is used by including the variable of 

CODE. However the model does not give the opportunity to include FLOOR_SIZE 

and TYPE into the model. Also, RENT and EMPLOYMENT_PARTNER are 

dropped from the chosen model in the stepwise analysis because they are not 

thought as significant factors at the end of backward Cox Regression Analysis.  

 

Two different analyses are carried with the help of Cox Regression Analysis in this 

chapter. In the first one, the shift is investigated for the five different housing 

acquisition methods: Purchasing Dwelling from a Seller, Constructing Dwelling 

on their own Plot by Contracting with a Speculative Builder, Acquisition as an 

Exchange of a Land, Purchasing from HDA, and Purchasing from House-Building 

Cooperative. In the second analysis, housing acquisition methods as Constructing 

Dwelling on their own Plot by Contracting with a Speculative Builder and 

Acquisition as an Exchange of a Land are excluded from the analysis. Table 6.64 

illustrates the summary of these two models. 

 

In both analysis, p-values for AGE, JOB_LOCATION, MOBILITY, MARRIAGE, 

INCOME, CREDIT, and SCHOOL are greater that 0,05 which means these factors 

are not statistically significant at 95 % confidence interval level.  

 

Analyses carried out in Chapter 5 have similar findings with the literature survey in 

Chapter 5. That is, it shows the importance of income and credit constraints on 

tenure choice especially for lower income groups. However as it is discussed before 
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when historical developments of housing market in Turkey are investigated, it 

shows very different background developments and dynamics. In order to evaluate 

these different dynamics of housing market in Turkey, researches were carried out 

in different housing submarkets in Ankara as a case study. The researches put 

forward interesting evidences which support the uniqueness of housing market in 

Turkey.  

 

As the results of Cox Regression Analysis shows, the first difference from the 

literature is about the effect of permanent income on householdôs tenure choice. 

There is no statistically significant relation between permanent income and housing 

tenure choice in our sample. 

 

Chapter 5 illustrates the importance of income constraints for potential home 

buyers. Results of calculations in Chapter 5 show that households with less than 1 

000 TL monthly income are not able to purchase a dwelling by considering five 

different economic ways. However, Chapter 6 illustrates that, 22 percent of total 

surveyed population who have purchased a dwelling unit within 3 years in related 

parts of Ankara have average income less than 1 000 TL per month. An interesting 

point is that, 61 percent of these households purchased their dwelling as a result of 

their ownership of a land which points a new mechanism in home purchase in 

addition to five different economic methods discussed in Chapter 5. This irregular 

mechanism for home purchase is yap-sat­ē type of home acquisition on squatter 

settlements. With this mechanism, households with less than 1 000 TL monthly 

income are able to become homeowners of their own dwelling units, as they were 

previously owners of squatter settlements in related parts. This system decreases the 

importance of family income for determining the probability of homeownership, 

and the most effective factor on the probability of the shift from tenancy to 

homeownership is householdôs wealth in our sample as the result of this irregular 

housing provision method.  
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Table 6.64. Summary Results of 1
st
 and 2

nd
 Analyses 

 

1st Analysis   2nd Analysis  

Significant Variables Significant Variables 

Change in Significance 

at the end of 2nd 

Analysis 

EMPLOYMENT 

Positive relation between Household 

Head not working in a stable job  

EMPLOYMENT 

Positive relation between Household 

Head not working in a stable job 

 

Increase in Significance 

CODE 

Positive relation between Purchasing 

from a Seller in Akpēnar, Ata, Dikmen, 

Huzur Karapēnar, Keklikpēnarē, 

¥ve­ler, Osman Temiz, ķ. Cengiz 

Karaca, Sokullu 

CODE 

Positive relation between Purchasing 

from a Seller in Akpēnar, Ata, Dikmen, 

Huzur Karapēnar, Keklikpēnarē, 

¥ve­ler, Osman Temiz, ķ. Cengiz 

Karaca, Sokullu 

Positive relation between Purchasing 

from a Seller in Kērkkonaklar 

 

Increase in Significance 

HOUSEHOLDS 

Model does not identify which group 

performs better 

HOUSEHOLDS 

Model does not identify which group 

performs better 

 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

Household Head graduated from a high 

school has the highest probability 

Household Head graduated from a 

university has the next highest 

probability 

Household Head graduated from a 

primary school has the lowest 

probability 

EDUCATION_HEAD 

Household Head graduated from a high 

school has the highest probability 

Household Head graduated from a 

university has the next highest 

probability 

Household Head graduated from a 

primary school has the lowest 

probability 

 

Decrease in Significance 

 

 

Decrease in Significance 

 

 

Decrease in Significance 

 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

Partner graduated from a high school 

shows  the lowest probability 

EDUCATION_PARTNER 

Partner graduated from a high school 

shows  the lowest probability 

 

Decrease in Significance 

ROOM 

Negative relation between 6+1 room 

dwelling unit 

ROOM 

Model does not identify which group 

performs better 

 

CHILDREN 

Households with 5 children have the 

highest probability  

Households with 3 children have the 

second highest probability 

CHILDREN 

Households with 4 children have the 

highest probability  

Households with 5 children have the 

second highest probability 

 

PREFERENCES 

Households who want to purchase a 

dwelling with similar attributes are 

more likely to delay their purchase 

Households who buy a dwelling with a 

lower attributes have lower chance to 

shift to homeownership 

  

Not Significant Variables Not Significant Variables  

AGE AGE  

JOB_LOCATION JOB_LOCATION  

MOBILITY  MOBILITY   

MARRIAGE MARRIAGE  

INCOME INCOME  

CREDIT CREDIT  

SCHOOL SCHOOL  

 PREFERENCES  
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As Table 6.64 illustrates, another insignificant factor is householdôs age. The results 

of the survey show that owner occupancy is already high at young ages. Another 

result is that, households preferences about moving or staying in their previous 

neighborhoodôs boundaries do not affect the timing they decide to buy the dwelling 

unit. 

 

Analyses in this thesis show that date of marriage has no significant effect on the 

probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership, and there is no statistically 

significant relation between the job locations of households and the probability of 

shifting to homeownership. It is expected from the literature survey that households 

with school-aged children are attached to the locations, and they are more 

immobile. However, the results of Cox Regression Analysis show that it has no 

significant effect on the probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership in 

this sample. These results provide arguments in contrast the findings of the 

literature. 

 

The results of Cox Regression Analysis also show that applying for housing credits 

has no significant effect on homeownership probability as expected from the results 

of Chapter 5. Chapter 5 has also showed that even long term housing credits do not 

provide new opportunities for households to purchase a dwelling unit. The reason is 

that, interest rates in mortgage credits are too high to provide significant 

opportunities for households who aim to purchase a dwelling unit in Turkey.  

 

Table 6.64 shows that there is positive relation between household head who is not 

working in a stable job and probability to shift to homeownership. The relation 

between household headôs employment and probability of shifting to 

homeownership is significant as the literature suggests; however there is a reverse 

effect of what is expected. The same discussions about permanent income also can 

be repeated about this topic. As the wealth effect is greater than the income effect in 

our sample, the importance of working in a stable job decreases. 
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The Cox Regression Analysis shows that among different housing acquisition 

methods, purchasing from a seller provides the highest probability for households 

who want to purchase a dwelling unit. Also among different locations, Akpēnar, 

Ata, Dikmen, Huzur, Karapēnar, Keklikpēnarē, ¥ve­ler, Osman Temiz, ķ. Cengiz 

Karaca, or Sokullu provide highest homeownership probability. As discussed 

above, in the second part of the study, the probability of shifting from tenancy to 

homeownership is examined by taking into consideration of three different housing 

acquisition methods: purchasing dwelling from a seller, purchasing from HDA, and 

purchasing from house-building cooperatives. After excluding two types of 

provision from the analysis, the related locations where households have bought 

their dwelling units by using these acquisition methods are also excluded from this 

part of the study. That is, there are no data in the 4
th
, 5

th
, 6

th
 and 8

th
 neighborhood 

codes in the second part of the study. In addition to households who purchased their 

dwelling from a seller in one of the locations at Akpēnar, Ata, Dikmen, Huzur, 

Karapēnar, Keklikpēnarē, ¥ve­ler, Osman Temiz, ķ. Cengiz Karaca, or Sokullu, also 

households who purchased the dwelling from a seller in Kērkkonaklar are more 

likely to purchase a dwelling in the second case. To sum up, among different 

housing acquisition methods purchasing from a seller provides the highest 

probability for the shift from tenancy to homeownership. These arguments support 

the hypothesis that ñForms of housing provision also affect the probability of 

shifting from tenancy to homeownership for householdsò.  

 

In the model there is significant relation between the probability to shift from 

tenancy to homeownership and size of households; however the model does not 

show which group performs better in both cases. 

 

The probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership is positively related to 

the education level of household head. Household heads graduated from a high 

school has the highest probability to shift to homeownership. The next highest 

probability is for households who graduated from a university. Those households 
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have shorter time to purchase their own dwelling units than households who 

graduated from a primary school.    

 

Also the p-value is statistically significant for education level of partners. Partners 

graduated from high school are less likely to shift from tenancy to homeownership 

according to the results of Cox Regression Analysis. 

  

The probability of shifting from tenancy to homeownership is also negatively 

related to 6+1 room dwelling units in the first analysis. This means households who 

preferred to purchase a 6+1 room dwelling unit delay their home purchase until to 

afford it. Again, in the second model the variable has significant effect; however the 

analysis does not show which groups perform better.  

 

Households with 3 or 5 children are more likely to purchase a home according to 

the results of the first Cox Regression Analysis. In the second model, the 

conditional probability of shifting to homeownership is positively and significantly 

related to households with 4 or 5 numbers of children. 

 

Another result of the first analysis is that, households who wait to find a dwelling 

unit with similar attributes with their tastes delay their home purchase decision until 

to find it which means for these households the probability of shifting to 

homeownership decreases. Also, households who bought a dwelling with lower 

amount of attributes than their tastes also have lower chance to purchase a dwelling. 

This may be the reason that, those households have not sufficient resource to buy 

the dwelling unit. For this reason, they have less opportunity to purchase a dwelling 

unit. However, Table 6.64 shows unlike the results of the previous case, there is no 

significant relation between PREFERENCES and probability of shifting to 

homeownership in the second case.  

 

The clear message that comes out of this survey is that financial consideration 

dominates process of purchasing a house. When households were asked for the 
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primary reason for their decision about their current dwelling unit, households 

indicate that housing prices in the location, location of the dwelling unit, and 

physical characteristics of the dwelling have affected their decision while 

purchasing a dwelling in that location. Among physical characteristics, floor size of 

the dwelling unit has been the most significant factor influencing householdôs 

decision while purchasing a dwelling unit. Age, heating system and security of the 

dwelling unit, and being in a housing estate have been also determinant factors on 

householdôs decision.     

 

Households also indicated that physical characteristics of location like 

transportation facilities and infrastructure have been important reasons while 

selecting a neighborhood. Also respondents reported socio-economic characteristics 

and cultural backgrounds of dwellers at that location, and proximity to the CBD as 

important reasons for choosing a neighborhood.  

As consistent with the results of Cox Regression Analysis, few households admitted 

that convenience of reaching to relatives and friends, convenience of access to the 

workplace, and the schools of their children have been the main criterion for 

selecting a neighborhood.  

 

These findings support three hypotheses as ñThe demand for a dwelling in different 

housing submarkets in Ankara is related with socio-economic backgrounds of 

households as well as characteristics of dwelling units in each submarketò, 

ñExistence of housing submarkets with highly differentiated price levels enable 

households with different income to buy the preferred housing package at the 

submarkets with affordable price levelò, and ñHouseholds choose to buy housing in 

submarkets where households of similar socio-economic characteristics live, 

although there may be housing alternatives with similar attribute endowments and 

prices in some other submarkets. Therefore, there is high mobility between only 

certain housing sub-marketsò. As discussed in Chapter 5, there are various housing 

submarkets which have been highly differentiated by prices. Dwelling units with 

very similar physical characteristics may have very different prices in relation to its 

location and socio-economic backgrounds of dwellers at that location. As a result of 
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this mechanism, households have chance to purchase a dwelling in different 

locations which increase the probability of purchasing a home for different income 

groups.  

 

6.4. Conluding Remarks 

 

In Chapter 5, the regular mechanisms of purchasing a dwelling are investigated for 

different income quintiles, and it is concluded that income constraint is an important 

barrier for most households as in line with the discussions in the literature on 

housing tenure choice. This chapter shows other dimensions of housing 

phenomenon of housing market in Turkey which do not support the discussions on 

the literature. These dimensions eliminate the importance of income effect in the 

probability of homeownership in Turkey; in fact it emphasizes the importance of 

householdôs wealth on the probability of purchasing a home. In Ankara case, having 

a land provides greater opportunity of purchasing a home comparing to having high 

income or having a regular job.  
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CHAPTER 7 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

 

This chapter summarizes the general findings of the study, and also some policy 

proposals and future research areas are aimed to be formulated in this part of the 

study. The main subject of the thesis is to investigate transition from tenancy to 

homeownership based on two steps with the help of case study of Ankara in order 

to make a contribution to the literature on housing tenure choice. The first step is 

based on economic analysis with theoretical framework, and the second step is 

based on spatial analysis to test these theoretical findings of the first step.    

 

In the first step, it is investigated that, which households are able to shift from 

tenancy to homeownership by taking into account of wealth and income constraints. 

By considering householdsô monthly measurable income, different economic ways 

of shifting from tenancy to homeownership are examined for different income 

quintiles in the first step of the study. The analysis based on the data from 

Households Budget Survey (formerly called Households Income and Consumption 

Expenditures Surveys) from Turkish Statistical Institute. The data present 

information about householdsô income and allocation of household budget on 

different consumption items, including housing. On the basis of saving information, 

possibility of accumulating the required equity for home purchase for different 

income quintiles, which are differentiated according different tenure types, are 

calculated in the first part of the study in order to investigate the possibility for 

homeownership for different income groups. That is, the first step of the study seeks 

answers to the question that ñwhich income quintiles economically are able to shift 

from tenancy to homeownership, and which income quintiles are notò.  



 

320 

 

In this part of the study, by considering a standard 3+1 room dwelling unit in 

different parts of Ankara, the variation of prices in these different locations is 

identified. Different ways of shifting from tenancy to homeownership are examined 

under five cases by considering these different prices of eight locations (¢ankaya, 

Mamak, Altēndaĵ, Gºlbaĸē, Etimesgut, Sincan, Ke­iºren, and Yenimahalle). In the 

first case, house purchase without using housing credits or borrowing from other 

individuals is investigated. The only source of house purchase is householdôs 

monthly savings. In the second case, house purchase by using housing credits based 

on monthly repayment potentials of households is examined. In this case, it is aimed 

to investigate whether long term housing credits help those households who are not 

able to purchase a dwelling in the first case. In the third case, again house purchase 

by using housing credits is investigated; however in this case, available credit 

amounts are calculated based on debt to income ratio. The forth case assumes that 

households may change their expenditure behavior when they decide to make an 

investment plan, and this case examines the ways of home purchase by assuming 

that households limit their expenditures. Whether the possibility of purchasing a 

house increases is investigated in this case. In the last one, house purchase is 

investigated by assuming that saving rates of households increase 2 percent in each 

year.  

 

After investigating which income quintiles are able to achieve the shift to 

homeownership, the timing of the shift from tenancy to homeownership is 

investigated by considering effects of different social and economic factors in the 

second step of the study. In this part, it is aimed to figure out in which period of 

their lives households make decision to shift from tenancy to homeownership for 

those who are economically able to achieve this transition. While examining the 

probability of the shift from tenancy to homeownership, also householdsô decision 

on housing packages and location are investigated in this step of the study. 

Households start to seek for dwelling units with particular bundle of attributes, 

suitable location, and acquirable prices. These investigations are also differentiated 

for different housing provision methods in order to make a comparison between the 
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probabilities of homeownership that different methods provide. For this step, a 

survey was carried out in Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya in Ankara. Results of the 

survey provide information about variation of the probability of becoming 

homeowners according to the forms of different housing provision methods. That is, 

the second step of the study examines the question ñhow social and economic 

factors affect decision of households about tenure transition, and which period of 

their lives households make the decision to shiftò for income groups who are 

economically able to achieve this shift. In the second step of the study, also the 

question of ñhow bundles of housing packages with different attributes, locations 

and prices differentiate across different process of shifting to homeownershipò is 

examined for households who decide to buy a dwelling and become homeowners.   

 

This chapter is the spatial analysis of the issues specified theoretically in the 

previous stage. Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya in Ankara were chosen as samples of 

housing developments with different forms of provision. The list of addresses in the 

survey was chosen by particularly giving attention to include housing units with 

different properties and different provision methods. The survey has included 38 

questions about socio-economic characteristics of households, characteristics of 

each householdôs dwelling unit, locational preferences of households, and their 

process of shifting from tenancy to homeownership. The survey was carried out for 

collecting data from recent home buyers only. A total of 184 households were 

interviewed in Ankara (92 in Yenimahalle and 92 in ¢ankaya) who have bought a 

dwelling within the years 2008, 2009, and 2010. 

 

In this step, Cox Proportional Hazard Model is used to identify what specific life 

course events are important in the shift from tenancy to homeownership. Cox 

Proportional Hazard Model can provide important results to evaluate the role of 

socio-economic factors affecting the episode of housing tenure change.  

 

Also in this step there are two cases. In the first one, the shift is investigated for the 

five different housing acquisition methods: Purchasing Dwelling from a Seller, 
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Constructing Dwelling on their own Plot by Contracting with a Speculative 

Builder, Acquisition as an Exchange of Land, Purchasing from HDA, and 

Acquiring through a House-Building Cooperative. In the second analysis, housing 

acquisition methods of Constructing Dwelling on their own Plot by Contracting 

with a Speculative Builder and Acquisition as an Exchange of Land are excluded 

from the analysis as households do not enter housing market directly with these 

methods, and the regression is carried out for other three housing acquisition 

methods. 

 

General Findings of the Study: 

 

One of the results of the analyses is about different house prices of different 

locations in Ankara. Prices of a 3+1 room dwelling units in different locations of 

Ankara are investigated in the study in order to examine householdsô access to 

homeownership at different locations. Even these dwelling units have similar 

physical characteristics, average prices differ from 55.000 TL to 420.000 TL. This 

differentiation is caused by the location of the dwelling units. It is interesting that a 

dwelling unit with similar physical characteristics may be priced at 55.000 TL in 

Yenikent and however it may be priced at 420.000 TL in Angora Evleri. There are 

highly differentiated price levels in housing submarkets in Ankara even if dwelling 

units have similar physical characteristics. The locations with most expensive house 

prices are Angora Evleri, Yēldēz, Bilkent, Mebusevleri, ¢ukurambar in ¢ankaya and 

Konutkent, Mesakoru in Yenimahalle. The locations with lowest house prices are 

30 Aĵustos in Etimesgut, and Yeni­imĸit, Yenikent in Sincan. This differentiation 

enables households with different income to purchase housing packages with 

affordable prices according to their income levels. However the results of the 

calculations show that there are still lower income groups who are not able to afford 

housing even in the locations with the lowest prices. The next purpose of the study 

is to identify which income quintiles cannot afford the shift from tenancy to 

homeownership and to evaluate the reasons of this failure. 
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In order to investigate the affordability of homeownership, the thesis investigates 

the relationship between income, wealth accumulation and savings of households in 

the process of shifting from tenancy to homeownership. The thesis investigates 

different economic ways of purchasing a dwelling unit in the first part of the study, 

and it shows that households with less than 1 000 TL per month are not able to 

purchase a dwelling unit in any conditions with a theoretical framework. That is, the 

thesis puts forward that income and wealth constraints are important barriers in 

homeownership for low and middle income groups in Turkey. After the conclusion, 

then the next aim is to evaluate whether long term housing credits help these 

households to afford their own homes. Long term housing credits provide the 

greatest probability of homeownership for households in countries with well 

developed housing credit systems. In these countries, housing credits are one of the 

cheapest and the most common way of house purchase due to low interest rates. 

However, this mechanism in Turkey is not as functional as in those countries. Also, 

volatile economic environment with relatively higher inflation rates in Turkey 

makes long-term housing credits risky for low and middle income groups. This 

study shows that, mortgage credits do not significantly increase the probability of 

homeownership for households who are not able to purchase a dwelling. That is, the 

cost of mortgage credit is too high in Turkey, and long term mortgage credits do not 

provide new opportunities for low income quintiles to purchase homes. If  

households are not able to purchase a dwelling by saving, they are also not able to 

borrow sufficient amount of loan to purchase the dwelling. 

 

Up to this first point of the study, findings of the research in the first step have 

important parallel arguments with the literature on housing tenure choice. However, 

the second part of the study illustrates an irregular mechanism in housing sector in 

Turkey which decreases the importance of income effect on home purchase, which 

is contrary to the vast literature on housing studies.   

 

That is, first step of the thesis illustrates the importance of income constraints for 

potential home buyers. Results of calculations show that households with less than 
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1 000 TL monthly income are not able to purchase a dwelling by considering five 

different economic ways. However, the results of the surveys carried out in 

Yenimahalle and ¢ankaya with recent homebuyers illustrate that 22 percent of total 

surveyed population have average permanent income less than 1 000 TL per month. 

An interesting point is that, 61 percent of these households purchased their dwelling 

as a result of their ownership of a land, which points a new mechanism in home 

purchase in addition to five economic methods discussed in the first step of the 

study. This irregular mechanism for home purchase is build-and-sell type of home 

acquisition in former squatter settlements. With this mechanism, households with 

less than 1.000 TL monthly income are able to become homeowners, as they were 

previously owners of squatter housing in these locations in Ankara. This system 

decreases the importance of family income on determination of the probability of 

homeownership.  

 

Another finding of the study shows different dynamics of housing sector in Turkey 

as related to social factors. Analyses show that effects of social factors are highly 

different in Turkey than the countries with rooted advanced housing system. One of 

the findings of the Cox Regression Analysis supporting this different mechanism of 

the housing sector in Turkey is about employment. The results of Cox Regression 

Analysis show that the relation between household headôs employment and the 

probability of shifting to homeownership is significant. However there is a reverse 

effect of what is expected as the result of the literature survey. The probability is 

positively related with household heads who are not working in a stable job. That is, 

in our sample, household heads who are not working are more likely to purchase a 

dwelling. This is due to the fact that wealth effect is greater than the income effect 

in home purchase because housing system in Turkey cannot provide a well 

functional housing finance system which provides opportunity for households to 

become homeowners with their incomes. Accumulation of wealth may be due to 

selling properties, including unauthorized built housing. Another factor that causes 

reverse effect is about education levels of households. In the literature, it is argued 

that high education level increases the probability of homeownership. However in 
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Turkey household heads graduated from a high school have the highest probability 

of becoming homeowners. Unfortunately it was not possible to trace the sources of 

the wealth that creates the equity in housing purchase.   

 

To sum up, the permanent income of the family is the main determinant of housing 

demand in countries with advanced housing finance system. In such an 

environment, there is a high tendency of homeownership, and also it is possible to 

define a systematic relationship between income of households and the housing 

demand (T¿rel, 1996b). However this systematic relation is not visible in Turkey as 

the results of the analyses show. The results of Cox Regression Analysis in the 

second step of the study illustrate that permanent income level has no statistically 

significant effect on homeownership probability. In Turkey, the demand for 

homeownership in housing is mostly related to the wealth (especially to the land 

ownership) of the family than the permanent income level of households.  

 

In Turkey, although the Mortgage Law was enacted in 2007, it has not enabled the 

establishment of an effective mortgage credit system yet, as interest rates still 

remain high. In fact, it only provides some institutional arrangements on current 

housing financial system in the country. There are several types of mortgage credits 

today which provide different repayment schedules with fixed or flexible interest 

rates. However because of high interest rates, debt services are too high for 

especially low and middle income groups. Analyses show that the ratio of using 

long-term housing credits in housing acquisition is not high in Turkey, and housing 

credits do not provide new opportunities for homeownership for low and moderate 

income groups.   

 

Policy Proposals and Future Research Areas: 

 

The aim of the thesis is to examine the shift from tenancy to homeownership by 

focusing different factors and problems affecting this shift. It is aimed to investigate 

which population segments are facing housing affordability and which are not by 
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taking into account of different income quintiles. It is aimed to create a perspective 

for the communityôs goal for housing strategy and expected socio-economic trends 

and future demand for housing.  

 

The thesis investigates the regular mechanisms of purchasing a dwelling unit for 

different income quintiles in a theoretical framework, and it is concluded that 

income constraint is an important barrier for most households in the first part of the 

study. However, a survey carried out in the second part of the thesis has revealed an 

irregular mechanism which shows the importance of wealth accumulation on the 

probability of purchasing a home. That is, the outcomes from the empirical analysis 

in the thesis shed light to an implicit mechanism in which wealth effect dominates 

income effect in home purchase. That is, having ownership of a plot provides 

greater opportunity of purchasing a home comparing to having high income or 

having a stable job.   

 

By examining Turkey with the help of Ankara case in this perspective, it is found 

out that housing system in Turkey is a highly different functional system than 

countries with advanced housing finance system. In 2004, legal proceedings on the 

Mortgage Law were launched in Turkey, and the Law was enacted on February 21
st
 

in 2007. The findings of this study support the argument that the law is not able to 

fulfill the total deficiency in this area by showing that housing credits do not offer 

homeownership opportunities for low-to-moderate income groups due to high 

interest rates in housing credits. There is an important deficiency in housing finance 

system in Turkey. First time home buyers are not able to purchase a dwelling unit 

unless they have accumulated sufficient amount of equity or getting support from 

their parents due to the deficiency in the housing finance system caused by high 

interest rates. The policies produced to create solutions for this problem should 

focus on eliminating the deficiencies in the housing finance system by providing 

some affordable solutions for lower income households. In other words, unregulated 

housing market could not create conditions for housing acquisition for moderate-to-

lower income households.  
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Turkey is a country with an active housing construction sector, and high level of 

output gives the indication of excess supply in the housing market. Although high 

levels of housing output continues, social differences in the society lead to much 

differentiation on the demand side, which has not been adequately treated by 

government policies. Housing built and sold by providing credits mostly to 

moderate-to-lower income households by the Housing Development Administration 

has about 10 per cent market share, which is much less than the share of households 

that need assistance in housing acquisition.   

 

This housing provision system without regarding social differences in the society 

limits the access of different socio-economic groups to homeownership. For this 

reason, low income groups provide their own irregular mechanism in order to 

become homeowners in addition to regular housing provision methods. The housing 

system in Turkey still takes its roots from this irregular mechanism which provides 

obstacles to make estimation about housing demand and supply in Turkey.  

 

Policies about provision of housing for low income groups should be one of the 

main agendas of the authorities. One of the solutions for these income groups, who 

cannot afford a dwelling, can be the provision of social renting housing in Turkey. 

The deficiency in the qualified housing stock increases the prices of houses. The 

implication of social renting housing in Turkey can support the affordable housing 

for low-moderate income groups, and as a consequence it can improve income 

equality in the society. The ways to strengthen the support for affordable housing by 

focusing on housing needs of different groups can produce effective policies for the 

main roots of the problem in housing sector in Turkey. Therefore, future research 

should attempt to focus on policies on affordable housing supply and the 

applicability of social renting housing in Turkey. 



 

328 

 

 

 

REFERENCES 

 

 

 

Aaronson, D. (2000), ñA Note on the Benefits of Homeownershipò, Journal of 

Urban Economics 47, 356-369. 

 

 

Adair, A.S., et al. (1996), ñHedonic Modeling, Housing Submarkets and Residential 

Valuationò, Journal of Property Research, 13, 67-83. 

 

 

Ak­ay, B. (2003) ñAn Assesment of the Housing Finance Strategies in Turkeyò, 

Akademik Araĸtērmalar Dergisi, (5:18):45-55. 

 

 

Archer, W. R., et al.(2010), ñOwnership Duration in the Residential Housing 

Market: The Influence of Structure, Tenure, Household and Neighborhood Factorsò, 

J Real Estate Finan Econ, 40: 41ï61. 

 

 

Aydēn, S. (2006), Housing Finance in Turkey: The Role of Housing Loans Extended 

by Commercial Banks, Unpublished Master Thesis, The Department Urban Policy 

Planning and Local Governments, METU, Ankara. 

 

 

Balamir, M. (1996), Kiralēk Konut, T.C. Baĸbakanlēk Toplu Konut Ķdaresi 

Baĸkanlēĵē Konut Araĸtērma Dizisi: 14, ODT¦ Basēm Ķĸbirliĵi, Ankara. 

 

 

Balamir, M. (1999), ñFormation of Private Rental Stock in Turkeyò, Neth. J. of 

Housing and the Built Environment, Vol. 14 (1999) No. 4. 

 

 

Barakova, I., et al. (2003), ñDoes Credit Quality Matter for Homeownershipò, 

Journal of Housing Economics, Vol. 12, 318-336. 

 

 

Baxter, J. & McDonald, P. (2005), ñWhy is the Rate of Home Ownership Falling in 

Australia?ò, AHURI Research & Policy Bulletin, Issue 52. 

 

 



 

329 

 

Ben-Shahar, D. (1998), ñOn the Optimality of the Hybrid Tenure Modeò, Journal of 

Housing Economics 7, 69-92. 

Ben-Shahar, D. (2007), ñTenure Choice in the Housing Market: Psychological 

Versus Economic Factorsò, Environment and Behavior, 39, 841. 

 

 

Boehm, T. P., et al. (1991), ñIntra-Urban Mobility, Migration, and Tenure Choiceò, 

The Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 73, No. 1, pp. 59-68. 

 

 

Bostic, R. W. & Surette, B. J. (2001), ñHave the Doors Opened Wider? Trends in 

Homeownership Rates by Race and Incomeò, Journal of Real Estate Finance and 

Economics, 23:3, 411-434. 

 

 

Bourassa, S. C. (1994), ñImmigration and Housing Tenure Choice in Australiaò, 

Journal of Housing Research, Vol. 5, Issue 1, 117-137. 

 

 

Bourassa, S. C. (2000), ñEthnicity, Endogeneity, and Housing Tenure Choiceò, 

Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics, 20:3, 323-341. 

 

 

Bourassa, S. C. et al. (2007), ñSpatial Dependence, Housing Submarkets, and House 

Price Predicitonò, J Real Estate Finan Econ, 35:143ï160. 

 

 

Burkay, H. ¥. (2006), Social Policy of Urban Transformation: Social Housing 

Policies in Turkey from the 1980s to Present, Unpublished Master Thesis, The 

Atat¿rk Institute for Modern Turkish History, Boĵazi­i University, Ķstanbul. 

 

 

Carasso, A., et al., (2005), Improving Homeownership Among Poor and Moderate-

Income Households, Opportunity and Ownership Project, The Urban Institute. 

 

 

Chan, Y. H. (2004), ñBiostatistics 203. Survival Analysisò, Basic Statistics for 

Doctors, Singapore Med J, Vol 45 (6). 

 

 

Chan, Y. H. (2004a), ñBiostatistics 202. Logistic Regression Analysisò, Basic 

Statistics for Doctors, Singapore Med J, Vol 45 (4). 

 

 

Chiuri, M. C. & Jappelli, T. (2003), ñFinancial Market Imperfections and Home 

Ownership: A Comparative Studyò, European Economic Review 47, 857-875. 

 



 

330 

 

 

Cho, E. J., et al. (2008), ñThe Role of Employment Subcenters in Residential 

Location Decisionsò, Journal of Transport and Land Use 1:2, pp. 121ï151. 

 

 

Clark, W. A. V. (1983), ñA Disaggregate Model of Residential Mobility and 

Housing Choiceò, Geographical Analysis, Vol. 15, No. 4. 

 

 

Collins, W. J. & Margo, R. A. (2001), ñRace and Home Ownership: A Century-

Long Viewò, Explorations in Economic History 38, 68-92.  

 

 

Coolen, H. & Hoekstra, J. (2001), ñValues as Determinants of Preferences for 

Housing Attributesò, Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 16: 285-306.  

 

 

Coolen, H. et al. (2002), ñValues and Goals as Determinants of Intended Tenure 

Choiceò, Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 17: 215-236. 

 

 

Coulson, N. E. & Fisher, L. M. (2002), ñTenure Choice and Labor Market 

Outcomesò, Housing Studies, 17:1, 35-49. 

 

 

Davidoff, T. (2006), ñLabor Income, Housing Prices, and Homeownershipò, Journal 

of Urban Economics 59, 209-235. 

 

 

Deng, Y., et al. (2003), ñRacial Differences in Homeownership: the Effect of 

Residential Locationò, Regional Science and Urban Economics 33, 517-556.  

 

 

Deutsch, E. (2007), ñThe Social Renting Sector as an Institutional Crossroad for 

Housing Choiceò, International Conference 25-28 June, Rotterdam. 

 

 

Diaz-Serrano, L. (2005), ñOn the Negative Relationship Between Labor Income 

Uncertainty and Homeownership: Risk-Aversion vs. Credit Constraintsò, Journal of 

Housing Economics 14, 109-126. 

 

 

Digambar, A. P. et al. (2010), ñResidential Location Choice: A Study of Household 

Preferences for the City of Nagpurò, Institute of Town Planners, India Journal 7 ï 3. 

 

 



 

331 

 

Di Salvo, P. D. & Ermisch, J. (1997), ñAnalysis of the Dynamics of Housing 

Tenure Choice in Britainò, Journal of Urban Economics, 42, 1-17. 

Dohmen, T. J. (2005), ñHousing, Mobility and Unemploymentò, Regional Science 

and Urban Economics, 35, 305-325. 

 

 

Egercēoĵlu, Y. (2008), The Effects of Improvement Plans on Urban Transformation 

Process in Illegal Built Up/Squatter Areas in Turkey: Ķzmir and Ankara Cases, 

Ķzmir Institute of Technology, City and Regional Planning, Published PhD Thesis, 

Ķzmir. 

 

 

Elder, H. W. & Zumpano, L. V. (1991), ñTenure Choice, Housing Demand and 

Residential Locationò, The Journal of Real Estate Research, Volume 6, Number 3, 

341-356.  

 

 

Elsinga, M. (1998), ñThe Meaning of Tenure under Different Conditions; Empirical 

Evidence from the Netherlandsò, Netherland Journal of Housing and the Built 

Environment, Vol. 13, No. 2. 

 

 

Erol, I. & Patel, K. (2004), ñHousing Policy and Mortgage Finance in Turkey 

during the Late 1990s Inflationary Periodò, International Real Estate Review, Vol. 

7, No. 1: pp. 98-120. 

 

 

Erol, I., Patel, K. (2005), ñDefault Risk of Wage-Indexed Payment Mortgage in 

Turkeyò, Journal of Housing Economics, 14, 271-293. 

 

 

Flavin, M. & Yamashita, T. (2002), ñOwner-Occupied Housing and the 

Composition of the Household Portfolioò, The American Economic Review, Vol. 

92, No. 1, pp. 345-362. 

 

 

Forrest, R., et al. (1990), Home Ownership Differentiation and Fragmentation, 

Unwin Hyman, London. 

 

 

Gobillon, L. & Le Blanc, D. (2002), ñThe Impact on Borrowing Constraints on 

Mobility and Tenure Choiceò, Institut Natonal De La Statistique Et Des Etudes 

Economiques. 

 

 

Goodman, A. C. (2003), ñFollowing a Panel of Stayers: Length of Stay, Tenure 

Choice, and Housing Demandò, Journal of Housing Economics 12, 106-133. 



 

332 

 

Green, R. K. & Hendershott, P. H. (2001), ñHome-ownership and Unemployment in 

the USò, Urban Studies, Vol. 38, No. 9, 1509-1520. 

 

 

Guiso, L. & Jappelli, T. (2002), ñPrivate Transfers, Borrowing Constraints and the 

Timing of Homeownershipò, Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, Vol. 34, No. 2, 

pp. 315-339. 

 

 

Gyourko, J. & Linneman, P. (1997), ñThe Changing Influences of Education, 

Income, Family Structure, and Race on Homeownership by Age over Timeò, 

Journal of Housing Research, Volume 8, Issue 1. 

 

 

Haavio, M. & Kauppi, H. (2000), ñHousing Markets, Liquidity Constraints and 

Labor Mobilityò, Bank of Finland Discussion Papers, 8.   

 

 

Handy, S. L., et al., (2004), Residential Location Choice and Travel Behavior: 

Implications for Air Quality, Department of Environment Science and Policy and 

the Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering University of California, 

Davis.  

 

 

Hansen, J. D. & Skak, M. (2005), ñEconomics of Housing Tenure Choiceò, ENHR 

International Housing Conference 29 June to 2 July. 

 

 

Haurin, D. R. & Gill, H. L. (2002), ñThe Impact of Transaction Costs and the 

Expected Length of Stay on Homeownershipò, Journal of Urban Economics, 51, 

563-584. 

 

 

Hendershott, P. H., et al. (1997), ĂñDebt Usage and Mortgage Choice: The FHA-

Conventional Decisionò, Journal of Urban Economics 41, 202-217. 

 

 

Henderson, J. V. & Ioannides, Y. M. (1983), ñA Model of Housing Tenure Choiceò, 

The American Economic Review, Vol. 73, No. 1, pp. 98-113. 

 

 

Henderson, J. V. & Ioannides, Y. M. (1986), ñTenure Choice and the Demand for 

Housingò, Economica, New Series, Vol. 53, No. 210, 231-246. 

 

 

Henley, A. (1998), ñResidential Mobility, Housing Equity and the Labour Marketò, 

The Economic Journal, 108, 414-427. 



 

333 

 

Hilber, C. A. L. (2005), ñNeighborhood Externality Risk and the Homeownership 

Status of Propertiesò, Journal of Urban Economics, 57, 213-241. 

 

 

Hui, E. C. M. (2007), ñPopulation Mobility, Tenure Choice and Institutional 

Factorsò, Urban Policy and Research, 25:3, 305-323. 

 

 

Hsueh, L. (2000), ñThe Relationship Between Housing Price, Tenure Choice and 

Saving Behavior in Taiwanò, International Real Estate Review, Vol. 3, No. 1: pp. 

11-33. 

 

 

http://en.wikibooks.org/wiki/Using_SPSS_and_PASW/Ordinary_Least_Squares_R

egression, last accessed at 31/10/2011. 

 

 

http://statmaster.sdu.dk/courses/st111/module08/index.html, last accessed at 

31/10/2011. 

 

 

http://www.emlak.net/konut/satilik-daire/turkiye/ankara.html, last accessed at 

13/09/2010. 

 

 

http://www.eviews.com/illustrated/EViews_Illustrated_Chapter_3.pdf, last accessed 

at 31/10/2011. 

 

 

http://www.statisticssolutions.com/methods-chapter/statistical-tests/cox-regression/, 

last accessed at 31/10/2011. 

 

 

http://www.toki.gov.tr/, last accessed at 06/08/2011. 

 

 

Ioannides, Y. M. & Kan, K. (1996), ñStructural Estimation of Residential Mobility 

and Housing Choiceò, Journal of Regional Science, Vol. 36, No. 3, 335-363. 

 

 

Ioannides, Y. M. & Rosenthal, S. S. (1994), ñEstimating the Consumption and 

Investment Demands for Housing and Their Effect on Housing Tenure Statusò, The 

Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 76, No. 1, pp. 127-141. 

 

 

http://en.wikibooks.org/wiki/Using_SPSS_and_PASW/Ordinary_Least_Squares_Regression
http://en.wikibooks.org/wiki/Using_SPSS_and_PASW/Ordinary_Least_Squares_Regression
http://statmaster.sdu.dk/courses/st111/module08/index.html
http://www.emlak.net/konut/satilik-daire/turkiye/ankara.html
http://www.eviews.com/illustrated/EViews_Illustrated_Chapter_3.pdf
http://www.statisticssolutions.com/methods-chapter/statistical-tests/cox-regression/


 

334 

 

Iwarere, L. J. & Williams J. E. (1991), ñA Micro-Market Analysis of Tenure Choice 

Using the Logit Modelò, The Journal of Real Estate Research, Volume 6, Number 

3, 327-339. 

 

 

Jones, L. D. (1995), ñTesting the Central Prediction of Housing Tenure Transition 

Modelsò, Journal of Urban Economics 38, 50-73. 

 

 

Jones, L. D. (1996), ñHousing Tenure Transition and Dissaving by the Elderlyò, 

The Canadian Journal of Economics, Vol. 29, 505-509. 

 

 

Kahraman, Z. E. (2008), The Relationship between Squatter Housing 

Transformation and Social Integration of Rural Migrants into Urban Life: A Case 

Study in Dikmen, METU, City and Regional Planning, Published PhD. Thesis, 

Ankara.  

 

 

Kan, K. (2000), ñDynamic Modeling of Housing Tenure Choiceò, Journal of Urban 

Economics 48, 46-69. 

 

 

Kain, J. F. & Quigley, J. M. (1972), ñHousing Market Discrimination, Home-

ownership, and Savings Behaviorò, The American Economic Review, Vol. 62, 

No.3, 263-277. 

 

 

Kain, J. F. & Quigley, J. M. (1975), ñHome Ownership, Home Purchase, and 

Household Mobilityò, Housing Markets and Racial Discrimination: A 

Microeconomic Analysis, National Bureau of Economic Research, 118-136. 

 

 

Keleĸ, R. (1967), T¿rkiyeôde Konut Kooperatifleri, Ķmar ve Ķskan Bakanlēĵē Mesken 

Genek M¿d¿rl¿ĵ¿, Ankara.  

 

 

Keles, R., (1997), Kentleĸme Politikasē, Ķmge Kitabevi, Ankara. 

 

 

Kim, M. J. (2010), Residential Location Decisions: Heterogeneity and the Trade-off 

between Location and Housing Quality, The Ohio State University, City and 

Regional Planning, Published PhD Thesis. 

 

 

Kleinbaum, D. G. & Klein, M. (2005), Survival Analysis. A Self-Learning Text, 

 



 

335 

 

Kleinjans, K. J. (2008), The Man of the House: How the Use of Household Head 

Characteristics may lead to Omitted Variable Bias, California State University ï 

Fullerton. 

 

 

Ko­, H. (1989), Kentsel Konut Sunumunda Konut Kooperatiflerinin Etkinlikleri 

¦zerine Bir Arastērma, Ķzmir ¥rnegi, Yayēnlanmamēĸ Doktora Tezi, Dokuz Eyl¿l 

¦niversitesi, Fen Bilimleri Enstit¿s¿, Ķzmir. 

 

 

Konut M¿steĸarlēĵē, APK Daire Baĸkanlēĵē, (2003), Konut Sahipliliĵi ¢alēĸmasē. 

 

 

Kubin, G. (1991), G¿ven Housing Co-operative, Unpublished Master Thesis, City 

and Regional Planning, METU, Ankara.  

 

 

Laaksonen, M., et al. (2008), ñHome Ownership and Mortality: a Register-Based 

Follow-Up Study of 300 000 Finnsò,  J Epidemiol Community Health, 62:293ï297.  

 

 

Lee, L. F. (1981), ñFully Recursive Probability Models and Multivariate Log-Linear 

Probability Models for the Analysis of Qualitative Dataò, Journal of Econometrics 

16: 51-69. 

 

 

Lee, S. W. & Myers, D. (2003), ñLocal Housing-Market Effects on Tenure Choiceò, 

Journal of Housing and the Built Environment 18: 129-157.  

 

 

Li, S. & Li, L., (2006), ñLife Course and Housing Tenure Change in Urban China: 

A Study of Guangzhouò, Housing Studies, Vol. 21, No. 5, 653ï670. 

 

 

Li, W. & Yao, R. (2007), ñThe Life-Cycle Effects of House Price Changesò, 

Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, Vol. 39, No. 6, 1375-1409.  

 

 

Linneman, P. D. & Watcher, S. M. (1989), ñThe Impacts of Borrowing Constraints 

on Homeownershipò, AREUEA J. 17, 389-402. 

 

 

Maddala, G. S. & Lee, L. F. (1976), ñRecursive Models with Quantitative 

Endogenous Variablesò, Annals of Economic and Social Measurement 5, 525-546. 

 

 



 

336 

 

McFadden, D. (1977), ñModelling the Choice of Residential Locationò, Cowles 

Foundation Discussion Paper no. 477. 

 

 

Malpezzi, S. (2003), Hedonic Pricing Models: a Selective and Applied Review, In 

Tony OôSullivan & Kenneth Gibb (Ed.), Housing Economics and Public Policy, 

Blackwell Publishing, Oxford.  

 

 

Moriizumi, Y. (2003), ñTargeted Saving by Renters for Housing Purchase in 

Japanò, Journal of. Urban Economics 53, 494-509. 

 

 

M¿h¿rdaroĵlu, A. (2005), De-Regulatory Urban Redevelopment Policies in 

Gecekondu Areas in Turkey: The Case of Dikmen Valley, METU, Urban Political 

Planning and Local Goverments, Ankara. 

 

 

Ortalo-Magne, F. & Rady, S. (2002), ñTenure Choice and Riskiness of Non-

Housing Consumptionò, Journal of Housing Economics 11, 266-279. 

 

 

Ortalo-Magne, F. & Rady, S. (2008), ñHeterogeneity within Communities: A 

Stochastic Model with Tenure Choiceò, Journal of Urban Economics, 64, 1-17. 

 

 

Oswald, A. J. (1997), The Missing Piece of the Unemployment Puzzle, An Inaugural 

Lecture. 

 

 

¥zdemir, D. (2001), Applied Statistics for Economics and Business, Ķstanbul Bilgi 

University Press, Ķstanbul. 

 

 

¥zkan, A. (2009), A Critical Evaluation of Housing Co-operatives in Turkey within 

the Framework of Collective Action Theories: A Case Study in Ankara and Ķstanbul, 

Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, City and Regional Planning, METU, Ankara.  

 

 

¥zyēldērēm, S., et al. (2005), ñMobility and Optimal Tenure Choiceò, Journal of 

Housing Economics 14, 336-354.  

 

 

Painter, G. (2000), ñTenure Choice with Sample Selection: Differences among 

Alternative Samplesò, Journal of Housing Economics 9, 197-213. 

 

 



 

337 

 

Painter, G., et al. (2001), ñRace, Immigrant Status, and Housing Tenure Choiceò, 

Journal of Urban Economics, 49, 150-167. 

 

 

Painter, G. & Lee, K. (2009), ñHousing Tenure Transitions of Older Households: 

Life Cycle, Demographic, and Familial Factorsò, Regional Science and Urban 

Economics, 39:749ï760.  

 

 

Palmquist, R. B. (1984), ñEstimating the Demand for the Characteristics of 

Housingò, The Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 66, No. 3, pp. 394-404. 

 

 

Paulin, G. D. (1995), ñA Comparison of Consumer Expenditures by Housing 

Tenureò, The Journal of Consumer Affairs, Vol. 29, No.1. 

 

 

P®rez, P. E., et al. (2003), ñMicroeconomic Formulation and Estimation of a 

Residential Location Choice Model: Implications for the Value of Timeò, Journal of 

Regional Science, Vol. 43, 771-789. 

 

 

Pestoff, V. A. (1991), Between Markets and Politics, European Centre for Social 

Welfare Policy and Research, Westview Press, Colorada.  

 

Proxenos, S. (2002), Homeownership Rates: A Global Perspective, Housing 

Finance International.  

 

 

Rivera, M. A. I &Tiglao, N. C. C. (2005), ñModelling Residential Location Choice, 

Workplace Location Choice and Mode Choice of Two-Worker Households in 

Metro Malinaò, Proceedings of the Eastern Asia Society for Transportation Studies, 

Vol. 5, pp. 1167 ï 1178. 

 

 

Robst, J., et al. (1999), ñIncome Variability, Uncertainty and Housing Tenure 

Choiceò, regional Science and Urban Economics, 29, 219-229. 

 

 

Rosen, H. S., et al. (1984), ñHousing Tenure, Uncertainty, and Taxationò, The 

Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 66, No. 3, pp. 405-416. 

 

 

Rothenberg, J., et al. (1991), The Maze of Urban Housing Markets, Theory, 

Evidence, and Policy, The University of Chicago Press, Chicago.  

 

 



 

338 

 

Salandro, D. & Harrison, W. B. (1997), ñDetrminants of the Demand for Home 

Equity Credit Linesò, The Journal of Consumer Affairs, Vol. 31, No. 2, 326-345. 

 

 

Tekeli, Ķ. (1982), T¿rkiyeôde Konut Sunumunun Davranēĸsal Nitelikleri ve Konut 

Kesiminde Bunalēm, Konut 81, Kent Koop Yayēnlarē: 20, Ankara.  

 

 

Tekeli, Ķ. & Ķlkin, S. (1984), Bah­eli Evlerin ¥yk¿s¿, Kent-Koop, Ankara. 

 

 

Tekeli, Ķ. (1982), T¿rkiyeôde Konut Sunumunun Davranēĸsal Nitelikleri ve Konut 

Kesiminde Bunalēm, Konut 81, Kent-Koop Yayēnlarē:Ankara. 

 

 

Tekeli, Ķ., 2005. ñT¿rkiyeôde Kent Planlamasē D¿ĸ¿ncesinin Geliĸimiò, 15. Yunus 

Aran Konferansē, Vol. 1, p. 24. 

 

 

THE BANKS ASSOCIATION OF TURKEY (2001), Consolidated Report on 

Consumer Loans and Housing Loans, 1997-2010 2001, 

http://www.tbb.org.tr/net/donemsel/default.aspx?dil=EN. 

 

 

Tuna, O. (1944), "Bizde Kooperatif­ilik ve Kooperatif Kanunlarēñ, Ķĸ, No:26, 

 

Turkish Statistical Institute, (2003), Household Budget Survey, Consumption 

Expenditures. 

 

 

Turner, T. M. (2003), ñDoes Investment Risk Affect the Housing Decisions of 

Families?ò, Economic Inquiry, Vol. 41, No. 4, 675-691. 

 

 

T¿rel, A. (1981), ñAnkaraôda Konut Fiyatlarēnēn Mekansal Farklēlaĸmasēò, ODT¦ 

Mimarlēk Fak¿ltesi Dergisi, Cilt 7, Sayē 1.  

 

 

T¿rel, A (1994), ñHousing Finance in Turkey During the Last Decadeò, in 

European Housing Finance: Single Market or Mosaic, ed. Will Bartlett and Glen 

Bramley, SAUS Publications, Bristol. 

 

 

T¿rel, A. (1996a), ñKonut ¦reticileriò, T.C. Baĸbakanlēk Toplu Konut Ķdaresi 

Baĸkanlēĵē Konut Araĸtērma Dizisi: 14, ODT¦ Basēm Ķĸbirliĵi, Ankara. 

 

 



 

339 

 

T¿rel, A. (1996b), ñM¿lk Konutò, T.C. Baĸbakanlēk Toplu Konut Ķdaresi Baĸkanlēĵē 

Konut Araĸtērma Dizisi: 14, ODT¦ Basēm Ķĸbirliĵi, Ankara. 

 

 

T¿rel, A. (1998), ñOrganization of Building and Marketing of Housing by House 

Builders in Turkeyò, International Real Estate Conference, June 10-13, Maastricht, 

The Netherlands.  

 

 

T¿rel, A. (2000), ñLimits on Home Ownership in Turkeyò, Housing in the 21st 

Century: Fragmentation and Reorientation 20-30 June, Gªvle, Sweden. 

 

 

T¿rel, A. (2002), ñThe Contribution of Housing Cooperatives to Housing Provision 

in Turkeyò, Colloquium on Contribution of the Co-operative Sector to Housing 

Development, 27-28 June 2002, Ankara.  

 

 

T¿rel, A., et al. (2007), T¿rkiyeôde Ķllere Gºre Konut ¦retiminin Farklēlaĸmasēnēn 

Nedenlerinin Belirlenmesi, T¦BTAK, Proje No: SOBAG 104K110.  

 

 

T¿rker-Devecigil P. (2005), ñUrban Transformation Projects as a Model to 

Transform Gecekondu Areas in Turkey: The Example of Dikmen Valley ï Ankaraò, 

European Journal of Housing Policy Vol. 5, No. 2, 211ï229. 

 

 

Uludag, Ķ., (1997), ñKonut ¦retiminde Bºlgesel Kosullara Uygun Alternatif 

Finansman Sistemleri ve Teknikleriò, Ķstanbul Ticaret Odasē, Yayēn No:1997-48, 

Ķstanbul.   

UN Human Settlements Conference Habitat II Turkey National Report and Action 

Plan : 1996. 

 

 

Weber, E. & Rossi, P. H.  (1996), ñThe Social Benefits of Homeownership: 

Empirical Evidence from National Surveysò, Housing Policy Debate, Volume 7, 

Issue 1.  

 

 

Weisbrod, G. et al. (1980), ñTradeoffs in Residential Location Decisions: 

Transportations versus Other Factorsò, Transportation Policy and Decision Making, 

V.1, N.1. 

 

 

Wood, G., et al. (2006), ñMicrosimulation Modeling of Tenure Choice and Grants 

to Promote Home Ownershipò, The Australian Economic Review, Vol. 39, No.1, 

pp. 14-34. 



 

340 

 

www.tuik.gov.tr, last accessed at 31/10/2011. 

 

 

Yates, J. (2000), ñIs Australiaôs Home-Ownership Rate Really Stable? An 

Examination of Change Between 1975 and 1994ò, Urban Studies, Vol. 37, No. 2, 

319-342. 



 

341 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A 

 

 

MOBILITY  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure A.1. Akpēnar 

 

 

BALGAT 

Y«4«Y9{!¢ 

AKPINAR 

! !FL 

5TYa9b 

T[Y9w 

SOKULLU 

YUKARI 

5TYa9b 



 

342 

 

 

 

 

Figure A.2. Aĸaĵē Yurt­ular 
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Figure A.3. Ata 

 

 

 

 

ATA 

SOKULLU 



 

344 

 

 

Figure A.4. Bur­ 
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Figure A.5. Gayret 
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Figure A.6. G¿ventepe 
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Figure A.7. Huzur 
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Figure A.8. Karapēnar 
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Figure A.9. Kardelen 
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Figure A.10. Karĸēyaka 
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Figure A.11. Keklikpēnarē 
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Figure A.12. Kērkkonaklar 
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Figure A.13. Osman Temiz 
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Figure A.14. ¥ve­ler 
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Figure A.15. Sokullu 
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Figure A.16. ķehit Cengiz Karaca 
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Figure A.17. Turgut ¥zal 
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Figure A.18. Yenimahalle 
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