UNDERSTANDING THE EFFECTS OF GOVERNMENT TRANSFERS DURING
THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC ON POVERTY AND INEQUALITY IN TURKIYE

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

BY

MUGE UNAL

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
THE DEGREE OF MASTER OF SCIENCE
IN
THE DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS

FEBRUARY 2023






Approval of the thesis:

UNDERSTANDING THE EFFECTS OF GOVERNMENT TRANSFERS
DURING THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC ON POVERTY AND INEQUALITY IN
TURKIYE

submitted by MUGE UNAL in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree
of Master of Science in Economics, the Graduate School of Social Sciences of
Middle East Technical University by,

Prof. Dr. Sadettin KIRAZCI
Dean
Graduate School of Social Sciences

Prof. Dr. Sirin SARACOGLU
Head of Department
Department of Economics

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Hakan ERCAN
Supervisor
Department of Economics

Examining Committee Members:

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ali Murat BERKER (Head of the Examining Committee)
Hacettepe University
Department of Economics

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Hakan ERCAN (Supervisor)
Middle East Technical University
Department of Economics

Assist. Prof. Dr. Alev ATAK
Middle East Technical University
Department of Economics







I hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained and
presented in accordance with academic rules and ethical conduct. | also declare
that, as required by these rules and conduct, | have fully cited and referenced all

material and results that are not original to this work.

Name, Last Name: Miige UNAL

Signature:



ABSTRACT

UNDERSTANDING THE EFFECTS OF GOVERNMENT TRANSFERS DURING
THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC ON POVERTY AND INEQUALITY IN TURKIYE

Unal, Miige
M.S., The Department of Economics
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Hakan ERCAN

February 2023, 80 pages

This study, examines the effects of short-time working allowance, cash wage support
and pandemic support program (unrequited cash transfer to households) implemented
in 2020 in order to reduce the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic on the labor market
and to ensure continuity in household cash flow within the scope of Turkey's
'Economic Stability Shield Package'. In addition, we analyze the contribution of direct
transfers, whose scope and size increased in 2020, to reducing poverty and improving
income distribution. For this purpose, we utilize data from the 2020 and 2021 Turkey
Income and Living Conditions Survey dataset and adopt the Commitment to Equity
Methodology. In 2020, the income inequality and poverty improvement contribution
of government transfers are compared with 2019 as a whole and on a program basis.
The results show that the effect of direct transfers is higher in 2020 than in 2019 to
improve income inequality and poverty. Transfers to support employee income result
in an additional improvement in the poverty headcount ratio and poverty gap, while
reducing the effectiveness of poverty reduction. The short-time working allowance

and pandemic support program have the highest contribution to poverty headcount
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ratio reduction, while the contribution of cash wage support is limited. Sickness benefit
Is also at the forefront with the highest rate of increase in the marginal contribution to
poverty reduction in 2020.

Keywords: Gini, Poverty, Covid-19, Direct Transfers, Short-Time Working
Allowances
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COVID-19 PANDEMISI DONEMINDE HUKUMET TRANSFERLERININ
TURKIYE’DEKI YOKSULLUK VE ESITSiZLIK UZERINDEKI ETKILERINI
ANLAMAK

UNAL, Miige
Yiiksek Lisans, Tktisat Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog¢. Dr. Hakan ERCAN

Subat 2023, 80 sayfa

Bu ¢aligma, Tiirkiye nin ‘Ekonomik Istikrar Kalkan1 Paketi’ kapsaminda Kovid-19
salgiminin isgiicli piyasasi lizerindeki etkilerini azaltmak ve hane halki nakit akisinda
siirekliligi saglamak amaciyla 2020 yilinda uygulanan kisa calisma 6denegi, nakdi
ticret destegi ve Pandemi destek programi (hane halkina verilen karsiliksiz nakit
transferi) uygulamalarinin yani sira 2020 yilinda kapsami ve biiyiikliigi artan
dogrudan transferlerin yoksulluk ve gelir dagilimi tzerindeki etkilerini
incelemektedir. Bu amagla 2020 ve 2021 yili Tiirkiye Gelir ve Yasam Kosullari
Arastirmasi verisi kullanilmakta ve Esitlik Taahhiidii Metodolojisi benimsenmektedir.
2020 yilinda hiikiimet transferlerinin gelir esitsizligi ve yoksullugu iyilestirici katkisi
biitiin olarak ve program bazinda 2019 yiliyla karsilagtirilmaktadir. Sonuglar, 2020
yilinda dogrudan transferlerinin gelir esitsizligi ve yoksulluk tizerindeki iyilestirici
etkisinin 2019 yilindan fazla oldugunu gostermektedir. Calisan gelirini desteklemek
icin yapilan transferler, yoksulluk oran1 ve yoksulluk agiginda ek bir iyilesme meydana
getirirken, yoksullugu azaltmanin etkinligini azaltmaktadir. Esitsizligin ve

yoksullugun azaltilmasina en fazla katki kisa ¢aligma 6denegi ve Pandemi destek
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programindan gelirken, nakdi iicret desteginin katkisi sinirlt diizeydedir. Pandemide

yoksulluk tizerindeki etkisi en fazla artan dogrudan transfer ise hastalik yardimidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Gini, Yoksulluk, Kovid-19, Dogrudan Transfer, Kisa Calisma
Odenegi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The economic crisis triggered by Covid-19 health crisis has caused the deepest
contraction in global GDP since the global crisis of 2008-2009 (IMF, 2021a), with the
slowdown in growth, there was a risk of partial reversal of previous years' gains in
poverty and income distribution (Gentilini et al.,, 2020). Many countries have
announced extensive policy packages in order to stimulate the economy and help
reduce the negative impact of the pandemic on individuals and firms. The common
purpose of these packages is to control the spread of the disease, to restore health to
the infected, to protect people and companies from economic collapse by preventing
the layoffs and bankruptcy of companies affected from the debilitating Covid-19
pandemic (OECD, 2020).

‘The Economic Stability Shield Package’ was announced in Turkey, to deal with the
economic fallout following the detection of the first case in Turkey in March 2020 and
the subsequent containment measures. Policies such as credit interest reduction, tax
deferrals, short-time working allowance, cash wage support and cash transfer for
households (Pandemic social support program) were implemented within the scope of
this Package (PER,2021). In addition, the social protection network against the

pandemic was strengthened by increasing the scope and size of direct transfers in 2020.

As a result of the measures taken regarding social assistance during the pandemic in
Turkey, the number of households receiving social assistance increased from 3.2
million in 2019 to 6.6 million in 2020 and the total size of social assistance increased
from 55 billion TL in 2019 to 69 billion TL in 2020 (MoFLSS, 2020). Also, the total
amount of short-time working allowance and cash wage support applied to compensate
for the loss in employee incomes and to protect employment is approximately 29.8
billion TL in 2020.



The aim of the thesis is to examine the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on income
distribution and poverty, based on official survey data, and to analyze the contribution
of income support and increased direct transfers to income equality and poverty
reduction in 2020. In this study, answers to the following research questions are sought
by using the Income and Living Conditions Survey (SILC) 2020 and 2021 results,
which represent equivalent household disposable incomes in 2019 and 2020, and the

Commitment to Equality (CEQ) methodology (Lustig 2018) for empirical analysis.

e Does the Covid-19 outbreak have a positive or negative effect on income
distribution and poverty indicators in Turkey? How is the direction and

magnitude of this effect compared to other shocks?

e What is the impact of the social assistance, whose scope and size increase in
2020, on income equality and poverty reduction? What is the contribution of
direct transfers compared to pre-pandemic?

e Are the measures to support household and employee incomes, which have
been actively implemented in 2020, successful in combating poverty and
income equality? How much of an impact has it had on poverty and income

distribution indicators compared to other transfers?

CEQ methodology allows a comprehensive analysis of the impact of transfer policy
on income distribution and poverty, however the scope of direct transfers covered in
the study is limited by the SILC microdata. While many direct transfers can be reached
on a program basis in the SILC questionnaire, inclusion of some transfers in the
analysis required various assumptions from the data in SILC and administrative data.
In addition, the analysis is a partial equilibrium analysis and spillover effects,
behavioral effects and externalities of financial interventions are not analyzed within

the scope of the analysis.

There are many studies in the literature that try to estimate the effects of the Covid-19
pandemic on the income distribution and poverty of countries. In studies, it is predicted
that the economic crisis triggered by the Covid-19 pandemic will have a serious effect
on poverty and it is shown that the policies implemented will reduce this effect (Han

etal., 2020; Lusting et al., 2020; Almeida et al., 2021; WB 2022a; Yeldan et al., 2023).
2



However, since surveys representing throughout the population of country on income
and living conditions are usually published with a delay of approximately 2 years from
the time of the interview, various simulation techniques or telephone surveys were

used in these studies.

In Turkey, there are very few studies examining the effects of transfers on income
equality and poverty during the pandemic period based on empirical analysis. Tekgii¢
and Yeldan (2021) and Bayar and Giingavdi (2022) estimated the impact of the Covid-
19 pandemic, based on the household income of 2017 and 2015, without official data
representing the household income for 2020. Tekgii¢ and Yeldan (2021) and Bayar
and Giingavd1 (2022) estimated the impact of the Covid-19 outbreak and government
policies on household income in the absence of official data for 2020. Tekgii¢ and
Yeldan (2021) and Bayar and Giingavdi (2022) used the household income of 2017
and 2015 (SILC 2018 and SILC 2016), respectively, to reach the household income of
2020 and estimated the effect of transfers on the income and poverty rate.

Bayar ve Giingavdi (2022) show that Covid-19 pandemic caused a serious
deterioration in income distribution, and the Gini coefficient increased to 0.553 in the
absence of short-time working allowance. In addition, the short-time working
allowance alleviates the deterioration in income inequality, bringing the level of the
Gini coefficient from 0.553 to 0.40, the poverty headcount ratio also decreased from
29.9 percent to 20.5 percent in the presence of short-time working allowance. Tekgii¢
ve Yeldan (2021) found that the poverty rate, which was announced as 13.5 percent
by TurkStat with reference to 2017 income, would increase to 20 percent in 2020 and

government policies could reduce this rate to 18 percent in an optimistic scenario.

This thesis contributes to the literature by examining the effects of direct transfers, the
scope and amount of which increased in Turkey during the pandemic period, and the
income support transfers applied as short-time working allowance and cash wage
support in 2020 on poverty and income distribution indicators. In addition, it is aimed
that the thesis will contribute to Turkey’s comparable on the effectiveness of rescue
packages whose scope, size and duration differ from country to country, to be used in

following studies.



The study consists of 5 chapters. Chapter 1 makes an introduction. In Chapter 2, we
examine the development of income distribution and poverty indicators in Turkey over
the years using the results of SILC for the period 2006-2021. Thus, we have evaluated
the whole picture of how the Covid-19 pandemic and other shocks affect income
distribution and poverty indicators. In Chapter 3, discusses the extent and components
of the measures taken by Turkey and other countries to protect their people, firms and
workers from the effects of the Covid-19 crisis. The studies in the literature on the
empirical analyzes and the results of how the Covid-19 pandemics affects the income
distribution and poverty rates in the worldwide and in Turkey are given in the Chapter
4. Chapter 5 presents the description of the data, methodology and approach and the

outcomes of empirical analysis. Finally, Chapter 6 concludes.



CHAPTER 2

INCOME DISTRIBUTION AND POVERTY IN TURKEY

To analyze the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic on income distribution and poverty
rates, and to answer the question of how individual incomes were affected by the
epidemic, the development of income distribution and poverty rates were primarily
examined. Demonstrating which processes and mechanisms in the economy affect the
change in indicators of poverty and income distribution will help to better understand
the impact of the economic shock created by the epidemic on these indicators. For this
purpose, the results of the SILC for the period 2006-2021 were used which is including
the period of the Covid-19 pandemic broke out globally for the first time.*

2.1. Income Distribution

Income distribution is basically driven by tax and transfer policies. Although tax and
transfer policies are used as a means of directly affecting income distribution, the
economic conjuncture and structural reforms have a great contribution to income
distribution and the formation of poverty. In order to examine how income distribution
has been affected by these interventions over the years, the level of equivalent

household income and growth rates in Turkey have been examined.

The highest growth in the mean annual equivalized household real disposable
individual income (individual income) in Turkey was in 2006. The economic recovery
after the 2001 crisis, economic growth for 5 consecutive years, low unemployment
rate and single-digit inflation rate differentiated 2006 positively from other years.
However, the upward trend in individual incomes was interrupted in 2007 due to the
slowdown in GDP and the fallout from the 2008-2009 global crisis.

! Income information for individuals and households in the survey is based on the previous year of the
survey year. Therefore, the reference year of the income is used instead of the year of the survey in the
table and graphic representations. This display facilitates the evaluation of poverty and income
distribution indicators together with economic developments.

5
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Figure 2.1 The Mean Annual Real Income of Individual (TL) and Growth Rate (%)
in the Period of 2006-2020, in Turkey, (Real Price of 2009)

Individual income decreased by 2.1 percent in 2007 and by 1.7 percent in 2009, and
there was no significant increase in incomes in 2008. Thus, the mean annual
equivalized household real disposable income, which was approximately 10 thousand
TL in 2006, could only reach the same level in 2010 (10,068 TL).

Individual income tended to increase in the 2010-2015 period with the effect of high
economic growth in Turkey after the global finance crisis. The mean annual real
income of an individual in Turkey has increased from 10 thousand TL in 2010 to 12.5
thousand TL in 2015. The rate of increase in individual income decreased in the 2015-
2020 period, due to the destabilization of the economy due to the 15th July coup
attempt, the increase in labor costs and the fact that the 2017 and 2018 minimum wage
increases were below the inflation rate. During the peak of the Covid-19 pandemic,
the mean annual real income of individual decreased by 2.6 percent compared to 2019.
In Turkey, the mean annual real income of individual is 13,368 TL in 2020. The rate
of increase in individual incomes in 2020 was the lowest since the global financial

crisis.
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The nature of the economic shocks determines which income group is affected more
by the crisis (Figure 2.2). The last %20 percent with the highest income group (the
richest)? was most affected by the slowdown in growth of the Turkish economy in
2008 due to the global financial crisis and the 4.8 percent decrease in Turkey's GDP
in 2009. The devastating economic impact of the pandemic, which disrupted lives all
around the world in 2020, was manifested in Turkey with the decrease in individual
income in almost all income groups. While the highest contribution to the decrease in
the mean real income of individual came from the upper income group, there was no
loss in the income of the poorest income group during the pandemic period compared
to 2019. The effect of the Covid-19 support package announced to protect employment
and compensate for income losses during the pandemic period on improving poverty

and income inequality will be examined in the following sections.

The cyclical and structural factors in the economy have led the share of 20% income
groups in total income to change over time. (Figure 2.3). The share of the first 20%

2 According to the SILC results, Turkstat divides the individuals into 5 groups according to their
equivalent household disposable income, from smallest to largest. The first 20 percent group defines it
as the group with the lowest income (the poorest), and the last 20 percent group defines it as the group
with the highest income (the richest).



group increased from 5 percent to 5.9 percent in 2019 compared to 2005 while the
share of the last 20% group decreased from 48,4 percent to 47.5 percent in 2020, when
the epidemic started, the share of the first and second 20% income groups in total
income increased, and the share of the last 20% income group in total income
decreased by approximately 1 percentage point more compared to 2019. Although the
impact of these changes on income distribution is positive, the income of 40% of the

population still constitutes approximately 68 percent of the total income.

2005 2019

= Poorest
m2
=3

4

= Richest

Source: TURKSTAT, SILC 2006-2021

Figure 2.3 Share of Income Groups in Total Income, %

Gini coefficient, percentage share analysis (P80/P20 and P90/P10 ratios), which are
indicators that help to understand how the economic shifts, tax and transfer policies,
labor market and wage policies have changed the income distribution over the years,
have been examined for the period 2005-2020 (Figure 2.4). Gini coefficient by
equivalised disposable income decreased from 0.428 in 2005 to 0.401 in 2020. In the
years of economic shocks, the decrease in the annual average individual income of the
upper income group had a positive effect on the income distribution, and Gini

decreased in 2009 and 2020 compared to the previous year.
8
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Figure 2.4 Gini Coefficient by Equivalized Disposable Income, 2005-2020

The P80/P20 and P90/P10 ratios and the Gini coefficient change over the years are
similar (Figure 2.5). The P80/P20 and P90/P10 ratios, which reached their highest
levels in 2005 (17.7 and 9.6 in P80/P20 and P90/P10 ratios, respectively) indicate that
the income gap between the rich and the poor has deepened. In the Covid-19 pandemic,
the income gap between the rich and the poor decreased to 7.6 percent and 13.7 percent
in P80/P20 and P90/P10 ratios, respectively. The reason for the improvement in
income inequality in the Covid -19 pandemic is the decrease in the annual average real
individual income of the individuals in the high income group compared to 2019, and

the incomes of those in the lowest income group remained constant.
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Figure 2.5 P80/P20 and P90/P10 Income Distribution in Turkey, 2005-2020

2.1.1 Economic Activity

When the mean annual real incomes are analyzed in Turkey in the 2005-2020 period,
it is seen that the individuals working in the agriculture sector have the lowest income,
while the income of the individuals in the service sector is higher than the other sectors
(Figure 2.6). Although the mean annual real income of the individuals in the
agricultural sector remained at a low level compared to other sectors, it was the only
sector with an increase in the individual income during the Covid-19 pandemic. The
mean annual real income in the agriculture sector remained stable at the level of
approximately 10 thousand TL in the 2016-2019 period, and exceeded 11 thousand TL
in 2020.

10
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Figure 2.6 Mean Annual Real Income at Main Job by Types of Economic Activity,
(at 2009 Price), TL

Those who were most affected by the slowdown in economic activities in 2020 were
those working in the construction sector. The mean annual individual real income in
the construction sector decreased by 8.8 percent compared to the previous year. In the
service sector, which is one of the sectors most affected by the economic fallout due
to Covid-19 pandemic, the decrease in the mean annual individual real income was
more moderate (3.2 percent) compared to the construction (8.8 percent) and industrial

sectors (7.6 percent).
2.1.2 Income Composition

The income compositions of individuals in different percentiles according to the
equivalent household disposable income has changed before and after Covid-19
(Figure 2.7). The economic and employment consequences of the Covid-19 crisis have
created downward pressure on salaries and wages, causing a decrease in the share of
salaries and wages in total income in almost all income groups. The share of salaries
and wages in the total income of all income groups except the last 20% income group

has decreased, while the share of daily wage (casual) has increased (Figure 2.7).

The significant buffering effect of social transfers in protecting households against

income losses has also increased the share of social transfers in total income in each
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income group. While social transfers constituted approximately 19 percent of the
income of the first 20% income group in 2019, it increased to approximately 25 percent
in 2020. The decline in wages and salaries was largely compensated by social transfers.
Despite the decrease in the income from wages and salaries for those in the top 20%
with the lowest income, the annual average real individual income remained

unchanged compared to the pre-Covid-19 pandemic.
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Source: TURKSTAT, SILC 2006-2021

Figure 2.7 Change in Income Composition by Quintile of Income, %
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In order to more accurately interpret the effect of increased social transfers on income
groups in Covid-19, the distribution of social transfers according to 20% income
groups was examined, excluding pensions and survivors’ benefits (salary of widows
or orphans), which constitute a large part of social transfers (Figure 2.8). The share of
social assistance in the disposable income of those in the top 20% with the lowest
income is considerably higher in the 2005-2020 period compared to other income
groups. Excluding old age and widow-orphan pensions, the share of social transfers in
disposable income reached the highest level in the global crisis of the Covid-19
pandemic with 10.43 percent, leaving behind the year 2009, when the effects of the
global financial crisis were experienced. Social transfers are used as a shield to protect
the poor from the economic effects of the Covid-19 pandemic, and the transfers have

helped alleviate the economic burden of the global crisis.
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Figure 2.8 Share of Social Transfers (Excluding Pensions of Old Age and Survivors

Benefits) in Quintile of Income, %

Although social transfers constitute a large part of the income of the poor, it is not very
possible to say that social transfer expenditures mainly target the poor. (Figure 2.9).
The lowest income group received 27.2 percent of social transfer expenditures
excluding old-age and widowed-orphan pensions in 2005, whereas the last quintile

with the highest income received 21.5 percent. Those in the highest income group have
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achieved higher levels of social transfer over the years than those in the lower income
group. While those in the last quintile could reach 25.7 percent of social transfers
(excluding old age and widow-orphan pensions) in 2019, the share of those in the first

quintile decreased by 5 percentage points compared to 2005 and declined to 21.6

percent.
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Figure 2.9 Distribution of Social Transfers (Excluding Pensions of Old Age and

Survivors Benefits) by Quintile of Income, %

During the Covid-19 pandemic period, those in the lowest income group of 20%
continued to be the income group that received the lowest share from social transfers
(excluding old-age and widowed-orphan pensions) with 17.22 percent. This trend not
favored the poor continued during the Covid-19 pandemic period and those in the
lowest income group of 20% became the income group that received the lowest share
from social transfers with 17.22 percent. In the light of these developments, in the
following sections, using micro data, the distribution of transfers according to income
groups will be examined and it will be investigated whether social transfers prioritize

the poor.



2.2. Poverty

There are different approaches to measuring the poverty level. In this study, the
definition of relative poverty, which is an important component of SILC poverty
statistics, will be used. In relative poverty, a certain percentage of the median or
average income is determined as the poverty line. TurkStat explains the poverty rate
and the poverty gap based on 40%, 50%, 60% and 70% of the equivalized household
disposable median income. The at-risk-of-poverty threshold is defined as 60% of

median equivalized disposable income after social transfers by EUROSTAT.

According to poverty threshold set at 50% and 60% of median equivalized household
disposable income, the highest poverty rates were in 2005 with 18.6 percent and 25.4
percent, respectively (Figure 2.10). The relative poverty rate, calculated on the basis
of 50% and 60% of median equivalized household disposable income decreased to the
lowest level in 2016 with 13.5 percent and 20 percent, respectively, but increased in
the following years. Relative poverty rates increased until 2020, and in 2020, when
Covid-19 cases began to surge in Turkey, relative poverty rate by 50% and 60% of
median equivalized household disposable income decreased to 14.4 percent and 21.3

percent, respectively.
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Figure 2.10 Poverty Headcount Ratio, 2005-2020, (%)
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The poverty gap ratio®, which shows the severity of poverty, has decreased since 2005
and increased after 2016 (Figure 2.11). The poverty gap, which base on 40% of the
equivalized household disposable median income, decreased from 29 percent in 2005
to the lowest level of 20 percent in 2016, and increased in the following years to 24

percent in 2020.

The increase in the poverty gap in recent years indicates the decrease in the incomes
of individuals below the poverty line. From this perspective, while the relative poverty
rates were at the same level in 2020 as in 2015, it became more difficult for an
individual who is below the poverty line to come out of this category in 2020 compared
to 2015. The poverty lines for 40% of the equivalized household disposable median
income are 5,693TL in 2015 and 11,227 in 2020, and a poverty gap index are 20.8 and
24.4 respectively. Thus, an average increase of 1,2 thousand TL per individual in 2015
would eliminate poverty whereas in 2020 the increase that would be required to
eradicate poverty was 2,7 thousand TL per individual and the total increase needed to
eliminate poverty is TL 231 billion (93 billion TL for 2015).
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Figure 2.11: Poverty Gap, 2005-2019, (%)

3 The poverty gap ratio is defined as a measurement that shows the average income level necessary for
the poor to be pushed above the poverty line or average income of the poor below the poverty line. The
increase in the poverty gap reflects that poverty in a nation is intensified.
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CHAPTER 3

FISCAL RESPONSE to the COVID-19 on GLOBAL

The outbreak and spread of the Covid-19 pandemic threatened the public health
worldwide, causing the deterioration of economic activity and negatively affecting
social welfare. To stimulate the economy and reduce the negative impact of the
pandemic on individuals and companies, many governments have announced

economic packages.

In this section, the size and components of the economic packages implemented by the
countries to shield households, firms and workers from the effects of the health and

economic crisis will be examined.
3.1. Scale and Composition of Fiscal Response

Governments have implemented fiscal measures in different forms and with varying
levels of budgetary and debt-related implications, in order to overcome the economic
and social challenges posed by the Covid-19 pandemic. The aim of these of packages
IS to prevent by containing the spread of infectious disease, healing the infected, and
to shield households, employees and companies from the economic fallout of the
pandemic. Many measures are included in these packages, such as providing
unemployment benefits, wage subsidies, income support and social benefits, as well

as calling off layoffs and bankruptcies.

According to classification used by the IMF*, additional spending and revenue (above-
the line) measures ($5.2 trillion) and loans, equity injections and guarantees (below-
the line) (US$ 5.7 trillion) reached US$ 10.9 trillion as of June 2020 on a global scale.

4 IMF classifies all these diversified financial supports as "below the line" and "above the line"
measures. Above the line measures refers to additional spending or foregone revenues which directly
effect on economic activity, whereas below the line measures refers to equity, loans and guarantees
which their impact can be little or no immediate impact on the fiscal deficit (IMF,2020a).
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Additional support to households and firms continued in the second half of 2020 and
total support reached to 11.7 trillion USD as of October 2020, thus the share of total
discretionary fiscal supports in global GDP increased from 9.4 percent to 11.8 percent
Policymakers implemented fiscal support of around 16 percent of global GDP for
2021. Of the approximately 16 trillion USD dollars in global pandemic-related fiscal
actions taken as of July 2021, 10 trillion USD dollars consists of additional spending
and forgone revenue, and 6 trillion USD dollars of government loans, guarantees, and

capital injections (Figure 3.1).
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Source: Database of Fiscal Policies Responses to COVID-19,
< https://www.imf.org/en/Topics/imf-and-covid19/Policy-Responses-to-COVID-19>

Figure 3.1 Global Fiscal Response to the Covid-19 Pandemic, 2020-2021, USD $

The size and duration of financial supports are affected by countries' different phases
of the epidemic, macroeconomic conditions and access to financing. While many
developed countries (advanced economies - AES) continue to allocate significant
shares from their budgets to financial supports in the post-Covid period in order to
control the health crisis and support the economic recovery, the share of financial
support measures against the pandemic in developing countries (emerging economies
- EMs) remained at a very low level in 2021 (Figure 3.2).
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The average share of financial measures (revenue and spending measures except for
loans, equity, and guarantees) in developed countries in GDP decreased from 8 percent
in 2020 to 6 percent in 2021. All countries have felt the pressure of the Covid-19 crisis
in their budgets, however limited fiscal space and weaker health and social protection
systems have made economic losses much more costly for developing countries
(UNCTAD, 2022). The average share of fiscal measures in GDP, which was already
low in developing countries, declined from 3.4 percent in 2020 to 0.5 percent in 2021.
(IMF, 2021a).
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Source: IMF, Fiscal Monitor Database of Country Fiscal Policies in Response to COVID-19,
and IMF staff estimates < https://www.imf.org/en/Topics/imf-and-covid19/Policy-Responses-
to-COVID-19>

Figure 3.2 Fiscal Response to Covid-19 Pandemic for the Period 2020-2022 on the
Basis of AEs, EMs and G20, % (Revenue and Spending Measures not Included Loans,
Equity, and Guarantees) (Percent of 2020 GDP)

The size and component of the financial supports which aimed to activate health
services and keep the economy resistant varied depending on the impact of shocks,
low-cost borrowing and pre-crisis financial conditions (IMF, 2021a). While developed
countries could take more costly and radical measures (such as longer closures that
started in the early period) against crisis, the extent of the measures taken by

developing countries is limited by their economic conditions. The fact that developed
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economies were affected earlier and harder by the health crisis, that they could provide
large monetary incentives to the market and finance larger budget deficits with low
interest rates were effective in forming a large part of the global financial response in
2020-2021. Fiscal responses in developing countries have been smaller, largely within

budget and due to tighter financing constraints.

Developing countries are faced with the options of investing in long-term development
priorities such as infrastructure and structural transformation, while supporting the
economy and trying to mitigate the impact of rising food and fuel prices on household
incomes. So, it has made it more difficult for developing countries to allocate scarce
resources to respond to the Covid-19 crisis and in many of these, worsening debt crises
have further constrained the decision to allocate resources in response to the Covid-19
crisis (UNCTAD, 2022).

The effect of expenditures such as cash transfers, unemployment benefits, and wage
supports result in immediately higher budget deficit and increase borrowing needs in
the short term. The average ratio of these expenditures, which are classified as
additional spending and forgone revenue, to GDP is 9.3 percent in developed countries
and 3.4 percent in developing countries. The ratio of spending and revenue measures
to GDP in Mexico (0.6 percent), Turkey (0.8 percent), Egypt (1.6 percent) India (1.8
percent) and Russia (2.4 percent is below to the average of developing country (3.4
percent) (Figure 3.3A).

Credit supports, equity injections and guarantees provided to support companies in
financial difficulties are measures that do not directly affect the budget, but may
require additional borrowing. The average ratio of equities, loans and guarantees to
GDP is 11 percent in developed countries and 2.5 percent in developing countries.
Turkey has been one of the countries that relied most on compensating for the negative
effects of the crisis through financial markets. The ratio of the size of the package
announced to improve the economic conditions of the companies to GDP differed
positively from other developing countries with 13 percent in Turkey. In developed
countries, Italy (33 percent), Germany (30.8 percent) and Japan (23.7 percent) allocate
a high share of GDP to these measures (Figure 3.3B).
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A. Size of Fiscal Support in Emerging Economies (Percent of 2020 GDP)
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Figure 3.3 Government Discretionary Fiscal Response to the Covid-19, 2020
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3.2 Government Financing Support Programs

The Covid-19 pandemic started as a health crisis, and then changed into a multi-
dimensional crisis with the simultaneous occurrence of supply, demand and financial
shocks (Voyvoda and Yeldan, 2020). The first response to the global Covid-19
pandemic was to save lives by ensuring that the health system continues to operate
effectively. While policies were designed primarily to respond to the health crisis,
steps were taken to improve the economy over time and focused on the long-term

effects of the pandemic.

After the global Covid-19 pandemic under control and the gradual end of shutdowns,
broad-based, coordinated fiscal stimulus has become a more effective tool to stimulate
the economic recovery (IMF, April 2020:13). Fiscal measures aimed at stimulating the
economy, preventing or reversing the economic recession by increasing employment
and spending focused on reducing the negative effects of the Covid-19 on demand,
supply and market confidence.

3.2.1 Support measures for households

Many countries have provided emergency lifeline measures that directly support the
poor, as well as mitigate the magnitude of the slowdown in growth. Thus, many
significant changes have been made to social assistance programs to support
households whose cash flow is disrupted and at risk of poverty, including expansion
in the size, eligibility or duration of unemployment benefits, sickness, family and child

care, and cash transfer benefits.

Globally, more than 1.7 billion people have received additional benefits transfers in
many different forms (IMF, 2020b). Transfers for recipients represented one-third of
monthly GDP per capita, on average nearly double the pre-crisis levels (Gentilini et
al., 2020). Governments have made additional spending on social protection and labor
market measures, largely on social assistance programs, on average about 1 percent of

their GDP, compared to 0.4 percent in low-income developing countries (IMF, 2020b).
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Cash-Based Transfers

Many countries have applied to multiple cash transfer and income assistance schemes
to provide income support to households. These programs have been newly designed
to meet the economic needs arising from the pandemic or have been revised to
maximize the speed, coverage, and efficiency of existing. Extending means-tested,
new targeted transfers to specific groups, new universal transfers and additional direct

help with expenses are announced by countries to support the livelihoods.

Many emerging and developed economies (Belgium, Czech Republic, France,
Germany, Hungary, Turkey, etc.) have provided targeted transfer to those at risk of
poverty in crisis, some of them have extended means-tested to support the incomes of
those exposed to deteriorating earnings prospects. Japan, Korea and United States have
adopted new universal transfers® (one-off or repeated a few times over short run) as a
supplement to their existing social benefit systems. Most countries have provided
additional direct assistance to those unable to afford their expenses.

Unemployment benefits

Facing the risk of a severe recession, many governments improve the accessibility or
amounts of payment of unemployment insurance which is benefited from standard
employment or unemployment assistance benefits which included non-standard
employment (temporary, part time or self-employment, etc.) (OECD, 2020b:67).
Australia, United States, Belgium, Canada, France, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, etc.
expanded access to unemployment insurance benefits to include those who did not
previously meet these requirements, by reducing or eliminating the minimum
requirements for unemployment benefits. Some countries extended the benefit
durations of unemployment benefits payments such as Denmark, France, Germany,
Greece, Italy, Portugal, United States, Switzerland, Spain. Also the benefit level was
increased temporarily in Australia, Austria, Belgium, Sweden, United Kingdom,
United States.

5 The purpose of universal transfers is to provide temporary support to households facing negative
income shocks to partially cover basic expenses such as food, electricity bills, mortgage, rent, health
bills and transportation costs.
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3.2.2 Support measures for businesses
Employment Measures

Many countries have benefited from job retention programs as one of the main policy
tools to contain the employment and social impacts of the Covid-19 crisis
(OECD,2021:134). These programs aim to protect jobs and support the incomes of
workers whose working hours are reduced. They can take the form of short-time work
(STW) benefits, which directly subsidize hours not worked, or they can take the form
of wage subsidies (WS), which subsidize hours worked but can also be used to

supplement employee earnings with reduced hours worked (OECD, 2020c:2).

In a number of countries, including Austria, Germany, Belgium, France, Italy, Japan,
Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland, Turkey, Denmark, Ireland, Sweden, the United
States had the STW allowance that existed already before the crisis. These programs
are either in general or unrestricted form, which does not significantly limit the
reduction in working time, or in work-sharing form, which allows only partial
reductions. Also, most new STW programs were implemented during the crisis.
Denmark, Greece, Latvia, Slovenia, Turkey and United Kingdom introduced in
response to the crisis take the form of furlough schemes that only subsidize jobs whose
hours are temporarily reduced to zero.

A number of countries (Australia, Canada, Colombia, Estonia, Ireland, New Zealand)
have introduced temporary WS in response to the Covid-19 crisis which the size of the
actual subsidy only depends on the wage bill. In some country like Canada and the
Netherlands introduced mixed wage subsidies that do not just depend on the previous

wage, but also the reduction in business activity.
Liquidity Support (Loans, Equity Injections and Guarantees)

Many workers and companies around the world have faced the danger of loss of
income, unemployment and closure due to liquidity problems. In order to relieve the
economy after the pandemic, countries developed a series of support programs to
provide emergency financing to businesses, considering the difficulties in cash inflows

and outflows.
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Governments have developed a number of programs which aim at easing access to
finance with different design features that seek to provide forms of capital to
corporations and small and medium enterprises. Measures have been implemented,
such as providing financial support to small firms through access to loans or grants,
reducing liquidity pressure by allowing deferral of social security contributions and
tax payments, especially for small firms/entrepreneurs operating in the most affected

sectors.
3.3 Economic Measures for Turkey

Comprehensive measures in the field of monetary and fiscal policy have been
implemented in Turkey to limit the economic and social strains caused by the Covid-
19 pandemic. Following the detection of the first case on March 10, 2020, the
Government started to take measures across the country to gradually prevent the
spread of the virus in the society and reduce its economic effects. Fiscal measures are
aimed, on the one hand, to ensure minimum living conditions, especially for low-
income households, through direct income supports and transfers, and on the other
hand, to protect employment and production potential by supporting the balance sheet

of companies with impaired cash flow.

The first package of 100 billion Turkish Liras (TL) of measures to reduce the economic
and social fallout from the Covid-19 pandemic was announced on March 18, 2020°.
The “Economic Stability Shield Package” aimed to support low-income households,
workers and firms with impaired cash flow includes fiscal measures including tax
delays, financial measures to facilitate financial access, social measures to ensure
continuity in employment and protect disadvantaged groups (CBRT,2020). In this
context, flexible and remote working models were encouraged, the coverage of the
short-time working allowance was increased, support payments were made to
households, and the credit opportunities of firms (interest reductions, tax deferrals)
were expanded. The measures taken to alleviate the adversary effects of the Covid-19

pandemics on the economy are examined in this section.

& In the official statements made on April 27 2020, it was stated that the amount of the support package
reached 200 billion TL. <https://www.ntv.com.tr/ekonomi/bakan-albayrak-corona-virus-icin-atilan-
adimlar-200-milyar-tlye-ulasti>
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3.3.1 Support measures for household

The scope and size of social assistance has been increased in order to compensate for
the losses in household incomes due to the pandemic. Households that receive regular
assistance and do not receive regular assistance but are in need periodically were
supported through the Pandemic Social Support Program and the National Solidarity
Campaign (MoFLSS, 2020). The total amount of aid and support provided to
households within the scope of The Economic Stability Shield Package exceeded 44
billion TL as of December 2021. (ERP, 2021:4).

Social Assistance Programs

The scope and size of social assistance programs have increased in order to protect
low-income families and reduce the economic problems of family members, during
the Covid-19 economic crisis. The amount of central social assistance has been
increased’, and the households that did not benefit from social assistance programs
before the Covid-19 period have been provided with the opportunity to benefit from
various social assistance programs against the risk of temporary poverty
(MoFLSS:2020).

As a result of the measures taken regarding social assistance during the pandemic
period, the number of households benefiting from social assistance and the size of
social assistance budget increased in 2020 (Figure 3.4). The number of households
receiving social assistance increased from 3.2 million in 2019 to 6.6 million in 2020
and the total size of social assistance increased from 55 billion TL (22.6 billion TL, at
2009 prices) in 2019 to 69 billion TL (24.7 billion TL, at 2009 prices) in 2020. The
share of social assistance in GDP increased from 1.27 percent in 2019 to 1.37 percent
in 2020. The share of social assistance in GDP reached the highest level in 2009 as of

1.43 percent.

" There has been an increase in the amount of social assistance programs in the 2nd quarter of 2020.
The monthly amount of the Aid Program for the Needy Soldier’s Child is from 100 TL to 150 TL, the
monthly amount of the Regular Cash Assistance Program for Military Families in Need is from 275 TL
to 400 TL, the monthly amount of Regular Cash Assistance Program for Widowed Women from 275
TL to 325 TL, Orphan Assistance monthly amount increased from 100 TL to 150 TL. Besides,
conditional transfers for health and education are increased at varied rates. (MoFLSS, 2020:210).
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Figure 3.4 Social Assistance Spending and Share in GDP, Turkey (2002-2020 Period,
Real Prices at 2009)

Pandemic Social Support Program

Households that were in temporay need due to the Kovid-19 pandemic and were
considered to be unable to meet their basic needs, were provided with an aid of 1,000

TL through the Pandemic Social Support Program.

In the first phase of the program, households receiving regular and periodic social
assistance were given 1000 TL per household as of April 1, 2020. Within the scope of
Phase I, atotal of 2,122,483,000 TL in cash aid was provided to 2,122,483 households.

The scope of those who are eligible to receive assistance in the second phase has been
expanded®. Thus, 2,053,859 households received 1,000 TL in cash. In the last phase,
the applications of those who had not received payment within the scope of the
Program before and who became needy due to the epidemic were evaluated, and 1000
TL per household.was paid to 1,949,785 households.

8 Households that have benefited from periodic assistance in the recent year, households whose health
premiums are covered by the state, and households that receive home care pension were chosen.
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National Solidarity Campaign (Biz Bize Yeteriz Kampanyast)

“We are enough for us Turkey” National Solidarity Campaign collected 2,078,252,487
TL through donations. This donation was used as an additional resource and delivered
to people in need in 2 components. In the first phase, cash in the amount of 1000 TL
was given to the households that were considered to be the most disadvantaged group
among the households® receiving regular assistance. Within the scope of the first
component, 133.572.000 TL of cash transfer was provided to 133,572 households.

Cash support of 1000 TL per household was provided to 1,919,710 households that
were determined to be in need among the applications received in the 3rd phase of the
Epidemic Social Support Program in the 2nd phase of the We Are Enough for Us
campaign as of 10.12.2020. Thus, the total amount of aid and support provided to
households through the Epidemic Social Support Program and We Are Enough Aid
Campaign exceeded 6 billion TL.

3.3.2 Support measures for firms

The closure measures taken for some sectors to prevent the spread of the pandemic
and the quarantine practices throughout the country adversely affected the activities of
service sectors such as transportation, accommodation, tourism and education (ERP,
2020:21). Fiscal measures such as tax deferrals and tax rate reductions have been taken

for the sectors most affected by the Covid-19 crisis.

The slowdown in economic activities due to the closures and supply chain disruptions
during the Covid-19 pandemic made it difficult for the real sector to maintain
production and employment short-time working allowance and cash wage support
were implemented to reduce the effects of the Covid-19 outbreak on the labor market
and to protect employment. In addition to the normalization premium support for
workplaces returning to normal work, a series of measures were announced to facilitate

companies' access to finance, improve liquidity flow and support employment.

® Households benefiting from the Assistance Program for Widowed Women, Orphan Assistance
Program, Assistance Program for Military Families in Need, Needy Soldier Child Assistance Program
were entitled to benefit from this campaign.
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Short Time Working Allowance

Income support was provided to the insured for the period they did not work, provided
that the activity in the workplace was completely or partially stopped for at least four
weeks within the scope of the short-time working allowance application. Necessary
conditions for entitlement to the allowance have been stretched, allowing more
employers and workers to benefit.'® The period of benefiting from the short-time

working allowance is limited to three months. In this period, it was also aimed to

prevent layoffs by introducing termination restrictions.

Table 3.2 Short-Time Working Allowance’s Beneficiaries and Amounts, 2020-2021

2020 2021
Months Beneficiaries* | Allowance** | Beneficiaries Allowance
January 24,847 23,210 1,401,567 2,191,200
February 17,862 12,096 1,319,490 2,114,750
March 96,636 32,232 1,158,123 1,777,670
April 3,243,126 5,100,339 1,086,830 1,594,803
May 3,282,817 5,560,422 1,314,311 2,036,195
June 2,486,854 3,375,844 991,466 1,482,417
July 1,774,865 2,640,433 3,786 4,895
August 1,302,755 2,042,091 4,447 4,718
September 1,051,710 1,616,172 3,018 2,452
October 967,563 1,491,834 5,250 3,374
November 1,015,981 1,534,725 4,755 2,600
December 1,386,424 2,135,956 5,694 2,426
Total 25,565,354 11,217,500

Source: ISKUR (2022)
*Beneficiaries represent the number of payments.

**STW allowance does not include general health insurance premiums, stamp duty and transaction
expenses paid on behalf of individuals.

10 In the last 3 years, the 600-day premium payment requirement has been reduced to 450 days. The
condition of being subject to a service contract for the last 120 days before the start of short-time work
was reduced to 60 days.
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The amount of short-time working allowance has been determined as 60 percent of the
insured's average daily gross earnings, considering the earnings of the insured for the
last 12 months. The amount of short-time working allowance calculated in this way
cannot exceed 150 percent of the gross amount of the monthly minimum wage.*! The
short-time working allowance was started in April, and the highest payment was in May 2020
(Table 3.2).

Cash Wage Support

Cash wage support was applied to those who were taken unpaid leave and lost their
jobs due to the epidemic in order to reduce the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic on
economic and social life. Cash wage support was provided to workers who were taken
unpaid leave and could not benefit from the short-time working allowance or were not

entitled to unemployment benefits when layoff.

Provided that they work within the scope of unemployment insurance and do not
receive an old-age pension, cash wage support was implemented for those who were
taken on unpaid leave in the period of 17 April 2020 and did not benefit from the short-
time working allowance or whose employment contract was terminated as of March
15 and could not benefit from the unemployment benefit. The employer has been given
the right to leave the worker completely or partially on unpaid leave from 17.04.2020
to 30.06.2021'2,

Each person entitled to cash wage support was paid 39.24 TL per day for 2020, 47.70
TL per day for January, February and March 2021, 50 TL per day for April, 2021 and
beyond, during the period of unemployment. In 2020, 7.2 billion TL was paid to 2.3
million employees within the scope of the cash wage support applied to those who

were taken unpaid leave or lost their jobs due to the Covid-19 pandemic. From April

11 The gross short-time working allowance that can be paid to a minimum wage worker for 2020 at a
workplace that has temporarily stopped its activities is 1.765,80 TL, which is 60 percent of the minimum
wage. Since the wage that can be paid within the scope of the short-time working allowance can be 150
percent of the minimum wage, the highest short-time employment allowance (2,943.00 x 1.5) that can
be paid for 2020 is 4,414,50 TL.

2 The Law No. 7244, which entered into force as of 17.04.2020, the employer was given the right to
leave the worker completely or partially on unpaid leave for three months; this period has been extended
by one or two months each time by the decision of the President. With the latest Presidential decree
dated 30.04.2021 and numbered 3930, an extension decision was made until 30.06.2021.
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2020 to February 2022, 3.1 million people were entitled to receive cash wage support
and 13.9 billion TL was paid.

Table 3.3 Cash Wage Support’s Beneficiaries and Amounts, 2020-2021

2020 2021

Months Beneficiaries* | Allowance** | Beneficiaries Allowance

January 859,894 1,057,550
February 752,431 999,308
March 761,552 993,276
April 880,088 441,907 862,895 1,136,085
May 1,204,110 1,267,828 996,727 1,352,952
June 1,235,859 1,130,612 771,374 1,109,718
July 812,643 784,494 54,464 88,407
August 736,815 788,910 6,938 14,080
September 669,167 708,565 695 1,772
October 604,254 629,937 505 1,293
November 698,753 726,094 193 352
December 701,411 747,316 200 878
Total 7,225,663 6,755,671

Source: ISKUR (2022)
*Beneficiaries represent the number of payments.
**STW allowance does not include general health insurance premiums, stamp duty and transaction

expenses paid on behalf of individuals.

Normalization Premium Support

The return of companies to the normal working system from short work was
encouraged with the support of normalization. The workplace, which benefited from

the short-time working allowance or cash wage support during the Covid-19 process,
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benefited from the normalization premium support for 6 months (not exceeding 30

June 2021) in case it returns to normal working time. 13

Employers were provided with support in the amount of all social security premiums
to be calculated over lower limit of the earnings subject to premium of these insured
for a maximum period of six months following the end of the short-time working/cash
wage support. Premium support amount is 1,103.63 TL per month if the average
number of days for which the insured receives short-time working allowance or cash
wage support is 30 days (KEP, 2021:14)** Normalization premium support started to
be implemented on August 1, 2020, and until October 2020, approximately 950 million
TL of normalization support was provided to approximately 159 thousand workplaces.

Equity, Loans and Guarantees

In addition to fiscal policies, macro-prudential measures have been announced during
the pandemic period by the Ministry of Treasury and Finance, the Central Bank of the
Republic of Tiirkiye (CBRT), Banking Regulation and Supervision Agency (BRSA),
Export Credit Bank of Tiirkiye (Tiirk Eximbank), Small and Medium Enterprises
Development Organization of Tiirkiye (KOSGEB) and other ministries in order to
ensure that the cash flow of the companies continues uninterruptedly and in a healthy

manner.

CBRT provided Turkish lira liquidity to banks through repo auctions with a maturity
of 91 days, and with quantity auctions method at an interest rate 150 basis points lower
than the CBRT’s policy rate in order to secure uninterrupted credit flow to the
corporate sector. Cash flows of exporting companies were supported by rediscount
credit arrangements, and companies that exported goods and services were provided
with rediscount credits. A total limit of 60 billion Turkish lira was determined for loans
which were extended by Tiirk Eximbank, public banks and other banks. The maximum
loan amounts on a firm basis are 25 million TL for SMEs and 50 million TL for other

firms. The loans are offered with a maturity of 12 months, a grace period of 3 months

13 The normalization premium support period has been increased from 31 December 2020 to 30 June
2021, and the premium support application has been increased from 3 months to 6 months thanks to the
Presidential Decision numbered 3246.

14 https://www.dunya.com/kose-yazisi/normallesme-sigorta-prim-destegi/617893
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and an interest rate of 9.5 percent, provided that the employment level of the company
as of the end of March 2020 is maintained throughout the loan term.

Within the scope of the "Economic Stability Shield Loan™ and the "Check Payment
Support Loan" programs with the Treasury-backed KGF guarantee, on condition that
the number of registered employees is preserved, 5-50 million TL and 1-10 million TL
loans respectively have been started to be given to firms that have difficulty in finding
sufficient collateral. The loans for the two programs are 3 months principal and
interest-free, with a total maturity of 12 months and an annual interest rate of 9.5
percent. The balance amount of the guarantees provided by KGF was increased from
250 billion TL to 500 billion TL. KGF guaranteed cash loan balance reached TL 342.7
billion as of September 2020 (ERP,2021: 29).

The BRSA gave flexibility to loan repayments in order to provide flexibility to
companies whose income and cash flow will deteriorate during the pandemic period.
The period for transferring overdue loans to non-performing loans has been increased
from 90 days to 180 days. The application covering all individual and commercial

loans has been extended until the end of June 2021.

KOSGEB increased the investment and business loan upper limit from 200 thousand
TL to 3 million TL per SME in order to provide financial support under favorable
conditions, and the maturity of the loans was extended from 48 months to 60 months,
tax and social security premium payments were postponed. It has been decided that all
companies affected by the pandemic will be supported, on condition that the number
of registered employees is preserved, by public banks up to 100 million TL (in varying
amounts depending on the company's annual turnover) with a 6-month grace period,

36-month maturity and 7.5 percent interest rate.

All these measures aim to meet the liquidity needs and ensure the continuity of
employment by facilitating access to finance and postponing financial obligations in
the real sector, especially in the sectors that are primarily affected by the epidemic.
Supporting company balance sheets is considered important in terms of not
permanently damaging the production potential of the economy, not deteriorating the
households’ decisions to participate in the workforce, and ensuring the continuity of
production and employment.
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CHAPTER 4

LITERATURE REVIEW

The economic crisis triggered by the Covid-19 health crisis caused the deepest GDP
contraction worldwide since the 2008-2009 global crisis (IMF,2021). The slowdown
in growth has created the risk of partially reversing the gains made in previous years
in poverty and income distribution (Gentilini et al., 2020). Many governments have
implemented cash transfer and income support measures to support households and
prevent the crisis from spreading to the financial sector, but many of these programs
were not deemed sufficient to fully compensate for the loss of income (IBRD, 2022b).

Since outbreak of Covid-19 crisis, it has been considered important to examine the
impact of the pandemic on income distribution and poverty, and to analyze the impact
of the measures on household incomes. The lack of timely available data limits
estimating the scale and direction of changes in income distribution, which in turn
limits empirical studies in the rapidly evolving literature to analyze the effects of the
crisis on income distribution and poverty measures. To overcome the lack of data,
various micro-simulation models have been frequently used in these studies, and
general equilibrium models have been utiled as well as dynamic and static micro-

simulation models.

Almeida et al. (2021) estimated the impact of the Covid-19 crisis on inequality and
poverty indicators and the alleviating effect of discretionary fiscal policy measures for
European Union (EU) Member States. The study used EUROMOD for
microsimulation to simulate and compare households’ income, inequality and poverty
indexes. The results showed that the COVID-19 pandemic is likely to significantly
impact the disposable income of households in the EU, but due to policy intervention,
the impact of the crisis is expected to be similar to that experienced during the 2008—
2009 financial crisis. Discretionary fiscal policy measures reduced the magnitude of
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the loss in equivalent disposable income from an average of 9.3 percent to 4.3 percent.
Despite policy measures, it is stated that the greatest impact of the COVID-19
pandemic on equivalent disposable income is expected to be in countries such as

Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czechia, Spain, Croatia, Hungary, Lithuania and Poland.

Bruckmeier et al. (2021) estimated the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic shock and
policy interventions for Germany using the IAB microsimulation model, which
contains a detailed implementation of the Germany's tax benefit system. The study
pointed out that the magnitude of the negative impact of the Covid-19 shock on
Germany's labor demand could have significant consequences on income distribution
from the COVID-19 pandemic as it reaches levels not seen since the Second World
War. The results show that in 2020, all working households suffer loss of income, with
the significant decline in production of nearly all sectors translated into a noticeable
decline in both labor demand and gross labor income. However, thanks to the tax
benefit system and the discretionary non-employment policy, the incomes of the first
two decile groups have increased, the middle-income group have remained almost not

affected, only those in the upper decile groups still lose income.

Han et al. (2020) generated monthly estimates of income distribution and poverty
parameters for the USA for the January-June 2020 period using the Basic Monthly
Current Population Survey (CPS), which is high frequency data with a lag only few
weeks. In the study without a country-specific micro-simulation model, the incomes
of those who is eligible for government programs were estimated under the scenario
for “the COVID-19 pandemic without fiscal policy”. The study provides the first
evidence that government subsidies (extended unemployment insurance and cash
transfers) reduce poverty by more than 2.5 percentage points, while the improvement

in income distribution is more limited.

Tekgiic et al. (2022) analyzed the macroeconomic effects of Covid-19 on the Turkish
economy with the general equilibrium model using the SILC 2018 data, which
references the income of 2017. Tekgiic et al. (2020) observed that, accommodation
and food services (55.6%), tourism (51.5%) and construction (48.7%), air transport
(47.7%), and iron and steel (40.5%) sectors would be the five sectors that could have

experienced the highest contraction in real production compared to 2019. Contraction
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in real production is expected to be reflected in employment and wage incomes. Under
an optimistic scenario, the relative poverty rate (50% median income as threshold)
increased from 13.5 percent to 20 percent, and this increase in the relative poverty rate
was limited to 18 percent with government policies. The discretionary fiscal policy

measures also reduced the Gini coefficient by one percent at best.

Bayar et al. (2022) showed that Covid-19 pandemic caused a serious deterioration in
income distribution, and the Gini coefficient increased to 0.553 in the absence of short-
time working allowance with the microeconomic approach, using SILC 2017, which
took 2016 revenues as a reference. In addition, the short-time working allowance
alleviates the deterioration in income inequality, bringing the level of the Gini
coefficient from 0.553 to 0.465, the poverty headcount ratio also decreased from 29.9

percent to 21.3 percent in the presence of short-time working allowance.

Voyvoda and Yeldan (2020) using the structural framework of the Computable
General Balance (CGE) model based on the 2012 input-output table, estimated a 26.7
percent loss in GDP and 22.8 percent in total employment for Turkey in 2020. Taymaz
(2020) used the most up-to-date 2012 input-output table with Leontief assumption and
different scenarios regarding employment and income conditions. Taymaz (2020)
predicted between 19 percent and 29 percent decrease in non-agricultural labor
demand and an additional 4.2-6.5 million unemployment in addition to the current
unemployment. Taymaz (2020) also estimated that 4 percent of GDP would be
sufficient to eliminate half of negative effects induced by Covid-19 pandemic in
employment and income. In these studies, rather than investigating the effect of the
pandemic on income distribution and poverty, it focused on the macroeconomic effects

such as growth and unemployment.

Lusting et al. (2020) utilized the CEQ model to analyze the effects of lockdown
policies and expanded social transfer spending on poverty and income distribution in
Mexico, Brazil, Argentina and Colombia. Under the assumption that the income of
those working in “non-essential” sectors is at risk, the selection of households that
actually loss income was made randomly from the set of households with at-risk
income. They also assessed the extent which governments policies compensate the

negative effects of the Covid-19 pandemic, using the most recent official survey data
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for each country (exc. Mexico). Contrary to previous expectations, the worst effects of
the crisis were observed not on the poorest, but on the middle-income. The offsetting
effect of expanded social assistance is much greater in Brazil and Argentina than in
Colombia and zero in Mexico due to implementing no additional social assistance.
Lusting et al. (2020) stated that in all countries the increase in poverty triggered by the
lockdown is similar for male and female-headed households, but the compensatory
effect of extended social assistance is higher in female-headed households than in

male-headed households.

World Bank (2022a) estimated effects of Covid-19 on within-country inequality for a
sample of 34 emerging market and developing economies (EMDEs) using simulations
based on country specific sectoral growth projections and high frequency phone
surveys data undertaken in 2020. According to the study, the Covid-19 pandemic has
increased global income inequality by significantly increasing inequality between
countries and increasing inequality within countries to some extent. The results show
that the Covid-19 pandemic increased within-country inequality by 0.3 points (this
amount of change is equivalent to the annual average decline in within-country
inequality in these EMDEs over the previous two decades) and the extreme poverty
rate by an average of 0.63 percentage points. However, there was a reduction in income
inequality, with one-tenth of the EMDEs in the sample with output growth resilient
and a smaller proportion of poorer households reporting income less income loss than

richer households.

In the literature, there is a consensus that the Covid-19 crisis has the potential to reduce
household incomes disproportionately among different income groups and exacerbate
poverty, whereas the deterioration in these indicators can be relatively compensated
with direct transfers. However, when the impact of past financial crises and epidemics
on income distribution is evaluated, it is observed that the changes in income
inequality around adverse events are smaller than in non-crisis periods (WB,2022b).
This shows us that changes in income inequality are largely driven by more persistent

structural factors than macroeconomic cycles or pandemics.
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CHAPTER 5

ANALYZING THE EFFECT OF GOVERNMENT TRANSFERS ON
POVERTY AND INCOME DISTRIBUTION

The aim of the thesis is to estimate the contribution of direct transfers, which was
increased in comprehensiveness during the Covid-19 pandemic, and the income
support packages implemented during the pandemic period (2020)°, in reducing

poverty and improving income distribution.

In the analysis of the impact of direct transfers and income supports on poverty and
income distribution during the pandemic period, has been compared with 2020 by
accepting 2019 as a benchmark. Thus, the contribution of direct transfers, whose
comprehensiveness was increased during the pandemic period, and policies such as
short-time working allowance and cash wage support, which were actively applied

during the pandemic period to poverty and income distribution is analyzed.
5.1 Methodology and Approach

The analysis of Covid-19 impact on poverty and income distribution in Turkey is based
on Commitment to Equity (CEQ) methodology (Lusting, 2018).*% The individual
impact of each transfer, as well as their overall combined impact on poverty and
inequality have been analyzed using the CEQ methodology. The CEQ method is based
on an accounting approach; it adds transfers to income per household to measure

income before and after each intervention.

15 In the thesis, the pandemic period corresponds to 2020.

16 The CEQ is a comprehensive incidence analysis that uses data from household surveys and
administrative data to assess the impact of taxes and public transfers on household poverty and
inequality. CEQ analysis has been completed in a total of 64 countries. Source:
www.commitmentoequity.org accessed January 30, 2022.
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The main fiscal incidence analysis equation on which the whole analysis contained in
this paper is based on is the following:

Yo = In + Xi Bi Sin

where:

Y,,= Income after transfers for h (household) .
I,= Income before transfers.

B;= Transfers received by households (i is the range of transfers as shown on Figure
13)

S;»= Share of transfers i received by unit household.

CEQ is used to estimate the distributional impact of a system of taxes, cash transfers,
and in-kind services using microdata, as well as for analysis to better understand the
opportunities and risks of policy change in the existing public finance system.There
are different micro-simulation models referenced in the literature to find answers to
the questions of what will be the impact of the transfer and tax system reforms on
household incomes and expenditures and government income or expenditures.!” In the
study, the CEQ model was preferred, and income definitions for policy simulations
were introduced to the model as a "manually”.!8 Assessing the impact of social transfer
policy on poverty and income inequality, the CEQ methodology has been adapted to
include direct transfers and simulate the implementation of employment protection and

income suppoting policies in Turkey.

The income concepts and the analysis equation of the CEQ model adapted for the

thesis to examine the effects of direct transfers, are shown are shown in Figure 5.1.

7 The CEQ is not the only model for applying financial incidence analysis and micro simulation. The
other models used for this purpose are LATAX, and EUROMOD.

8 CEQ, Handbook, 31
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Starting from market income with simulation®®, each new income concept is

constructed by adding another element of transfer system to the previous one.

Market Income with Simulation
Wages and salaries, income from capital, private

transfers; before direct transfers and government
income supporting intervention

. 1 _| + Short-time Working Allowance
Covid-19 Package + Cash Wage Support

Market Income

A

Wages and salaries, income from capital, private
transfers; before direct transfers

+Unemployment Transfer
+Sickness Transfer
+Scholarship Benefit
+Children Benefit

+Housing Transfer
: + r +0Old Age Benefit
R +Disability Benefit
+Disability Contributory Benefit

+ Pandemic Social Support Program
+Other Family Benefits

v

Disposable Income

Source: Adapted from Lusting (2018)

Note: Transfers marked in red are included in the analysis for the pandemic period only. While
examining the contribution of direct transfers to poverty and income distribution before the
pandemic (2019), the analysis started from Market income.

Figure 5.1: Adapted Income Concepts Under The CEQ Analysis

Market income was simulated under the assumption that the income-supporting
measure package was not implemented in order to uncover the effect of the policies

19 The analysis starts with the market income for 2019, and the market income with simulation for 2020.
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implemented during the Covid period. By adding Covid-19 package to the simulated
market income, the market income is constructed. Covid-19 packages include short-
time working allowance and cash wage support. Although the pandemic social support
program is one of the cash transfers applied during the pandemic period, it is not
included in the Covid-19 package because it does not a component of the wages or

salaries of the employees.

Market Income is defined an income received by each household before transfers.
Market income includes wages and salaries, income from capital (eg rents, profits and
dividends), private transfers (eg remittances) and other income, while transfers are not
included. Disposable Income adds direct cash transfers to market income. Direct cash
transfers include non-contributory (scholarship benefit, children benefit, housing
transfer, pandemic social support transfer, other family benefits, old age benefit,
disability benefit) and contributory benefits (unemployment transfer, sickness transfer
disability transfers). Since the pandemic social support program was included in the
other family benefits category in the SILC survey??, it was added to the market income
after being separated from the family benefits category under the conditions of benefit,

scope and size.?!

The key strength of the CEQ methodology is to provide a framework for analyzing not
only the individual impact of different taxes and transfers®, but also their overall
combined impact on poverty and inequality. However, CEQ have certain limitations
since the only considers the first-order effects (also known as “partial equilibrium

analysis™), it does not model behavioral responses, externalities and spillover effects.??

20 The size of “other social assistance received by the household” in SILC is classified as “family
assistance” in the study. The size of family assistance jumped in 2020 compared to the 2019. In the
interview with TurkStat, it was informed that the data of the pandemic social support program are
included in this classification.

21 The part after the separation of pandemic social support program transfers from family benefits is
classified as “other family benefits” in the study.

22 |n the study, the CEQ model is used only to examine the effect of transfers.

23 CEQ Handbook, 2018:31.
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5.2 Data and Empirical Approach

Data has been obtained from the Survey of Income and Living Conditions (SILC) is
an income-based survey published by TurkStat to monitor households’living standards
on a yearly basis. The survey is an important source for compiling data comparable
to the EU Countries about income distribution, relative poverty based on income,

living conditions and social exclusion.

TurkStat has been carrying out SILC periodically every year since 2006 in Turkey in
order to reveal the income distribution between households and individuals, to
measure people's living conditions and poverty in terms of income, and to determine
the poverty profile. The sample size of the survey, which was gradually increased
between 2011 and 2014 to produce estimates at NUTS 2 level (26 Regions), covers
25,706 households in 2020 and 28,000 households in 2021.

The process of preparing the micro data set for analysis within the framework of the
empirical approach of the CEQ model consists of 3 stages in which assesing the
covarage of the study, measuring the transfers in the survey, and constructing the

poverty and inequality indicators.

The first step of the approach is to examine the questionnaire form and evaluate what
information is collected from the households regarding the transfers. This stage
determines the coverage of the study. Transfers that are includes in the study when
direct transfers are classified based on the questionnaire are as follows: unemployment
transfer, housing benefit, sickness transfer, scholarship benefit, old age transfer,
disability benefit, disability contributory transfer, children benefit, family transfer and
income support transfers (short-time working allowance, cash wage support) which

are simulated based on the official data released from government.

The second step in the approach is to measure the size of these transfer for the
households in the SILC. Using the responses of the SILC survey, the extent to which
each household has benefited from the transfers is calculated. The fact that the
classification of social assistance programs in Turkey is different from the European
system is reflected in the questionnaire of SILC. The grouping of direct transfers and

income supports to be used in the study was made based on the survey questions in
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SILC. While some transfers have direct questions in the questionnaire, it makes it
easier to access information about these transfers, while more complex methods and
assumptions are needed for some transfers espicially for the cash transfers

implemented for only pandemic period (Appendices A).

One of other difficulties is to find how short-term working allowance and cash wage
support should be distributed among the individuals in SILC. MoFLSS declared the
total number of individuals and total budget for each income support transfer, but there
is no information about who received the payment in SILC questionnaire. Since, the
shares of workers affected are different across economic sectors, the number of
individuals to be assigned for income support in each sector is determined using a two-
stage weighting (Appendices A). First, we compute the occupation shares in each
sector based on SILC microdata and then we classify each sector subject to shut down
based on the EU Commision Report (2020). So, we assumed that sectors that are
highly subject to containment measures and have a high share of workers will benefit
more from the application of income support. And then these income supports are
distributed randomly among the individuals who meet the legal requirements from the

SILC microdata.

In the study, the comparison of the size of the transfer programs obtained based on the
SILC survey for 2019 and 2020, and the size of the pandemic income support transfers

included in the SILC survey based on official data are shown in the Table 5.1.
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Table 5.1 Spending of Direct Transfers and Income Support Programs Based on SILC
and Administrative Records

Government Transfers

(Direct Transfers and Income Ar_nqunt inSILC, Amqunt in SILC,
Million TL (2019) Million TL (2020)
Support Programs)
Unemployment Transfer 9,987 10,321
Sickness Transfer 532 5,702
Children Benefit 3,243 4,192
Family Transfer (Other) 1,613 2,516
Pandemic Support Program* 5,638
Scholarship Benefit 2,707 2,918
Old Age Transfer 4,283 7,450
Disability Benefit 3,832 5,362
Disability Contributory Transfer 5,122 5,526
Housing Benefit 214 296
Short-time Work Allowance* 23,371
Cash Wage Support* 6,479

Source: TurkStat, SILC 2020 and 2021, Author’s calculation and
<https://www.csgb.gov.tr/haberler/bakan-selcuk-sosyal-koruma-kalkani-
kapsaminda-yaptigimiz-yardimlarin-tutari-45-5-milyar-liraya-yaklasti/>

In the last stage, poverty and income distribution indicators to be used for the analysis
chapter of the thesis are defined. The poverty headcount ratio is measured as the
proportion of individuals whose income per household is below the poverty line. Two
poverty lines are considered. As the national poverty line 50 percent and 60 percent of
the median equivalised household disposable income is used. Also it is used the lower-
middle-income and upper-middle-income-country poverty lines, which are calculated
globally by the World Bank and takes the value of $3.20 and $5.50 per-person per-day
in 2011 Purchasing Power Parity (PPP), respectively. The poverty headcount ratio is
complemented by the poverty gap index showing the average shortfall of the poor
from the poverty line. Finally, inequality is measured using the Gini coefficient, with
a value between 0 and 1 where zero is perfect equality and one is perfect inequality.
Since the Gini is more sensitive to changes in the middle of the distribution, 90/10
ratio and 80/20 ratio are used as complementary measure by monitoring to change in
the inequality between top and bottom income groups. These ratios compares the
income of the 90th percentile to the income of the 10th percentile and the income of

the 80th percentile to the income of the 20th percentile.
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https://www.investopedia.com/terms/i/international-poverty-line.asp

5.3 The Impact of Government Transfers on Poverty and Income Distribution
Before and During the Covid-19 Period

In this section, the combined and individual incedence of direct transfers and income
supports introduced by Government to protect employee and households from the
serious economic consequences of the Covid-19 is analyzed. The analysis focuses on
the effects of the economic consequences of the pandemic on individuals and the
effects of the package on income distribution and poverty indicator by simulating the
Market income of individuals before the implementation of the Economic Stability
Shield Package.

5.3.1 The Overall Effects of Transfer on Inequality

Income distribution indicators for market income with simulation (based on estimation
of indivudual's market income before the implementation of the Economic Stability
Shield Package), market income, and disposable income are estimated for 2019 and
2020. Thus, the effect of income supports (short-time working allowance and cash
wages) actively applied during the pandemic period and direct transfers, which are
already in existence but whose amount and scope have been increased, on income

distribution have been uncovered (Table 5.2).

In the scenario when income supports are treated as a separate component of market
income, the Gini coefficient of simulated market income is estimated to be 0.421. All
government tranfers which inlude income supports and the direct transfers alleviate
the deterioration in income inequality and brings the level of the Gini coefficient from
0.421 to 0.401. The Market Income Gini drops from 0.421 to 0.418 once income
supports for employees during pandemic are considered. Direct transfers have a
considerable equalizing effect, making the Gini coefficient of Disposable Income
decrease from 0.418 to 0.401 in 2020.

Turkey achieves a reduction in Gini of about 0.017 with direct transfers, whose scope
and size were increased during the pandemic period. The equalization effect rises to
0.020 when income supports are included. Before the pandemic, in 2019 the decrease
in Gini with direct transfers are 0.012. If we compare the impact of direct transfers

alone with that before pandemic, we can see that income equazing effect has increase
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from 0.012 Gini points in 2019 to 0.017 points in 2020. So we can say that, increasing
social assistance expenditures in response to pandemic provided additional

improvement in income distribution.

Table 5.2 Gini,Theil and the Income Deciles Share Ratio in Terms of Inequality of
Income Disribution in Turkey, 2019 and 2020

Pre COVID-19 Pandemic Ongoing COVID-19 Pandemic
(2019) (2020)
Market
Market Disposable income with Market Disposable
Income Income Simulation Income Income
Gini 0.422 0.410 0.421 0.418 0.401
Theil 0.357 0.342 0.354 0.348 0.324
90/10 17.6 14.7 17.9 17.8 13.7
80/20 8.9 8.0 9.1 8.96 7.7

Source: Own estimates based on Turkey 2020 and 2021 SILC microdata.

Note: The table shows the inequality ratios for each income concept. Market income with
Simulation refers to before government transfers, Market Income refers to after income
support transfers in 2020 and Disposable income refers to after direct transfer.

Theil, the 90/10 and 80/20 ratio show a similar downward trend as reduction in Gini
coefficient. In the pandemic period, before all transfers, high-income households at
the 90th percentile have an income that is 17.9 times higher than low-income
households at 10th percentile. The 90/10 ratio drops to 13.7 after all transfers. Moving
from market income with simulation to disposable income, the income gap between
the poorest at 20th percentile and the richest at 80th percentile (the 80/20 ratio) is
estimated to fall from 9.1 times to 7.7.

The increase in the amount of a number of social assistance programs already
implemented and the Pandemic Social Support Program, which was launched for the
first time during the pandemic period, increased the healing effect of direct transfers
on Gini from 2.7% to 4% in 2020. Income supports programs (short-time working
allowance and cash wage support) have a slight equalizing effect and these programs
are able to increase the rate of reduction in Gini coefficient from 4 to only 4.8% in
2020 (Figure5.2).
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The decrease in the income gap between the richest and the poorest income groups
(90/10 ratio and 80/20 ratio) is greater in the pandemic period compared to 2019, with
the effect of direct transfers increasing in scope and size and income supports
programs. The income gap between the income share held by highest 10% and the
lowest 10% decreased by 16.3% in 2019, and by 23% during the pandemic period,
with the effect of direct transfers. The decrease in income gap is estimated to increase
from 23% to 23.4% for 90/10 ratio and from 14.5% to 15.6% for 80/20 ratio by

simulating short-time working allowance and cash wage support to market income.
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Figure 5.2 Impact of Combined Impact of Transfers in Inequality
5.3.2 The Overall Effects of Direct Transfer on Poverty

The effects of social transfers aimed at protecting low-income and disadvantaged
groups and ensuring their continuity in employment on poverty reduction during the
pandemic are investigated. Poverty headcount ratio, poverty gap rate and poverty gap
squared indicators are based on 50% and 60% of the median income as national
poverty line (NPL) and the World Bank's daily expenditure amounts which refer to
$3.2 and $5.2 per-person per-day in 2011 Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) for middle-

income countries (Table 5.3).
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Table 5.3 Povery Headcount Index before and after tranfers in 2019 and 2020

Pre COVID-19 Ongoing COVID-19 Pandemic
Pandemic (2019) (2020)
Market
Market Disposable Income with Market Disposable
Income Income Simulation  Income Income
Poverty
Headcount (%)
US$3.2 PPP 1.1 0.5 1.3 1.3 0.4
US$5.5 PPP 3.2 1.7 3.6 3.5 1.4
NPL-50% 17.2 15 18.6 17.6 14.4
NPL-60% 24 21.9 255 24.4 21.3
Poverty Gap (%)
US$3.2 PPP 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.2
US$5.5 PPP 3.2 1.7 1.3 1.3 0.5
NPL-50% 5.9 4.4 6.6 6.3 4.2
NPL-60% 8.3 6.7 9.1 8.7 6.5
Poverty Gap
Squared (%)
US$3.2 PPP 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.2
US$5.5 PPP 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.3
NPL-50% 3.0 2.0 34 3.3 1.9
NPL-60% 4.3 3.1 4.8 4.6 2.9

Source: Own estimates based on Turkey 2020 and 2021 SILC microdata.

Note: The table shows the inequality ratios for each income concept. Market income with
Simulation refers to before government transfers, Market Income refers to after income
support transfers in 2020 and Disposable income refers to after direct transfer.

The overall impact of transfers on poverty is much larger in pandemic than 2019.
However, income support for employee during the pandemic has a more muted impact
on poverty reduction effect than direct transfers. Only direct transfers are considered,
poverty headcount ratio at NPL 50% and NPL %60 decrease by approximately 3

percentage points.

Income support programs provided to the employees reduces the poverty headcount
ratio by about 1 percentage point, while going from the market income with simulation
to the market income. The poverty headcount ratio decreases from 18.6 to 17.6 percent
at NPL 50% and decreases from 25.5 percent to 24.4 percent at NPL 60%.
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The effect of direct transfers on the decrease in the poverty rate is about 3 percentage
points in 2020, while it was 2 percentage points in 2019. Moving from market income
to disposable income, the poverty headcount ratio decreases from 17.6 percent to 14.4
percent at NPL 50% in 2020 and decreases from 17.2 percent to 15 percent in 2019.

The impact of direct transfers on poverty incedence is higher in 2020 than before the
pandemic, and this improvement becomes more evident when income supports
programs for employees are taken into account (Figure 5.3). In addition, more
significant decreases are observed in the intensity and severity indicators, which
correspond to the decrease in the poverty gap and the poverty gap squared, due to
direct transfers in 2020 compared to before the pandemic. While direct transfers
reduced the poverty gap rate by 24.8 percent before the pandemic, the poverty gap
decreased by 33.3 percent in 2020 with the contribution of direct transfers. Income
supports applied to compensate for the loss in employee incomes also helped to reduce
the depth and severity of poverty, however degree of reduction is relatively low.
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Figure 5.3 Impact of Combined Impact of Transfers on Poverty

The impact of transfers on the poverty gap is greater than the impact on the poverty

rate (as shown in the poverty results of Figure 5.3). This can be explained by the fact

that although the transfers reaching the poor do not raise the incomes of the

beneficiaries above the poverty line, each contributes to closing the poverty gap by

increasing their income. However, since transfers with different spending sizes are

likely to reduce the poverty gap at the same rate, the reduction in the poverty gap alone
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is not sufficient to explain the efficiency of transfer expenditures. In literature, the
poverty reduction efficiency? indicator, which is expressed as the ratio of the decrease
in the poverty gap to the transfer expenditures, is defined by Beckerman (1979) and

Immervoll et al. (2009) to evaluate the efficiency of transfers.

In this study, poverty reduction efficiency and closely related to this indicator spillover
index and vertical expenditure efficiency indicators are compared for 2019 and 2020
by considering transfers as a bulk and excluding income supports from all transfers
(Table 5.4). The vertical expenditure efficiency indicator show how much the of
transfers amount reaches the poor before the transfer.While those whose incomes are
below the poverty line (calculated according to 50% median income) reached 39
percent of direct transfers in 2019, this rate decreased to 38 percent in 2020. When
income supports provided to employees are included in direct transfers, the rate of
those who fall below the poverty line (calculated according to 50% median income)
from all transfers decreased to 27.5 percent, falling below 38 percent. There is an
insured working condition to benefit from income support, while most direct transfer
programs prioritize those whose income is below a certain threshold. Therefore, the
fact that income supports cannot increase the amount of transfers reaching the poor as
much as they increase the total amount of transfers has decreased the vertical

efficiency of all transfers.

The Spillover Index shows the amount of additional transfers given to those who were
poor before the transfer after they went above the poverty line. For efficient use of the
transfer, it is expected that the amount of spillover will be low, and the efficiency rate
of the transfer will decrease as the spillover increases. The spillover index of direct
transfers decreased from 29 percent in 2019 to 23 percent in 2020. It means that direct
transfers are used more effectively in 2020 than before the pandemic. When the
income support for employees during the pandemic period is included to direct
transfers, the spillover index of all transfers in 2020 has increased by about 2

percentage points to 25 percent, but there is still a more effective use than in 2019.

24 poverty reduction efficiency is the ratio that shows how much of the transfers contribute to reducing
the pre-transfer poverty gap.
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Table 5.4 Beckerman and Immervol Poverty Effectiveness Indicators

9050 Median NPL %060 Median NPL

2020 with 2020 with
2019 2020 simulation 2019 2020 simulation

Vertical Expenditure
Efficiency 39.2 379 275 47 45.8 34.7
(A+B)/(A+B+C)

Spillover Index
B/(A+B)

Poverty Reduction
Efficiency 27.7 29.2 20.6 36 37.6 27.8

A/(A+B+C)
Note: A means expenditure for the poor who still do not exceed the poverty line even after
transfer; B indicates the expenditure for the poor who exceed the poverty line after the transfer;
and C is the expenditure for the non-poor

294 23 25.1 23.4 17.9 19.7

The poverty reduction effectiveness of direct transfers increased from 27.7 percent in
2019 to 29.2 percent in 2020, with a slight increase in the poverty reduction
effectiveness of direct transfers in 2020. The decrease in the spillover index (spillover
index falling from 29.4 percent in 2019 to 23 percent in 2020) causes an increase in
the poverty reduction efficiency of transfers in 2020, while the decrease in the ratio of
transfers reaching the population below the pre-transfer poverty line in total transfers
(vertical efficiency decreased from 39.2 percent in 2019 to 37.9 percent in 2020) limits
the increase in the poverty rate.

The poverty reduction efficiency of all transfers falls to 20.6 percent in 2020, when
income supports programs are included in direct transfers. Despite the increase in the
total size of transfers, the decrease in the share reaching the poor (vertical efficiency
falling from 37,9 percent in 2020 to 27,5 percent in 2020 with simulation) and the
continuation of the increase in the incomes of those who are no longer poor after the
transfers have disrupted the optimal distribution in the efficiency of transfers (spillover
index increase from 23 percent in 2020 to 25 percent in 2020 with simulation) and led
to a decrease in the effectiveness of poverty reduction.
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5.3.3 Individual Contributions of Direct Transfers to Inequality

The incidence of transfers across deciles, as a share of market income shows how all
transfers impact different deciles of the income distribution (Figure 5.4). Direct
transfers system provides more social assistance in the first decile in 2020 in terms of
incidence of transfers. Direct transfers increase the Market Income of the bottom decile
by 42 percent in 2020 whereas these transfers represent an income increase of 29
percent in 2019. According to the simulation results, the pandemic period income
support programs affected the Market Income of the 2nd and 5th tenths at most. For
these deciles, income support programs represent an additional 5 percent increase in
market income, while for the richest decile these bring about an income increase of

1.1 percent.
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Figure 5.4 Incidence Curve of Transfers in 2019 and 2020
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The marginal contribution of the income distribution and the Kakwani coefficient of
each transfer are presented in Figure 5.5. Kakwani coefficient allows us to compare
progressivity of transfers taking the difference between the pre transfer income Gini
coefficient and concentration coefficients of a specific transfer.?> Positive Kakwani
coefficients (Figure 5.5) show us to each of transfers exhibit a progressive pattern,
which means benefits from transfers decrease as beneficiaries' income increases.
However, for any transfer to be pro-poor, not only is the positive Kakwani coefficient
sufficient, but the concentration coefficient must also be negative. Of the programs
executed for the first time during the pandemic period, only the pandemic support
program is pro-poor?® (as shown in the concentration coefficient results of Appendices

A) given its poverty-targeted design.

To answer the question of whether the transfer is equalizing or not, Enami et al. (2018)
calculate the marginal contribution of a transfer to inequality by using the difference
between the Gini coefficient of the relevant end income concept without and with the
transfer. As a result of the pandemic social support program being pro-poor, its
marginal contribution is almost the same level as the short-time working allowance,
despite the expenditure size of its program, which corresponds to about one-fifth of
the short-time working allowance. The marginal contributions to inequality reach
0.002 Gini points for Pandemic social support program and short-time working

allowance.

Unemployment transfer and sickness transfer are other prominent assistance programs
during the pandemic period, apart from the income support programs and the pandemic
social support program. After the short-time working allowance, the unemployment
transfer with the highest expenditure in 2020 accounting for 12.3 percent of all
transfers. The share of sickness benefits in total transfers increased from 1.7 percent

in 2019 to 7.3 percent during the pandemic period.

25 The index originally proposed by Kakwani (1977) measures only the progressivity of taxes. Lambert
(1985) adapted to the measurement of transfers. If the Kakwani index is above zero, the transfer is
progressive, if it is below zero, the transfer is regressive. And the transfer is neutral, if it is equal to zero.

% That is, the pandemic support program expenditure both decreases with the market income and, unlike

the short-time working and cash wage support, the per capita expenditure in this transfer expenditure
tends to decrease with the market income.
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Figure 5.5 Marginal Contributions of Transfers to Income Inequality (Gini points)

The Kakwani coefficient is positive for all programs that increase in importance and
budget size during the pandemic period, unemployment and sickness tansfers and old
age benefit, disability benefit and child benefit. However all exhibit a progressive
pattern, there is marked heterogeneity across them. Old age benefit, disability benefit,
and child benefit are strongly progressive, given their poverty- targeted design, so their

marginal impacts look relatively higher than other direct transfer programs. Old age
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benefit and disability benefit have the largest impact on the decline in inequality, with
a marginal contribution of about 0.003 Gini points.

Despite having relatively large budget the unemployment program has the smallest
distributional impact among all programs, since it has low progressivity with insured
working criteria. While the transfers with the highest marginal contribution to income
equality are the transfers of old age and disability in 2020, the marginal contribution
of the unemployment transfer reachs only 0.001 Gini points. The marginal contribution
of old age, disability and child benefit transfers to income distribution, each of which
has less than half of the spending in unemployment transfer, is more than twice the

unemployment transfers.
5.3.4 Individual Contributions of Direct Transfers to Poverty

Direct transfers decrease in poverty headcount ratio by 2.15 percentage points in 2019,
3.11 percentage points in 2020. The impact rises to 4.2 points when the programs
implemented to protect employee incomes during the pandemic period are included in
the direct transfers in 2020.

The program with the strongest impact on poverty is the short term working allowance,
reducing the poverty headcount ratio by 0.75 percentage points. The individual impact
of cash wage support is relatively small, able to reduce poverty by 0.19 percentage
points, despite targeting households with asimilar income composition as the short
term working allowance. The fact that the amount of the short-time working allowance
is approximately 3.6 times the cash wage support, is one of the determining factors in
its higher marginal contribution to povert reduction.
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Figure 5.6 Marginal contribution of Transfers to Poverty Reduction in 2019 and 2020

The pandemic support program, with its more targeted approach, has a much greater
impact on poverty reduction despite lower expenditure than other transfers (as shown
in the spending of Transfers results of Table 5.1). The poverty reduction impact of the
this support program applied to protect low-income households from the risk of
poverty is 0.50 percentage points. If the the pandemic social support program had more
spending in 2020, the poverty reduction impacts of transfer policy could be improved

thanks to pro-poor designed.

Unemployment transfer, which is implemented to reduce the negative effects of the
pandemic on the labor market reduces poverty by 0.46 percentage points in 2020 from
0.40 percentage points in 2019. Unemployment transfer expenditures rose by only 3%
in nominal terms compared to 2019 thanks to policy measures to prevent layoffs during
the pandemic period. Thus, there was no significant increase in its contribution to

poverty reduction compared to the previous year, and it lagged behind the poverty
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reduction performance of the short-time working allowance targeted at households

with the same income composition.

The impact of sickness transfer on poverty is the transfer that increased the most during
the pandemic period compared to the previous year. According to the results of the
SILC microdata, the social benefits received by employees due to paid sick leave
increased more than 10 times from approximately 532 thousand TL in 2019 to 5.7
billion TL in 2020. The increase in expenditures increased the marginal contribution
of sickness transfers to poverty reduction in 2019 increased from 0.01 percentage

points to 0.21 percentage points in 2020.

There has been an increase in the monthly payments of some social assistance
programs in 2020 to protect the more disadvantaged groups from the worsening
economic conditions during the pandemic. According to the results of SILC, the
nominal increase in child benefits is 29%, reflecting the increase in monthly payments
for Military Children in Need and Orphan Assistance during the pandemic period.
Despite the increase in expenditure, the fact that low-income individuals benefit from
this aid at a lower rate compared to the previous year leads to a decrease in the poverty-
reducing effectiveness of child transfer. Low-income deciles benefited from this
assistance at a lower rate compared to the previous year, the first three deciles received
76 percent of assistance in 2019 and 59 percent in 2020 also diminishing the
progressivity, and the marginal contribution of child transfer to poverty reduction has
decreased in 2020.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

The functioning of social and economic life around the world has been significantly
interrupted due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Many support packages have been
announced on a global scale to limit the spread of the pandemic and reduce its negative
effects on the economy. The Economic Stability Shield Package was implemented in
Turkey. In order to reduce the effects of the pandemic on the labor market and to
ensure continuity in the cash flow of the household, short-time working allowance,
cash wage support and pandemic social support program were applied. In addition, the
scope and size of the direct transfers are already in existence have been increased.

Turkey's income distribution and poverty indicators are analyzed as of 2020, the
improvement in these indicators stands out despite the Covid-19 crisis. The Gini
coefficient, which is one of the important income distribution indicators, decreased
from 0.410 in 2019 to 0.401 in 2020, and the income gap between the last (richest)
10% income group and the first (poorest) 10% income group decreased (P90/P10)
from 14.6 times to 13.7 times. The poverty rate and poverty gap have also decreased

in 2020 compared to the pre-Covid-19.

At the same time, 2020 was a year in which a decrease was observed in the annual
average individual real income for the first time in Turkey after 2007 and 2009, with
a negative increase rate of approximately 2.6 percent. In 2020, the reducing effect of
the Covid-19 crisis on individual incomes was felt intensely in the highest (richest)
20% income group, whose average real income decreased by 4.2 percent compared to
the previous year. The average real income of those in the lowest 20 percent income
group has remained at its pre-pandemic level, unlike other income groups. Therefore,
it can be evaluated that the positive outlook in the Gini coefficient and poverty
indicators in 2020 is due to the decrease in average real individual incomes, as well as

the fact that 57 percent of this decrease is in the highest 20% income group.
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In this study, with a detailed and comprehensive analysis, the success of government
subsidies implemented in 2020 in order to reduce the negative effects of the Covid-19
pandemic on the welfare of households in Turkey, in protecting the poor and
compensating for the income losses of the working people has been examined. Within
this scope, the contribution of social assistance with increased amount and scope, as
well as support for employees and households facing the risk of poverty, in ensuring
income equality and reducing poverty has been analyzed. Thus, it has been
investigated to what extent the improvement in poverty and income distribution
indicators in 2020 can be associated with the "Economic Stability Shield Package"
announced to reduce the fallout of Covid-19 on the economy. In the study, changes in
the Gini coefficient, Theil index, P90/P10 and P80/P20 indicators, which are important
inequality indicators, are discussed in order to determine the effect of income supports
and direct transfers on income inequality. The changes in poverty rate and poverty gap
indicators are examined, and compared with the pre-Pandemic poverty reduction
effectiveness of direct transfers with Beckerman and Immervol Effectiveness
Indicators. In addition to its progressiveness the marginal effects of each program on

income inequality and poverty are revealed.

According to the results of the analysis, the Gini coefficient is estimated to be 0.421
in the scenario where there is no income support (short-time working allowance and
cash wage support) for employees in 2020. The Gini coefficient, which fell from 0.421
to approximately 0.418 with the contribution of income support programs for
employees, decreased from 0.418 to 0.401 with the contribution of direct transfers. In
2019, before the pandemic, the Gini coefficient decreased from 0.422 to 0.410 with
the effect of direct transfers. In this context, the improving effect of direct transfers on
the Gini coefficient increased from 0.011 points in 2019 to 0.017 points in 2020, and

reached 0.02 points when income supports are considered.

The income gap between the rich and the poor was estimated to increase from 8 times
in 2019 to 9.1 times in 2020 for the P80/P20 indicator under the scenario without
income supports and direct transfers during the pandemic period, while this gap
decreased to 8.96 times with the contribution of income supports. Considering the

contribution of direct transfers, the P80/P20 indicator decreased from 8.96 timesto 7.7
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times in 2020. In 2019, the income gap between the richest and the poorest decreased

from 8.9 times to 8 times, showing a more limited improvement after direct transfers.

The P80/P20 and P90/P10 indicators, which are based on the income gap between the
highest and lowest income groups, show that the income gap between the richest and
the poorest will increase more in 2020 compared to 2019 if the income losses of
employees due to Covid-19 are not compensated. In the Gini coefficient, which is more
sensitive to changes in the middle-income group, under the assumption that there is no
transfer to compensate for income losses, the distorting effect of Covid-19 on income
distribution equality becomes less prominent. These results confirm the argument in
the literature that the damage caused by Covid-19 on household incomes is felt more
severely by the poor rather than the middle-income group. In poverty indicators, the

poverty-increasing effect of the Covid-19 crisis is more clearly noticed.

According to the results of the analysis, it is estimated that the poverty headcount ratio
in 2019 (based on 50% of the median income) would increase from 15 percent to 18.6
percent in 2020 under the scenario of the absence of direct transfers and income
support, which aims to protect the low-income and disadvantaged groups and to ensure
continuity in employment. The poverty headcount ratio decreased by 1 percentage
point to 17.6 percent thanks to income supports, and decreased by 3.2 percentage
points to 14.4 percent with the contribution of direct transfers. The stagnation in
economic activities, which led to a decrease in wages and encouraged the increase in
poverty, has been partially prevented by the support of short-time working allowance
and cash wage support, and a decrease in the poverty rate compared to 2019 has been
achieved with the direct transfers the scope and size of which have increased during
Covid-19 crisis.

The reducing effect of direct transfers on the poverty gap and the square of the poverty
gap indexes, which show the depth and severity of poverty, respectively, is higher in
2020 compared to the previous year. Direct transfers reduced the depth of poverty by
25 percent and the severity of poverty by 33 percent before the pandemic, the rate of
decrease in these indicators increased to 33 percent and 43 percent, respectively, in
2020. The reduction in the poverty gap alone is not sufficient to explain the
effectiveness of transfer expenditures, to analyze the targeting effectiveness of

transfers Beckerman and Immervoll Effectiveness Indicators are used in the study.
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Although the scope and size of direct transfers increased in 2020, the decrease in the
ratio of transfers reaching the population below the pre-transfer poverty line in total
direct transfers compared to 2019 (vertical efficiency decreased from 39.2 percent in
2019 to 37.9 percent in 2020) limited the poverty reduction efficiency of direct
transfers to 29.2% in 2020.

The poverty reduction efficiency of all transfers falls to 20.6% in 2020, when income
supports programs are included in direct transfers. Since the informal workers and the
poor were not the target group for short-time working and cash wage support, income
supports increased the total amount of transfers, while the amount of transfers reaching
the poor could not increase. Despite the increase in the total size of transfers, the
decrease in the share reaching the poor (vertical efficiency falling from 37,9 percent
in 2020 to 27,5 percent in 2020 with simulation) and the continuation of the increase
in the incomes of those who are no longer poor after the transfers have disrupted the
optimal distribution in the efficiency of transfers (spillover index increase from 23
percent in 2020 to 25 percent in 2020 with simulation) and led to a decrease in the

effectiveness of poverty reduction.

The effects of income support programs and direct transfers on income distribution are
analyzed on a program basis, the highest contribution to income equality in the Covid-
19 crisis comes from old age benefit and disability benefits with 0.003 Gini point. Old
age benefit and disability benefit are strongly progressive, given their poverty- targeted
design, so their marginal impacts look relatively higher than other direct transfer
programs. In addition, the increase in the transfers of old age benefits and disability
benefits by 74 percent and 40 percent, respectively, compared to the previous year,
increased their contribution to income equality compared to 2019. The effects of the
short-time working allowance and cash support programs applied for the first time
during the pandemic period to improve the income distribution are 0.002 and 0.001

Gini points, respectively.

The most marginal contribution to poverty reduction during the Covid-19 crisis is the
short-time working allowance and the pandemic social support program. The marginal
contribution of the short-time working allowance applied to compensate for the losses
in employee incomes in reducing poverty is 0.75 percentage points, while the
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individual impact of cash wage support is relatively small, able to reduce poverty by
0.19 percentage points. The poverty reduction impact of the pandemic social support
program applied to protect low-income households from the risk of poverty is 0.50
percentage points. The pandemic support program, with its more targeted approach,
has a much greater impact on poverty reduction despite lower expenditure than other
transfers. If the the pandemic social support program had more spending in 2020, the
poverty reduction impacts of the government transfer policy could have been further

improved thanks to its pro-poor designed.

The impact of sickness transfer on poverty is the transfer that increased the most during
the pandemic period compared to the previous year. According to the results of the
SILC microdata, the social benefits received by employees due to paid sick leave
increased more than 10 times from approximately 532 thousand TL in 2019 to 5.7
billion TL in 2020. The increase in expenditures increased the marginal contribution
of sickness transfers to poverty reduction in 2019 increased from 0.01 percentage

points to 0.21 percentage points in 2020.

Unemployment transfer, which is implemented to reduce the negative effects of the
pandemic on the labor market reduces poverty by 0.46 percentage points in 2020 from
0.40 percentage points in 2019. Unemployment transfer expenditures rose by only 3
percent in nominal terms compared to 2019 thanks to policy measures to prevent
layoffs during the pandemic period. Although the expenditure of unemployment
transfer is about 2 times of the Pandemic social support program, the marginal
contribution of unemployment transfer to poverty reduction is far behind the Pandemic

social support program.

There have been regulations in tax policies in 2020, in addition to transfer policies in
Turkey. In the study, the effects of fiscal policies on income inequality and poverty in
2020 could not be examined due to the absence of microdata. Microdata, which
includes information on households' incomes in 2021 or 2022, has also not yet been
published. Therefore, in future studies, more comprehensive analyzes including
detailed analyzes of poverty and inequality for the following years, spillover effects,

behavioral effects and externalities of financial interventions can be done.
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APPENDICES

A. EMPIRICAL APPROACH TO MEASUREMENT OF GOVERNMENT
TRANSFERS

SILC questionnaire and administrative records are the main source of identification
and classification for direct transfers. The amounts stated in the survey and
administrative records are assumed to reflect the actual amount received by individuals
and households. However, the structure of some of the questions in the survey made it
necessary to make assumptions for several transfer programs. These assumptions
ensure that the transfer programs reported in the questionnaire are in the same

classification as the direct transfer programs offered by the government.

1. Old Age Transfer: In the SILC, both old age transfer and pension are reported
in the same question, therefore it is assumed that reported old age transfers
cannot exceed the maximum amount?’ 8,298 TL and amounts above this
threshold are pension payments for 2020. Within the scope of the thesis,
retirement is included in market income as deferred income. Therefore, this
assumption is necessary to separate the old-age transfer and retirement data
into two separate datasets.

2. Disability Benefit (Non-contributory Disability Transfer): Disability Benefit is
paid to people with a disability of 40 percent or more and whose per capita income
is less than one-third of the minimum wage. In SILC questionnaire, disability
benefit and disability contributory transfer are reported in the same question. Since,

disability benefit cannot exceed the maximum amount (852TL x 12 months =

27 For the period of January-June 672TL*6 months =4,032TL; because of wage rise in the period of
July-December 711TL*6 months=4,266. So, total wage is 4,032TL+4,266TL=8,298TL.
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10,224 TL)?8 it is assumed that reported amounts below this threshold are disability

transfers.

3. Disability Contributory Transfer (Contributory Disability Transfer): This
system implemented to compensate for the grievances of people whose
working life is interrupted at an early age as a result of work accidents or
occupational diseases or by catching a serious illness. Since both contributory
and non-contributory disability transfers are reported in the same question and
the non-contributory disability transfer cannot be higher than the contributory
disability transfer, it is assumed that those who receive the amounts over
10,224 TL benefit from the contributory disability transfer.

4. Other Direct Transfers: Unemployment Transfer, Housing Benefit?°, Sickness
Transfer, Scholarsip Benefit, Child Benefit® are reported separetely in the
questionnaire. It is assumed that the amounts received by the beneficiaries are
accurately declared, without the need for any other assumptions for these
transfers.

5. Family Transfer (Other): In the SILC questionnaire, direct cash transfer in the
category of other cash benefits for the household is defined as family benefits
in the study.

6. Pandemic Social Support Program: Family benefits in the SILC questionnaire
are separated from the Pandemic social support program. In the SILC
microdata, households that declared that they received family assistance were
randomly selected under the conditions and size constraints of benefiting from
the Program. Since the Program is implemented in several phases and there is
no requirement to receive only for once, it is assumed that a household can

benefit at most 3 times.3!

2870 percent disabled people receive 852 TL per month with the increase in July 2020.

29 Housing Benefit helps people living in very old, dilapidated and unsanitary homes with the
maintenance, repairs and purchases household goods including rental assistance

30 However, since there is no direct transfer that can be called child benefit, it is assumed that education
and health benefits given to households because of their children are included in this transfer. Although
needy military child benefit and orphan benefit are delivered as Family Benefits by the Ministry of
Family, within the scope of the thesis these benefits which related to child are assessed under the name
of child benefit.

31 According to the SILC microdata, it is assumed that 63.4 percent of 3.4 million households benefited
from the transfer of 1000 liras once, 19.8 percent of them twice, and 16.7 percent of them three times.
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7. Measures to support employment in pandemic: Market incomes were
simulated by considering the benefiting conditions and financial cost from
STW allowance and cash wage support. A total of 5.8 million employees, who
are declared to have benefited from these supports, were randomly selected
from the SILC microdata survey according to the condition of benefiting from
the support, the degree of impact of the sectors from the pandemic and the
sectoral weight in SILC. Based on the data on the number of beneficiaries and
the total expenditure of each programme (Table 1), the amount of support
received by the beneficiary was calculated. Thus, it is assumed that a person
who receives short-time working allowance receives an average of 6,524 TL,
and a person who receives unpaid leave from the workplace and receives cash

wage support receives 2,923 TL throughout 2020.

Table A.1 Fiscal Supports for Employees and Households in 2020 in the Scope

of the Study
Measures to Support Social Assistance
Employment Supporting Households
STW Cash Wage Pandemic Social Support
Allowance Support Program
Payment
Amount  23,371,396,994  6,478,346,870 6,530,331,000
(TL)
Beneficiaries
(Households/ 3,582,455 2,216,622 6,530,331
Workers)

Source: MoTF, PoSB, SGK and <https://www.csgb.gov.tr/haberler/bakan-
selcuk-sosyal-koruma-kalkani-kapsaminda-yaptigimiz-yardimlarin-tutari-45-
5-milyar-liraya-yaklasti/>

The random selection of 3.6 and 2.2 million beneficiaries who were declared to benefit
from short-time working allowance and cash wage support in 2020, according to the
sectoral weight and the degree of impact of the sectoral activities, was made by taking

Thus, the cost of the pandemic social support program in SILC is 5.2 billion TL, covering 80 percent
of the total amount of the program.
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into account the conditions of benefiting from the supports (being insured, not
receiving old and unemployment benefits, etc.) from the SILC microdata (Table A.2).

Table A.2 Selection of Income Support Beneficiaries from SILC Microdata According
to Sectoral Weight and Sectoral Activities in 2020

Number of

Weights  Degree of Beneficiaries Number of
Sectors based on limitation of of Cash Wage Beneficiaries of
SILC activities STW Allowance
Support
Agriculture 0.74 0 - -
Mining 0.75 3 37,345 60,356
Manufacturing 23.16 2 767,590 1,240,561
Electricity, Gas,
Steam and Air 1.32 0 - -
Condition
Construction 2.82 3 140,082 226,397
Wholesale and retail ~ 10.75 2 356,334 575,899
Transportation 4.85 2 160,793 259,870
Accommodation 3.41 4 225,773 364,889
Information and 1.30 1 21,620 34,942
Communication
Finance 2.59 1 42,979 69,462
Real Estate 0.91 4 60,233 97,347
Technical Activities 3.27 1 54,251 87,680
Administrative and 4 o 4 242,631 392,135
Support Services
Public
Administration and 16.84 0 - -
Defense
Education 13.31 0 - -
Health and Social
Care Activities 8.33 0 i i
Culture, Art,
Entertainment and 0.51 4 33,861 54,725
Sport Activities
Other 1.47 3 73,130 118,191
TOTAL 2.216.622 3.582.455

Note:The reflection of the confinement measures taken to limit the spread of the COVID-19
virus on sectoral activities is classified in 4 categories. It is graded from 0 to 4 according to
the employment being almost not affected by the measures and being most affected. Sectors
that are completely active and essential are indicated with ‘0. Employees in these sectors
continue to work normally. Essential, active but teleworkable (or able to work remotely) is

defined by ‘1°, mostly essential, partially active and not teleworkable ‘2’, mostly non-
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essential, partially active and not teleworkable ‘3’ and finally sectors most affected by

confinement ‘4’(EU Commision Report, 2020:9-13, OECD, 2020:62).

Table A.3 Marginal Contributions of Each Government Transfers to Inequality and

Poverty
Marginal gf)irtgrlilgtiltlions
Concentration Kakwani contributions
. . : : to poverty
coefficients index to inequality
T (Percentage
(Gini points) ;
points)

Sl VIS 07,7 0,557 02653  0,0024 0,750
Allowance
Cash Wage Support 0,1480 0,2730 0,0007 0,188
Pandemic Social 04401  0,8612 0,0024 0,500
Support
UNegRloymerg 0,0417 0,3794 0,0013 0,463
Transfer
Sickness Transfers 0,1967 0,2244 0,0004 0,214
Scholarship Benefit -0,2155 0,6365 0,0009 0,227
Children Benefit -0,4210 0,8421 0,0019 0,280
Housing Transfer -0,0522 0,4733 0,0001 0,009
Other Family Cash 04178 08389 0,009 0,149
Transfer
Old Age Benefit -0,6338 1,0549 0,0033 0,389
Disability Benefit -0,6157 1,0368 0,0026 0,444
Disability Contributory - 5995 7206 0,0013 0,311
Benefit
All Direct Transfers -0,2931 0,7107 0,0168 3,11
All Transfers with 01280 05491 00203 4,196

simulation
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B. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Kovid-19'un tetikledigi ekonomik kriz, 2008-2009 global krizinden bu yana diinya
capinda en derin GSYH daralmasinin yasanmasina neden olmus (IMF,2021),
bliylimenin yavaslamasiyla, yoksulluk ve gelir dagiliminda 6nceki yillarda elde edilen
kazanimlarin kismen de olsa tersine ¢evrilmesi riski ortaya c¢ikmustir (World
Bank,2022). Birgok iilke ekonomiyi canlandirmak, salgmnin bireyler ve firmalar
tizerindeki olumsuz etkisini azaltmaya yardimci olamak amaciyla ekonomik tesvik,
destek ve kurtarma paketleri agiklamistir. Bu paketlerin ortak amaci, hastaligin
yayilmasii kontrol altina almak, enfekte olanlar1 tekrar sagliklarina kavusturmak,
ekonomik faaliyetlerin azalmasindan etkilenen firmalarin isten ¢ikarmalarini ve
iflaslarini1 6nleyerek insanlari ve firmalar1 ekonomik ¢okiintiiden korumaktir. (OECD,

2020).

Tiirkiye’de pandeminin ilk etkilerinin Mart 2020 yilinda goriilmeye baslanmasiyla
salginin olumsuz etkilerini sinirlandirmak amaciyla Ekonomik Istikrar Kalkani Paketi
aciklanmistir. Ekonomik Istikrar Kalkam Paketi kapsaminda; kisa calisma &denegi,
nakdi ticret destegi ve hanehalkina yonelik karsiliksiz parasal destek verilmesi gibi
uygulamalar hayata gecirilmistir (KEP, 2020). Ayrica, 2020 yilinda dogrudan

transferlerin kapsami ve biiytikliigii artirilmistir.

Tezin amaci, resmi anket verilerine dayali olarak, Covid-19 salgiin gelir dagilimi ve
yoksulluk iizerindeki etkisini incelenmek, 2020 yilinda gelir desteklerinin ve artan
dogrudan transferlerin gelir esitligine ve yoksullugun azalatilmasina katkisini analiz
etmektir. Bu calismada, 2019 ve 2020 yili esdeger hanehakli kullanilabilir fert
gelirlerini temsil eden SILC 2020 ve 2021 yili sonuglarindan ve amprik analiz i¢in
Esitlik Taahhiidii (CEQ) metodolojisinden (Lustig 2018) yararlanilarak asagidaki

arastirma sorularina cevap aranmaktadir:

72



e Covid-19 salginin Tiirkiye'de gelir dagilim1 ve yoksulluk gostergeleri tizerinde
olumlu ya da olumsuz etkisi var midir? Bu etkinin yonii ve biiyiikliigi diger

soklarla karsilagtirildiginda nasildir?

e 2020 yilinda kapsami1 ve biiyiikliigii artan sosyal yardimlar gelir esitigine ve
yoksullugun azaltilmasina katkis1 var mi1? Bu katkinin biiyiikliigii pandemi

Oncesine gore ne Ol¢iide degisiyor?

e Pandemi doneminde hane ve galisan gelirlerine yonelik alinan yoksullukla
miicadelede ve gelir esitligini saglamada basarilt midir? Diger transferler ile

karsilagtirildiginda bu gostregeler iizerinde ne kadar etkili olmustur?

CEQ metodolojisi maliye politikasinin gelir dagilimi ve yoksulluk tizerindeki etkisini
kapsamli bir sekilde inceleme olanagi tanimasina ragmen calismada ele alinan
dogrudan transferlerin kapsami SILC mikro verisi tarafindan sinirlanmaktadir. SILC
anket formu yardimiyla bazi dogrudan transferlere program bazinda ulasilabilirken,
bazilar1 i¢in SILC mikro veri setindeki veriler ve yayinlanan kamu resmi verileri
kullanilarak birtakim yaklasimlar olusturulmustur. Ayrica, analiz kismi bir denge
analizi olup mali miidahalelerin yayilma etkisi, davranigsal etkileri ve digsalliklar

analiz kapsaminda incelenmemistir.

Kovid-19 pandemisinin iilkelerin gelir dagilimi ve yoksuluk tizerine etkilerini tahmin
etmeye calisan ¢ok sayida calisma mevcuttur. Calismalarda salgimin tetikledigi
ekonomik krizin yoksulluk {izerinde ciddi bir etkisinin olacagi Ongoriilmekte ve
uygulanan politikalarin bu etkiyi azaltacagi gosterilmektedir (Han et al., 2020; Lusting
et al., 2020; Almeida et al., 2021; Mahler et al., 2022; Yeldan et al., 2023). Ancak
ankete dayali resmi verilerin gecikmeli agiklanmasindan dolay1 bu calismalarda ¢esitli

simiilasyon tekniklerine ya da telefon anketlerine basvurulmustur.

Literatiide, Tirkiye’nin yoksulluk ve gelir dagilimina iligkin ¢aligmalar daha ¢ok
yoksullugun profiline ve yoksullugu tanimlamaya yoneliktir. Tiirkiye’de 6zellikle
pandemi donemindeki transferlerin gelir esitligi ve yoksulluga etkilerinin amprik

analize dayali olan incelendigi calismalar ¢ok azdir. Gelir ve yasam kosullarina iligkin
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tiim niifsusu temsil eden anketler genellikle goriigme anindan itibaren yaklagik 2 yil
gecikmeyle yayinlanmasi nedeniyle g¢aligmalarda arastirma sorusunun yanitlama
yetenegi biiylik 6l¢iide verilerin mevcudiyeti ile sinirlanmaktadir. Tekgii¢ ve Yeldan
(2021) ile Bayar ve Giingavdi (2022) Kovid-19 salgininin ve uygulanan politikalarin
etkisini giincel resmi verilerin yoklugunda sirasiyla 2017 yili ve 2015 yili hanehalki
gelirini baz alarak (SILC 2018 ve SILC 2016) 2020 yili hanehalki gelirini ¢esitli

yontemlerle tahmin etmistir.

Bu tez, pandemi doneminde Tiirkiye’de kapsami ve miktar1 artan dogrudan transferler
ile 2020 yilinda kisa ¢aligma 6denegi ve nakdi licret destegi olarak uygulanan gelir
destegi transferlerinin yoksulluk ve gelir dagilimi1 gostergelerine etkisini inceleyerek

literatiire katki saglamaktadir.

Covid-19 salginin gelir dagilimi ve yoksulluk oranlari {izerindeki etkilerinin analiz
edilebilmesi ve fert gelirlerinin salgindan nasil etkilendigi sorusuna yanit verilebilmesi
icin oncelikli olarak Tirkiye’de gelir dagilimi ve yoksulluk oranlarinin gelisimi
incelenmistir. Tiirkiye genelinde, esdeger hane halki kullanilabilir reel fert gelirindeki
(fert geliri) en yiiksek artis 2006 yilinda gerceklesmistir. 2001 krizinden sonraki
yillarda ekonomideki toparlanma, ekonomik biiylimenin st iiste 5 yi1l boyunca
stirdiiriilmesi, diisiik igsizlik ve tek haneli enflasyon oranlarinin da etkisiyle 2006 yil1
diger yillardan pozitif olarak ayrigmistir. Ancak, sonrasinda GSYIH nin yavaslamasi
ve 2008-2009 kiiresel krizin etkisiyle bu olumlu gidisat 2007 yilinda sekteye
ugramistir. Fert geliri 2007 ve 2009 yillarinda sirastyla yiizde 2,1 ve yilizde 1,7
oraninda azalmis, 2008 yilinda ise gelirlerde kayda deger bir artis yasanmamustir.
Kiiresel finans krizinden sonra yiiksek ekonomik biiyiimenin de etkisiyle fert geliri
2010-2015 doéneminde artis egilimine girmistir. Tiirkiye genelinde bir ferdin ortalama
reel geliri 2010 yilinda yillik 10 bin TL’den 2015 yilinda 12,5 bin TL’ye yiikselmis;
2015 yilindan sonra ise artis hizi diigsmiistiir. Darbe nedeniyle ekonominin
istikrarsizlagmasi ve iggiicli maliyetlerinin artmasinin bu yavaslamada etkisi olmustur.
Asgari ticrette 2017 ve 2018 yillarindaki enflasyonun altinda kalan artislarin, Tiirkiye
genelindeki ortalama fert geliri artisinin yiizde 1 gibi disiik bir seviyede kalmasinin

yansimasi olarak goriilmektedir. Kovid-19 pandemisinin zirve yaptigi 2020 yilinda,
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bireylerin ortalama yillik reel geliri 2019'a gore yiizde 2,6 azalarak 2020 yilinda yillik
ortalama reel gelir 13.368 TL olarak ger¢eklesmistir.

Ekonomik soklarin yapisi, hangi gelir grubunun krizden daha fazla etkilenecegi
kosunda belirleyici rol oynamaktadir. 2008 yilinda kiiresel mali kriz nedeniyle Tiirkiye
ekonomisinin biiyime hizindaki yavaglama ve 2009 yilinda Tiirkiye'nin
GSYIH'sindaki yiizde 4,8'lik diisiisten en ¢ok son yiizde 20'lik kesim etkilenmistir.
2020 y1linda pandeminin yikici ekonomik etkisi, Tiirkiye'de de hemen hemen tiim gelir
gruplarinda bireysel gelirin azalmasiyla kendini gostermistir. Ortalama reel fert
gelirindeki diisiisiin, biiyiik 6l¢lide sonuncu yiizde 20°lik gelir grubunun ortalama fert
gelirindeki azalistan kaynaklandigi, pandemi doneminde 2019 yilina kiyasla ilk yiizde
20’lik gelir grubunun gelirinde herhangi bir kaybin olmadig1 goriilmektedir.

Gelir dagiliminin en 6nemli gostergelerinden biri olan Gini katsayist 2013 yilindan
2017 yilina kadar artmis, 2018 yilinda yasanilan kur sokunun diger gelir gruplarindan
ziyade daha ¢ok {ist gelir grubunu etkilemesiyle birlikte Gini katsayisi 0,395
seviyelerine kadar diismiis ancak 2019 yilinda artarak 0,410 ile tekrar 2008 yilindaki
seviyesine gerilemistir. Covid-19 pandemisinin hissedildigi 2020 yilinda yiiksek gelir
grubundaki bireylerin yillik ortalama reel bireysel gelirlerinin 2019 yilina gore
azalmasi ve en diisiik gelir grubundakilerin gelirlerinin sabit kalmasiyla Gini katsayisi
iyilesmistir. Esdeger hanehalki kullanilabilir fert medyan gelirinin %50'si ve %60’1
dikkate alinarak belirlenen yoksulluk sinirina gore, 2005 yilinda sirasiyla yiizde 18,6
ve yiizde 25,4’¢ ile en yiiksek seviyededir. 2016 yilinda en diisiik seviyeye gerileyen
goreli yoksulluk oranlarmin bu yildan sonraki yiikselis egilimi 2020 yilina kadar
devam etmis ve Tiirkiye'de Kovid-19 vakalariin artmaya bagladigi 2020 yilinda goreli

yoksulluk oranlar1 2019 yilina gore azalmistir.

[lk bakista ortalama reel fert gelirlerinin diismesi ve fert gelirlerindeki azalisin dnemli
bir boliimiiniin (%57) en yiiksek gelir grubunun ortalama fert reel gelirlerindeki
azaligtan kaynaklanmasinin Gini katsayis1 ve yoksulluk oranlarina olumlu yansidigi
degerlendirilmektedir. Bununla birlikte daha detayli ve kapsamli bir analizle 2020
yilinda hiikiimet desteklerinin yoksul kesimi korumada ve calisan kesimin gelir

kayiplarini telafi etmedeki basarisi incelenmektedir.

75



Bu caligmada 2020 yilinda miktar1 ve kapsami artan sosyal yardimlarin yani sira
calisanlara ve yoksulluk riski altindaki hanelere yonelik desteklerin gelir esitligini ve
yoksullugun azalmasina katkisi analiz edilmektedir. Boylelikle 2020 yilinda yoksulluk
ve gelir dagilimi gostergelerinde ortaya ¢ikan iyilesmenin hangi boyutta Kovid-19’un
ekonomiye etkisini azaltmak icin aciklanan “Ekonomik Istikrar Kalkan1 Paketi’yle
iligkilendirilebilecegi arastirllmigtir. Calismada, gelir desteklerinin ve dogrudan
transferlerin gelir esitsizligi tizerindeki olusturdugu etkiyi tespit etmek amaciyla
onemli esitsizlik gostergeleri olan Gini katsayisi, Theil endeksi, P90/10 ve P80/P20
gostergelerindeki degisiklikler ele alinmistir. Programlarin yoksulluk tizerindeki
etkilerini 6lgmek amaciyla yoksulluk orani ve yoksulluk agigi gostergelerindeki
degisiklikler incelenmis, ayrica Beckerman and Immervol etkinlik gostergeleri ile
dogrudan transferlerin  yoksullugu azaltict etkinligi pandemi Oncesiyle
karsilagtirilmistir. Ayrica her bir programin progresifliginin yani sira gelir esitsizligi

ve yoksulluk tizerindeki marjinal etkileri tespit edilmistir.

Analiz sonuglarina gore 2020 yilinda ¢alisanlara yonelik gelir desteklerinin (kisa
calisma 6denegi ve nakdi licret destegi) olmadigi senaryoda gelir dagilimi 0.421 olarak
tahmin edilmektedir. Calisanlara yonelik gelir destegi programlarinin katkisiyla 2020
yilinda Gini katsayis1 0,421'den yaklasik 0,418’e, dogrudan transferlerin katkistyla
0,418’den 0.401°a kadar diismektedir. Pandemi 6ncesi 2019 yilinda ise dogrudan
transferlerin etkisiyle Gini katsayisi 0,422’den 0,410’a gerilemektedir. Bu baglamda
dogrudan transferlerin Gini katsayisini iyilestirici etkisi 2019 yilinda 0.011 Gini
puanken 2020 yilinda bu deger 0.017 Gini puana yiikselmis, gelir destekleri de dikkate

alindiginda 0.02 Gini puana ulagmistir.

Pandemi donemindeki gelir destekleri ve dogrudan transferlerin olmadigi senaryo
altinda P80/P20 gostergesi ele alindiginda zengin ile yoksul arasindaki gelir farkinin
2019 yilindaki 8 katlik farktan 2020 yilinda 9.1 kata yiikselecegi tahmin edilirken,
gelir desteklerinin etkisiyle bu fark 8,96’ya diismiistiir. Dogrudan transferlerin goz
ontine alindiginda P80/20 gostergesi degeri 2020 yilinda 8.96 kattan 7,7 kata kadar
gerilemistir. 2019 yilindaysa en zengin ile en yoksul arasindaki gelir farki daha sinirli
bir iyilesme gostererek 8.9 kattan 8 kata diismiistiir. En yiiksek ve en diisiik gelir
gruplar1 arasindaki degisiklikleri baz alan P80/P20 ve P90/P10 gostergeleri, Kovid-19
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nedeniyle ¢alisanlarin gelir kayiplari telafi edilmeseydi 2019 yilina gore 2020 yilinda

en zengin ile en yoksul arasindaki gelir farkinin daha da agilacag: gostermektedir.

Orta gelir grubundaki degisikliklere karsi daha hassas olan Gini katsayisi
incelendiginde, gelir kayiplarin1 azaltmaya yonelik higbir transferin olmadigi
varsayimi altida, Kovid-19’un gelir dagiliminda esitligi bozucu etkisi daha az goze
carpmaktadir. Bu sonuglar literatiirde gegen, Kovid-19’un hanchalki gelirleri {izerinde
yarattig1 tahribatin orta gelir grubundan ziyade yoksul kesim tizerindeki daha siddetli
hissedildigi savin1 dogrulamaktadir. Yoksulluk gostergelerinde de Kovid-19 krizinin

yoksullugu artirici etkisi daha agik bir sekilde fark edilmektedir.

2019 yilinda yoksulluk orani (medyan gelirin %50’si baz alinarak) dogrudan transferin
etkisiyle yiizde 17,2’den yiizde 15’e gerileyerek yaklasik 2,2 puan azalmigtir. Pandemi
doneminde toplumdaki dar gelirli ve dezavantajli gruplarin korunmasi ile istthdamda
stirekliliginin saglanmasin1 amaglayan dogrudan transferlerin ve gelir desteklerinin
yoklugunda yoksulluk oraninin (medyan gelirin %50’si baz alinarak) 2019 yilindaki
yiizde 15 olan degerinden 2020 yilinda yiizde 18,6’ya yiikselecegi tahmin edilirken
gelir destekleri sayesinde bu oran yaklasik 1 puan azalarak yiizde 17,6’ya inmis,
dogrudan transferlerle birlikte 3 puan azalarak 2020 yilinda ytlizde 14,4’e gerilemistir.
Ekonomik faaliyetlerdeki kesintilerden dolayr fert gelirlerinde olusan kaybin
yoksullugu ivmelendirmesinin kismen kisa ¢alisma ve nakdi iicret destegiyle oniine
gecilmis, kapsami ve biiylikligil artan dogrudan transferlerle yoksulluk oraninda 2019

yilinda gore azalis elde edilmigtir.

Dogrudan transferlerin yoksulluk oraninin yani sira yoksullugun derinligini gosteren
yoksulluk a¢181 ve yoksullugun siddetini 6lgen yoksulluk agiginin karesi endekslerinde
dogrudan transferlerin etkisi 2020 yilinda daha yiiksek seviyelerdedir. Dogrudan
transferler pandemi dncesinde yoksulluk agigini yiizde 24,8 oraninda azaltirken, 2020
yilinda bu iyilesme yiizde 33,3’e ¢ikmistir. Ancak yoksulluk agigindaki ayni oranda
azalmanin harcama miktar1 birbirinden farkli transferlerle gerceklestirebilmenin
mimkiin olmas1 nedeniyle yoksulluk acigindaki azalma tek basma transfer
harcamalarinin etkinliini aciklamakta yeterli goriilmemektedir. Bu nedenle
tranferlerin etkinligini degerlendirmek i¢in Beckerman’in (1979) ortaya koydugu ve
sonrasinda Immervoll et al. (2009) tarafindan gelistirilen yoksullugu azaltma etkinligi,

dikey harcama etkinligi ve tagsma oran1 Tiirkiye i¢in hesaplanmistir.
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2020 yilinda dogrudan transferlerin kapsami ve biiyiikliigli artmasina ragmen transfer
oncesi yoksulluk sinirinin altinda kalan kesime ulasan transferlerin toplam dogrudan
transferler i¢cindeki oraninin 2019 yilina gore azalmasi (2019 yilinda dikey etkinlik
orani yiizde 39,2’den 2020 yilinda yiizde 37,9’ye diismesi) pandemi donemindeki
dogrudan transferlerin yoksullugu azaltma etkinligini ylizde 29,2 ile sinirlandirmigtir

(2019 yilinda yiizde ayn1 oran yiizde 27,7’ dir).

Dogrudan transferlere, calisanlara yonelik destekler ilave edildiginde transferlerin
toplam biiyiikliigli artmasina ragmen yoksullugu azaltma etkinliginde beklenenin
aksine diiglis goriilmektedir. Kayit dis1 ¢alisan ve yoksul olan kesimin sigortalt
calisanlara yonelik tasarlanan kisa calisma ve nakdi ticret desteginden
yararlanamamasi nedeniyle gelir destekleri toplam transfer miktarini artirirken yoksul
kesime ulagan transfer miktarinda artis saglanamamistir. Dogrudan transferlere
calisanlara yonelik desteklerin ilave edilmesine ragmen yoksul kesimin aldigi payin
(dikey etkinlik yiizde 37,9’dan yiizde 27,5’¢) diismesi ve transferler sonrasi artik
yoksul olmayan kesimin gelirlerindeki artigin siirmesiyle transferlerin optimal
dagilimindaki bozulmay1 ima eden tagsma oranindaki artis sonucu (¢alisanlara yonelik
gelir destekleriyle tagsma orani ylizde 23’ten yiizde 25°e yiikseldi) toplam desteklerin
yoksullugu azaltma etkinligi yiizde 29,2’den yiizde 20,6’ya gerilemistir.

Gelir desteklerinin ve dogrudan transferlerin gelir dagilimina etkisi program bazinda
incelendiginde, Kovid-19 déneminde gelir esitligine en fazla katki 0,003 Gini puan ile
yaslilik maags1 ve engelli yardimlarindan gelmektedir. Pandemi doneminde yaglhilik ve
engelli transferlerindeki artisin 2019 yilina gore sirasiyla yiizde 74 ve yiizde 40
oraninda olmasi ve bu programlarin 6n kosullarinda muhtaglik kriterinin bulunmasi
nedeniyle gelir esitligine katkilar1 2019 yilina gore artmistir. Pandemi doneminde ilk
kez uygulanan kisa ¢alisma 6denegi ve nakit destek programlarinin gelir dagilimini

tyilestirici etkileri sirastyla 0,002 ve 0,001 Gini puandir.

Pandemi doneminde yoksullugun azaltilmasinda en fazla marjinal katki kisa ¢calisma
O0denegi ve pandemi sosyal destek programimindir. Calisan gelirlerindeki kayiplar
telafi etmek amaciyla uygulanan kisa ¢aligma ddeneginin yoksullugun azaltilmasina
marjinal katkis1 0,75 ylizde puan, diigiik gelirli haneleri yoksulluk riskinden korumak

i¢cin uygulanan pandemi sosyal destek programinin ise 0,50 yiizde puandir. Nakdi licret
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desteginin ise yoksullugu azaltilmasindaki marjinal katkisinin 0,19 yiizde puan ile

diistik bir seviyededir.

Yoksulluk iizerindeki etkisi pandemi doneminde bir 6nceki yila gore en fazla artan
dogrudan transfer ise hastalik yardimi olmustur. Ferdin {icretli hastalik izninden dolay1
elde etmis oldugu sosyal yardim nitegindeki gelir SILC mikro veri sonuglarina gore
2019 yilindaki cari fiyatlarla yaklasik 532 bin TL olan degerinden 2020 yilinda 5,7
milyar TL’ye ¢ikarak yaklasik 10 kattan fazla artmistir. Harcamadaki artistan kaynakli
hastalik yardiminin yoksullugun azaltilmasindaki marjnal katkis1 2019 yilindaki 0,01
yiizde puanlik degerinden, 2020 yilinda 0,21 yiizde puana yiikselmistir. Pandemi
doneminde isten ¢ikarmalarin 6nlenmesine iliskin kararin etkisiyle issizlik transferinin
toplam biiyiikliigiinde dnemli bir artis (2019 yilma gore yiizde 3) olmamistir. Issizlik
transferinin yoksullugun azaltilmasina marjinal katkis1 2020 yilinda ancak 0,46 yiizde
puan ile 2019 yilindaki 0.40 yiizde puan degerinden belirgin bir farklilasma
gostermemistir. Programin harcama biiyiikliigli ve artis oran1 kadar yoksul yanlisi
olmasi da énemlidir. Issizlik transferinin harcama biiyiikliigii Pandemi sosyal destek
programinin yaklasik 2 kati olmasina ragmen issizlik transferinin yoksullugun
azaltilmasina marjinal katkisi, yoksul yanlisi tasarlanan Pandemi sosyal destek

programinin ¢ok gerisindedir.

Tiirkiye’de 2020 yilinda transfer politikalarimin yani sira vergi politikalarinda da
diizenlemeler olmustur. Calismada veri kisitina baghi olarak Kovid-19 salgim
kapsaminda maliye politikalarinin gelir esitsizligi ve yoksulluk iizerindeki etkileri
incelenememistir. Bu kapsamda, ileriki ¢alismalarda mali miidahalelerin yayilma
etkileri, davranigsal etkileri ve digsalliklarinin dahil oldugu daha kapsamli analizler

yapilabilir.
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