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ABSTRACT

DOES SOCIAL ASSISTANCE FACILITATE YOUTH FEMALE’S EXIT FROM NEET?

KAYA, Hasan
M.Sc., Department of Economics
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Hakan ERCAN

September 2023, 89 pages

This study examines whether social assistance currently implemented in Tiirkiye
affect the dynamics of transition between various education and labor market statuses of young
women. In addition to overall social benefits, the effects of various sub-breakdowns of social
assistance were also analyzed for young women. For this purpose, we utilize from the Survey
on Income and Living Conditions panel data of Turkstat for the period 2014-2021 and adopt
Markov Matrices and Multinomial Logit methodology. The results of transition matrices
method show that i) inactivity and high immobility in inactives is a problem for women, ii)
among those who are not inactive, women are more likely to go into inactive status, iii) women
are negatively differentiated in transition to education and employment, iv) transition
dynamics are generally worse for women in beneficiary households. The results of
multinomial logit method show that i) for young women of any status, there is no evidence
that overall social benefits or any of their subdivisions are activating, ii) some forms of social
assistance increase the likelihood that various groups will transition to passive NEET status,
iii) some forms of social assistance reduce the possibility of passive NEET young women
moving to other statuses, iv) active NEET status is the only status where social assistances do
not have any effects. We find out that the desired activating feature of social assistance is not
seen in the case of Tiirkiye for the young women. There are even disincentivizing effects for

various statuses and various types of assistance.

Keywords: Social Assistance, NEET, Multinomial Logit, Markov Matrices
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SOSYAL YARDIMLAR GENC KADINLARIN NEET’TEN CIKISINI KOLAYLASTIRIR
MI?

KAYA, Hasan
Yiiksek Lisans, Iktisat Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Hakan ERCAN

Eyliil 2023, 89 sayfa

Bu calisma, Tirkiye'de halihazirda uygulanmakta olan sosyal yardimlarin geng
kadinlarin ¢esitli egitim ve isgilicii piyasast durumlari arasindaki geg¢is dinamiklerini etkileyip
etkilemedigini incelemektedir. Genel sosyal yardimlara ek olarak, geng kadinlar 6zelinde
sosyal yardimin ¢esitli alt kiritlimlarinin etkileri de analiz edilmistir. Bu amagla TUIK'in 2014-
2021 donemi Gelir ve Yasam Kosullar1 Anketi panel mikro veri setinden yararlanilarak
Markov Matrisleri ve Cok Terimli Logit metodolojisi benimsenmistir. Gegis matrisleri
analizinin sonuglari, 1) inaktivitenin ve inaktiflerde yiiksek hareketsizligin aslen kadinlar i¢in
bir sorun oldugunu, ii) inaktif olmayanlar arasinda inaktif duruma ge¢me olasiliginin kadinlar
icin daha yiiksek oldugunu, iii) kadinlarin egitim ve istihdama geciste negatif olarak
ayristigini, iv) gecis dinamiklerinin, yardim yararlanicist hanelerdeki kadinlar i¢in genellikle
daha kotii oldugunu gostermektedir. Cok terimli logit analizinin sonuglari, i) herhangi bir
statiideki gen¢ kadinlar i¢in, genel sosyal yardimlarin veya herhangi bir alt kirtliminin aktive
ediciligine dair bir kanit bulunamadigini, ii) baz1 sosyal yardim tiirlerinin, ¢esitli gruplarin
pasif NEET statiistine gegme olasihigmi artirdigini, iii) bazi sosyal yardim tiirlerinin, pasif
NEET statiisiindeki gen¢ kadinlarin bagka statiilere ge¢me olasiligini azalttigini, iv) aktif
NEET statiistiniin, tim sosyal yardim tiirleri i¢in herhangi bir etki bulunamayan tek statii
oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bulgular, Tiirkiye oOrneginde gen¢ kadinlar ig¢in sosyal
yardimlarin arzu edilen harekete gecirici 6zelliginin olmadigini hatta ¢esitli statiiler ve gesitli

yardim tiirleri i¢in caydirici etkilerin mevcudiyetini ortaya koymaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sosyal Yardim, NEET, Cok Terimli Logit, Markov Matrisleri
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND MOTIVATION

Demographic window of opportunity refers to a period that is seen as a gift to
countries, as the share of the working-age population reaches higher levels while the
population growth rate of countries decreases, and it is a period that countries can only
encounter once in the process of demographic transformation (Barlow, 1944:157). Although
this period is considered as a gift on the grounds that the increase in the share of the population
aged 15-64 in working age to significant levels provides important opportunities for economic
development, if this population cannot be integrated into education and its employability
cannot be increased by including them in the workforce, unemployment and possible socio-
economic problems that may arise subsequently carry the risk of transforming this period into
a threat to the development process rather than an opportunity.

Although the policies implemented to reach the goals may differ, it is a common goal
to include the young population in a qualified education process and to increase their
employability in underdeveloped, developing or developed countries. In developed countries,
where the pressure of aging is one of the main problems, it is even more important to use the
relatively low young population efficiently. Especially Northwestern European countries,
where the problems related to the young population are felt the most, are faced with the
decrease in the ratio of the young population due to aging, on the one hand, and on the other
hand, they seek a solution to the problem that the young population, whose share is low, does
not take part in education and working life.

The fact that the increase in the share of the elderly population in the total population
brings with it social protection expenditures such as health, care and retirement has recently
pushed both developed and developing countries to focus more on the young population in
order to support economic activity and economic development. In other words, the pressure of
aging, which emerged as a natural result of completing the demographic transition process,
has paved the way for the young population, who are not in employment, education or training,
to become the focus, due to the economic costs it brings, and has increased the search for
policies for this segment.

The high share of the young population, who are not in employment, education or
training (NEET), is one of the main obstacles to efficient use of the demographic window of
opportunity that countries typically have once in their development process. This situation

constitutes an important agenda for Tiirkiye where the demographic transition process, which



refers to the transition from a state of high mortality and high fertility rates to a situation where
mortality rates decrease and births are consciously controlled, completed at the end of the
twentieth century, and a demographic window of opportunity has been opened since the
beginning of the 2000s (Behar et al., 1999:21). According to the population projections of
Turkstat, it is predicted that the demographic window of opportunity in Tiirkiye will close in
the 2035-2040 period, and there is a limited time left for efficient use of the opportunity.

NEET is composed of the active population that is unemployed and does not take part
in education, and the inactive population that is not included in the labor force and does not
take part in education. While defining the status of being in education, vocational courses,
internships, and similar training activities are also evaluated within the same scope as well as
formal education. While determining whether the individual is in education or not, it is taken
into account whether s/he has received any education in the last four weeks or as of the
moment, as in the definition of being employed/unemployed.

Since 2005, there has been a long-term downward trend in NEET rates between the
ages of 15-29 in Tirkiye, especially among women. The NEET rate, which was 43.6 percent
in 2005, decreased by 14.9 points to 28.7 percent in this period, while the female NEET rate
decreased by 22.6 points from 62.1 percent to 39.5 percent. The increase in schooling rates
and the extended education period due to compulsory education regulations were effective in
this improvement. Nevertheless, high levels of inertia have occurred in both male and female
NEET rates over the past five years. As of 2021, the NEET rate is 28.7 percent in Tiirkiye,
while it is 18.4 percent and 39.5 percent for males and females, respectively (Figure 1.1.).
This indicates a gender gap of 21.1 points in NEET rates.
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Figure 1.1. NEET Rates by Years and Gender in Tiirkiye (15-29 year-olds, %)



According to the results of the Household Labor Force Survey (HLFS) of the Turkish
Statistical Institute, as of 2021, the non-institutional population between the ages of 15-29 in
Tiirkiye consists of 18 million 150 thousand people, and the share of women and men is 47.4
percent and 52.6 percent, respectively.

Among the young population, 5 million 136 thousand are only in education, 5 million
685 thousand are only in employment, 1 million 770 thousand are in both education and
employment, and 5 million 559 thousand are neither in employment nor in education or in
training (Table 1.1.). While 1 million 412 thousand (25.4%) of the NEET population consists
of the unemployed, that is, the active population, 4 million 147 thousand (74.6%) are in the
inactive status, that is, out of the workforce. The informality rate of employment in the relevant

age group is 32.8 percent.

Table 1.1. Education and Labor Force Status by Gender as of 2021 in Tiirkiye (15-29
year-olds, thousand people)

Total Unemployed Out of Labor Force
In Not In In Not In In Not In
Educ. Educ. Total Educ. Educ. Total Educ. Educ. Total

Female | 3.250 5.353| 8.604| 219 602 821| 2506 3.170( 5.676
Male 3.656  5.890( 9.546] 228 809| 1.037] 2.184 977] 3.161

Total 6.906 11.244| 18.150| 446 1.412| 1.858| 4.690 4.147| 8.837
Employed Formal-Employed Informal-Employed
In Not In In Not In In Not In
Educ. Educ. Total Educ. Educ. Total Educ. Educ. Total

Female 526 1581 2107| 380 1.110| 1.490 145 471 617
Male 1244 4.104| 5.348] 775 2.747| 3.521 469  1.357| 1.827

Total 1770 5.685| 7.455] 1.155 3.857| 5.012 615 1.829| 2.443
Source: Turkish Statistical Institute, Household Labor Force Survey 2021

Among the 8 million 604 thousand female population in the relevant age group, 2
million 725 thousand are only in education, 1 million 581 thousand are only in employment,
526 thousand are both in education and employment, and 3 million 772 thousand are neither
in employment nor in education or in training (Table 1.1.). As it can be seen, while there is a
relatively balanced distribution among the young population who are only in education, the
employment rate of female is quite low compared to male, and female in other groups are
negatively differentiated from male.

As a reflection of this negative segregation, 67.9 percent of the NEET population in
the relevant age group is women, which reveals that the NEET problem in Tirkiye is

concentrated mostly on women. 16 percent of young women with NEET status are active



(unemployed) and 84 percent are inactive (out of the labor force). One of the most important
reasons for the common inactivity seen in young women in Tiirkiye iS preoccupation with
housework, childcare and eldercare, which are mostly due to the social role of women in the
society. Another important reason behind the women’s inactivity is the lack of support for
women’s work due to cultural norms.

International comparisons also support that the NEET problem is widespread among
women in Tirkiye. As of 2021, while the NEET rate for men aged 15-29 in Tirkiye is 18.2
percent, the OECD average is 12.8 percent. As for women, the NEET rate in Tiirkiye is 39.5
percent, while the OECD average is 16.5 percent.

In order to use the young population in Tiirkiye more efficiently in the economic
development process of the country, it is obvious that young people, especially young women,
should be included in education and labor force, and the employability of those included in
the labor force should be increased. As a natural consequence of this situation, the question of
how to ensure the transition of young people to education and the labor market occupies an
important place in the policy agenda of the country.

In this context, social assistance, which is widely applied? in Tiirkiye, stands out as an
important policy tool? that activates individuals. As a matter of fact, the findings in the
literature that social assistance has significant effects on labor market mobility reveal that
social assistance should be a policy tool that needs to be well designed in Tiirkiye, where
unemployment and inactivity rates are still quite high, especially among young people, and
the labor force participation rate is still very low, especially among women.

Social assistance can affect the transition of young people to the labor market or
education through various mechanisms. First of all, social assistance can facilitate the
education of young people in the household by providing support for them to continue their
education. This support can take the form of covering tuition costs or providing educational
materials. Another channel is that the social assistance given to the household facilitates the
entry of young people into the labor market. These assistance can cover the expenses that
young people will need during the job search process or make it possible for them to attend

vocational training and courses. In this way, young people can improve their job skills and

! According to the Income-Expenditure Tables of the Social Assistance and Solidarity Encouragement
Fund of the Ministry of Family and Social Services and the Integrated Social Assistance Information
System Database, as of 2022, 4 million 419 thousand 286 households received social assistance. The
number of beneficiaries receiving social assistance in the mentioned households is 17 million 745
thousand 877 people. In this context, a total of 151 million 919 thousand 509 TL social assistance was
provided from the Social Assistance and Solidarity Encouragement Fund, the General Budget and other
institutions and organizations, and the ratio of these assistance to GDP is 1 percent as of 2022. The ratio
of this figure to the general budget is 5.2 percent as of 2022.

2 Social assistances given in Turkey is mostly conditional on income.



increase their chances of finding a job. Furthermore, social assistance can eliminate other
situations such as child labor or forced domestic work that may hinder young people’s
education or participation in the labor market in financially distressed households.

Apart from the channels mentioned above, there are other issues that reveal the
importance of social assistance. Despite the significant improvement over the years, informal
employment in Tiirkiye is still around 25-30% in total and around 15-20% in non-agricultural
sectors. This situation highlights the social assistance as an important tool within the social
protection system in order to meet the basic needs of the population, which is outside the social
security system, and to protect them against economic shocks. In addition, in societies where
informality is common, the fact that poorly designed social assistance deters formal work and
directs individuals to informal work increases the importance of the design of social assistance.
Furthermore, effective design of social assistance is important in terms of preventing waste of
resources, since social benefits are generally financed by the state using public resources and
constitute a significant part of transfer expenditures.

It is considered that overcoming the barriers to young women's access to the labor
market and education, such as child care, elderly care, lack of access to transportation, and
financial impossibility in general, can play an activating role for young women. Furthermore,
it is worth noting that social assistance programs, despite their intended benefits, may
inadvertently create disincentives for young women. With this study, it is aimed to contribute
to the widespread debate about the effectiveness of social assistance in addressing the
phenomenon of NEET, especially for young women, and it will be investigated whether social
assistance facilitates the exit of young women from NEET status in Tiirkiye, where social
assistance is used as an active policy tool for a long time.

Whether a specifically targeted social policy design has an (de)activating role for
young women with NEET status in a certain age group will be examined using
microeconometric methods and micro level data. If the assistance is effective in this
framework, an in-depth analysis will be made on which social policies are more effective in
the sub-breakdowns, and policy design will be tried to be guided.

The study will provide insights into the potential of outreach to support young
women's transition mechanisms to employment and education and contribute to policy design
in this area. Furthermore, as observed in the literature, the studies in this field focused on all
members of the household or spesifically head of the household and the labor market results
of these members, and this study will be a distinctive study in that it is specific to young people
and also deals with education results.

The rest of the study is designed as follows: In the second part, firstly, information
about the methodological literature on using the transition dynamics in the labor market, which

is one of the most important application areas of the SILC dataset to be used in this study, will
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be given. Then, within this technical framework, the literature on which the effects of social
assistance are tried to be analyzed will be mentioned and information will be given about the
main results of the prominent studies. In the third part, firstly, information about the SILC data
set to be used in the study will be given, and then transition matrices and multinomial logit
methods will be introduced. In the fourth chapter, the mobility between the labor market
statuses will be analyzed by the method of transition matrices, and the factors affecting the
transition tendencies of individuals will be examined by using the multinomial logit method.
In the last section, the main findings of the study and the implied policy approaches will be

discussed.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Analyzing only the static situation of the workforce in the labor market means ignoring
the dynamics of transition between sectors and statuses (Perry et al., 2007:57). Reliable panel
household data sets that provide detailed information about the situation in the labor market,
such as the Survey on Income and Living Conditions (SILC), which was started to be used by
pioneers such as Angus Deaton (1972) in the economics literature, enabled the dynamic
analysis in question over time. In addition to demographic indicators, the inclusion of various
data on household income in the aforementioned surveys enabled the inclusion of income
indicators in dynamic analyses.

Maloney (1999) pioneered the analysis of labor market transitions using the transition
matrices method, in which the transition probabilities of the same individuals between
different statuses are modeled. In his study using the Mexican panel data set, Maloney
analyzed the determinants of the transition of individuals in the labor market between various
statuses and of those in employment between sectors, using the multinomial logit method.
Applying Maloney's approach to Argentina, Canavire-Bacarrezza and Lima (2007) analyzed
the effect of the economic crisis in the country in the early 2000s on the mobility of various
groups in the country in the labor market.

Wolterman (2002) who worked on search methods using monthly employment
surveys of 1999 in the Brazilian labor market divided the labor market into five categories as
formal employment, informal employment, self-employed, inactive and searching. In this
context, the effects of variables such as different job search methods, gender, being a
household head, and education level on labor market transitions were investigated using the
multinomial logit method. In the study, in which the job search category was used as the basis,
only the transition from the search status to other categories was focused. By doing so, it has
been tried to understand whether explanatory variables have an effect on the transition to any
status, including staying in the search status.

In Tirkiye, Tansel et al., who have been pioneers in this field, have benefited from
transition matrices in their labor market mobility studies, which especially focuses on
transition to/from formal and informal employment. First, they developed a set of probability
statistics based on the SILC panel dataset, making use of Markov transition processes, and
revealed the transition trends to different labor market states namely, formal-salaried,

informal-salaried, formal self-employed, informal self-employed, unemployed, and inactive



for the period of 2006-2009. Then, using the multinomial logit method for each base category,
they measured the effects of gender, age group, education level, the state of living in rural or
urban, the state of having or not having children, the number of people living in the household,
and such variables on the transition dynamics between these statuses.

Social assistance is one of the most important means of reducing poverty levels in the
future by encouraging education, health and such expenditures, apart from being a means of
reducing existing poverty in cash or in kind. Considering its long-term economic and social
impact, social assistance has become a widely used policy variable in dynamic economic and
social analyses.

The labor market has also come to the fore as one of the most important areas where
the effects of social assistance are analyzed. For example, whether the beneficiaries of social
assistance prefer to stay away from the labor market in order not to be deprived of benefits or
whether they turn to informal employment from formal employment has been the subject of
various studies in the literature.

There has been a substantial effort in the empirical economics literature to identify the
effects of social benefits on labor market outcomes in order to provide policy makers with
guidance on optimally designing welfare programs and to find solutions to structural economic
and social problems. Given the more generous social safety nets in developed countries than
in developing countries and the limited data availability in developing countries, much of the
initial literature focused on developed country experiences, particularly the United States and
Western European countries.

Bargain et al. (2009) analyzed the effects of minimum social assistance income (RMI)
on labor market outcomes with micro level data using the regression discontinuity approach
in France. Since a significant part of the social assistance beneficiaries in France are single
individuals, they specifically focused on the results related to the group in question. They
showed that the negative impact of social assistance on labor supply was concentrated on
married women and single mothers, while there was no significant effect on singles without
children and especially on single men.

Amarante et al. (2011) examined the effects of conditionally designed social assistance
on household income within the scope of the National Social Emergency Response Plan in
Uruguay on labor market outcomes using panel microdata. In the study, in which the
regression discontinuity analysis method was used, it was found that formal employment and
earnings decreased in line with the economic theory. In addition, adverse effects on labor
supply and earnings have been shown to persist even two years after the program was
terminated, although some rebounded over time.

In the case of Tiirkiye, Alcan et al. (2016) divided the labor market statuses into

various segments consisting of formal employed, informal employed, unemployed, and out of
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labor force and analyzed the effect of social assistance on labor market mobility in Tiirkiye
using the multinomial logit method. In the study, the SILC survey was used and various
microeconometric estimations were made by creating panels for different periods. By doing
so, they tried to test the validity of the influence channels in economic theory in Tiirkiye. They
found that social assistance have an disincentive effect, but this effect is generally a provoking
effect to informal work. Furthermore, they showed that inactive social assistance beneficiaries
were less likely to remain inactive than those who did not receive social assistance, supporting
the activation tool role of social assistance.

In a more recent study, Christl and de Poli (2021), who analyzed the impact of changes
in the social assistance system on labor supply in Austria with EUROMOD, a microsimulation
model for EU member states, showed that labor supply elasticities differed significantly by
gender and household types. In this study which measures the effects of the reform called
“Neue Sozialhilfe” (New Social Assistance), which includes the limitation of social assistance
for extended families with children and individuals with weak language skills and asylum,
they showed that men and migrants reacted strongly to the policy and there was a partial
increase in the total labor supply.

Bargain et al. (2022) examined the effects of social assistance on labor market
dynamics of the youth population in Denmark using 2000-2006 panel microdata. In the study,
which deals with the social assistance given to the childless single young population, they
found out that the employment of low-skilled workers decreased, while the social assistance
entitlements increased significantly. Furthermore, they showed that two-thirds of the increase
in social assistance entitlements was resulting from the transition from employment out of the
labor market, and one-third was resulting from the refusal to enter the labor market. In
addition, it was pointed out in the study that exits from the labor market were mostly
concentrated in the low wage earners group. Another feature of this study is that it is one of
the limited number of studies conducted within the scope of young population in this field.

This study will contribute to the limited literature in the context of the effects of social
assistance on the labor market mobility in a developing world from the perspective of Tiirkiye.
Furthermore, as it can be seen, the effects of social assistance on labor market dynamics have
been studied in very few studies in the young population age group, and the studies available
in this age group are concentrated in developed countries. In this context, one of the main
contributions of this study is that it will help fill this gap in the relevant age group and related
country group. The high youth unemployment rate, widespread informality, high inactivity,
especially among women, and such structural factors that distinguish the Turkish labor market
from other countries and make it relatively more complex and dynamic make it attractive to

analyze the Turkish labor market in this regard.



CHAPTER 3

DATA AND METHODOLOGY

In this section, firstly, information will be given about the scope of the Survey on
Income and Living Conditions (SILC), which will be used in the analysis of the study. Then,
the transition matrices and the multinomial logit method based on the transition dynamics,

which are the methods to be used in the analysis, will be introduced.

3.1.Data

The Survey on Income and Living Conditions (SILC), which will be used in this study,
is a micro-data survey designed to collect data on people's income levels and living conditions,
and based on a large sample that covers variables such as age, gender, education level,
occupation and residence. The questionnaire provides a wide range of information such as
income, living standards, health, education, work and working conditions, social security
status, housing conditions, as well as demographic characteristics of the person.

The survey helps governments, non-governmental organizations and academics
analyze and develop policy recommendations on issues such as the effectiveness of social
protection systems, poverty and income inequality, thereby providing guidance for social
policy and economic planning decisions.

The SILC is also a very rich dataset in terms of unrequited social transfers, which has
an important place in this study. Social transfers of households in the reference income period
are classified in kind and in cash and are included in the data set. Apart from the in-kind-cash
distinction in social transfers, a thematic classification is also made under the scope of
children, housing and other.

Statistics on income distribution at household and individual level, poverty and social
security in Tiirkiye were produced using the Household Budget Survey (HBS) until 2006. As
of 2006, “the Survey on Income and Living Conditions™, as it is used internationally, has been
put into practice in order to reveal the income distribution at household and individual level
and to measure poverty and living conditions in Tiirkiye within the framework of
harmonization with the European Union.

The research, which is based on annual surveys and offers a 4-year panel data
structure, has produced internationally comparable data and statistics in the fields of income

distribution, poverty, social exclusion and living conditions, especially with European Union
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countries. Since 2006, two data sets, as cross-section and panel, have been obtained regularly
every year through the research.

There are 4 sub-samples used in the research design, which is designed to produce
cross-sectional and panel data. In the study, in which a rotational design was used, while some
households remain in the sample from year to year, some households leave the system and
leave their place to new households. In this context, it is planned that 75 percent of the
households will remain in the sample on an annual basis in order to generate panel data. In
other words, 75 percent of the data set forms 2 years, 50 percent of the data set forms 3 years,
25 percent of the data set forms 4 years panel data sets.

The rotational mechanism of the the SILC is presented visually in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1. Rotation Mechanism of the SILC

Subsamples
A B C D E F G H
2017 | 13 14 15 16 |
2018 | 14 15 16 17 |
2019 | 15 16 17 18 |
2020 | 16 17 18 19 |
2021 | 17 18 19 20

Source: Turkish Statistical Institute

As seen in Table 1, interviews were conducted with households in the sub-sample
between 13-20 in the 2017-2021 period. In this framework, in obtaining the panel datasets of
2021, the 17th sub-sample constitutes 4-year panel dataset, the 17th and 18th sub-samples
constitutes the 3-year panel dataset, and the 17th, 18th and 19th sub-samples constitutes the 2-
year panel dataset.

The sample size of the study was initially determined at the level of 12,800 per year,
taking into account the estimation level, objectives and possible losses in the sample. However,
over time, the number of samples has been gradually increased in order to produce estimates
on the basis of Level-2 Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS-2). As of 2021,
a total of 30 thousand 53 households were visited within the scope of the SILC. A survey was
conducted with 29 thousand 43 people from these households, and the rest could not be
surveyed for various reasons. 30 percent (25,300) of the surveyed population is in the 15-29
age group, which is the focus of this study. The share of the 15-29 age group for the initial
year of the survey was 31 percent (15,200).

There are some significant differences between cross-sectional and panel datasets of
the SILC. The most important of these is that there occurs a decrease in the number of

observations in the creation of a panel structure due to the rotational structure of the survey.
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Another important difference is that while the cross-section data set has the ability to represent
Tiirkiye in general, NUTS 1 and NUTS 2 levels, it is possible to produce statistics only for
Tirkiye in general from the panel data set.

The other important difference between the scopes of the panel and cross-section data
sets is that while a current educational attendance status is included in the cross-sectional data,
it is not included in the panel data. Moreover, there is no common individual or household
identification number to merge cross-sectional and panel data which belongs to the same year.
Considering the importance of the variable of current educational attendance status in this
study, in order to overcome this situation and to obtain this important variable in the panel data
set, all individual and household variables of the individuals were overlapped between the
cross-sectional and panel data sets, and the variable of current educational attendance status
was added to the panel data set by finding the correspondences of the panel data set households
in the cross-sectional data set.

Classifying the population according to their status in the labor market and their
educational status makes it possible to analyze the dynamics of transition between different
statuses. In this framework, the SILC panel data set allows to classify people as in education /
not in education, and employed / unemployed / out of labor force. By using this opportunity,
people are divided into various groups according to whether they are in education or
employment. People who worked for at least one hour during the reference week were
accepted for employment. Among the people who do not work, the unemployed were defined
as those who had sought a job in the last four weeks and could start work within two weeks,
while the remaining population was classified as the inactive population who is out of the labor
force.

As mentioned above, due to the rotational design of the survey, there is an
approximately 25 percent loss of observation on an annual basis in the panel data structure.
The target population of this study is the 15-29 age group, which further reduces the number
of observations. The weak short-term mobility in the Turkish labor market, that is, the high
rigidity in any status of labor market in the short-term, also makes it difficult to study
transitional dynamics with limited number of observations. In this framework, in order to
increase the number of observations and thus the variation, starting from 2021 all the surveys
up to 2014 were merged, ignoring the panel weights. The reasons for the selection of 2014 are
the changes made in the labor market definitions in the relevant period in order to harmonize
them with international standards and the relatively less prevalence of social assistance before
this year.

During the application of this merging method, any two-year transitions may overlap
in different panel sets. For example, transitions from 2016-2017 are included in the panels for
the period 2014-17, 2015-18 and 2016-19. For this reason, the panel data set with the highest
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number of observations in the transition period of that targeted year was used for any year. By
doing so, an artificially pooled dataset covering 2-year panels in the periods 2014-15, 2015-
16, ... , 2019-20, 2020-21 was obtained. In the final pooled data set, the number of
observations in the 15-29 age group is 80 thousand 56 people.

To sum up, the SILC which is designed to produce reliable measures of social and
economic inequality, poverty, and income distribution allows for a specific individual to be
followed for up to four years. The SILCs offer a wide array of information on the labor market
profiles and demographic characteristics of the individuals. Moreover, the SILC includes a
diverse set of household income-related variables that allow us to determine whether the
household receives any kind of social benefits. Given the aim of this paper, which is to profile
the relationship between labor market and education outcomes and social assistance in
Tiirkiye, the SILC will be utilized, as it is preferred in other studies conducted for such

purposes.

3.2. Methodology

In this section, firstly, transition matrices which show the transition probabilities
between different statuses within a system will be introduced. Then, information will be given
about the multinomial logit method, which is used to make sense of the dynamics of transition

between statuses within the framework of causality.

3.2.1. Transition Matrices

Transition matrices are matrices that represent different states of a system and describe
the transitions between these states. They are often used for mathematical modeling of a
process called a Markov chain. Markov chain models allow the estimation of transition
probabilities when individuals are observed only at discrete time points and therefore precise
transition dates between states are not available (Fabrizi et al., 2009:236).

Transition matrices show the probabilities of different states in the system and indicate
the transition probabilities of one state in the system to other states. Each element of these
matrices represents the probability of transitioning from one state to another. These
probabilities must equal the total probability of each situation.

Transition matrices can be subjected to a number of mathematical operations and can
be used to analyze the statistical properties of the Markov chain. These characteristics include
average transition time, stability of states, and long-term behavior.

One of the most common uses of transition matrices is mobility in the labor market.
Estimating transition probability distributions provides an opportunity to give both a simple
and enlightening start to the analysis of pass-through in the labor market. The individuals’
current educational status and the state in labor market is also directly related to the

individual’s previous educational status and the state in labor market. Bosch and Maloney
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(2010:3) express this situation as follows: “labor status mobility can be assumed as a process
in which changes in the states occur randomly through time, and probabilities of moves
between particular states are governed by Markov transition matrices”.

Given the past and present distributions in the Markov chain, the process is said to be
first-order if the future state depends only on the present state and is independent of the past
states. In mathematical terms, the following condition must be satisfied for the system to

follow a first-order Markov process:
P(Zt = | \Zt—l Zt_z Zt—3--- Zl) = P(Zt = | \Zt—l) 1= ], 2, veey k

Here, Z, represents the status at year t, t represents year, i represents current statuses,
and P represents the conditional probability of being in status i at time ¢, when all statuses at
time t — 1 and before are considered to be given.

A simple way of demonstrating the mobility is to construct a transition matrix that
shows the conditional probability of each cell being at position x at time t, of being at position
y attime t + 1. The conditional probability of P,,,, which constitutes the components of the
transition matrix, is calculated as the ratio of the individuals who were in the x status at time
t and got the y status at time t + 1 to the total number of people who were in the x status at

time t, and it is shown mathematically as follows:
Py =P(St11 =Y \Se =X) =P(S: = XN Sy =Y)  P(S: = X)

Here S; represents the status at time t, t represents year, x and y represents the status
names, and Py, represents the conditional probability as stated above.

The rows of the square transition matrix with dimensions (n x n) whose each cell
consists of Py, conditional probabilities show the statuses at time ¢ and the columns show the
statuses at time t + 1. The distributional data in the right part of the matrix show the
distributional shares of the population in question at time t among the statuses, and the
distributional data on the bottom line of the matrix show the distributional shares of the same
population among the statuses at time t + 1.

The probabilities on the principal diagonal of the transition matrix give the probability
of maintaining the current status for each of the initial statuses, in other words, the rigidity of
the current status. If we denote this probability as P(X,=i\ X;_,=i) = P;; for any initial status
i, the “mobility rate” for status i is defined as 1-P;; and indicates the probability that an
individual starting in status i will move to any other status.

By definition of P, conditional probabilities, the sum of each row in the transition

matrix gives the value 1. Since the statuses available in the transition matrix are independent
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of each other, the sum of the rows and columns of the distributions at time ¢t and time ¢t + 1
gives the value 1 (Table 3.2.).

These P, conditional probabilities are subject to the first-order Markov process
assumption and can be estimated using the following mathematically expressed Maximum
Likelihood Estimator (Bosch et al., 2010:623; Tansel et al., 2017:13):

Pyy = Ryy | Ry

Here, R,,, represents the number of people who were in x status at time ¢ and switched
to y statusattime t + 1, R,, represents the total number of people who were in x status at time
t, and P, represents the conditional probability of people who were in x status at time ¢ to be
in y status at time t + 1.

In this study, the random variable S; expresses the educational attendance status of the
young individuals and their states in the labor market at the same time. In this framework, the
(5x5) dimensional transition matrix to be formed from passive NEET, active NEET, only
education, employment and education and only employment statuses will have the following
structure:

Table 3.2. Representative Transition Matrix (5x5) on Educational Attendance Status
and Labor Market State

t+1 Dist(t)
1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET PS5 =1\5,=1) | P(S1y=2\8,=1) | P(S121=3\8:=1) | P(S.0,=4\5,=1) | P(5,,,=5\5,=1)
2. ANEET P(S. =1\ 5:=2) | P(S.,=215:=2) | P(S.,=315,=2) | P(S.;=4\5,=2) | P(S.,=5\5,=2)
t]3. 0nly-Educ | P(S,;=115,=3) | P(S,=215,=3) | P(S::,=3\5:=3) | P(S.1,=4\5,=3) | P(5.,,=5\5,=3)
4. EducEmp | P(S.,=1\5,=4) | P(S..,=2\5,=4) | P(5.4,=3\5,=4) | P(S,..;=4\5,=4) | P(S,,,=5\5,=4)
5.0nly-Emp | P(S.;=115,=5) | P(S..;=2\5,=5) | P(S..,=3\5,=5) | P(S..,=4\5,=5) | P(S,.,=5\5,=5)
Dist(t+1)

Here, S; represents the status at time t, t represents year, and P represents the
conditional probability of the individual who is located in one of the passive NEET, active
NEET, only education, employment and education and only employment status at time ¢ to be
in one of the passive NEET, active NEET, only education, employment and education and
only employment status at time t + 1.

In order to prevent the impact of year-specific developments on the transitional
dynamics and to see the fundamental structural long-term trends, the pooled transition matrix
which were obtained as a result of aggregating the one-year transition dynamics for the 2014-
15, 2015-16, ..., and 2020-21 periods will be used.

15



Transition matrices for single years (for the 2014-2021 period) are presented in

Appendix in detail.

3.2.2.  Multinomial Logit

The multinomial logit method is a regression model in which a categorical dependent
variable is dependent on a set of independent variables. This method is used to estimate the
probabilities of a variable with different categorical options.

The multinomial logit method calculates a probability distribution for each category.
These distributions are calculated based on a linear relationship between the category-specific
coefficients and the values of the independent variables. To explain this relationship, the first
category is chosen as the reference and the other categories are compared against this reference
category.

The core of the analysis of the transition trends between statuses in the labor market
is the determination of the variables that determine the transition probabilities and the
measurement of these effects. As a matter of fact, determining the trends observed in the
transition matrices and quantifying them within the framework of causality is important in
terms of understanding the causes of the structural problems of the labor market and designing
policies to solve those problems (Alcan et al., 2016:7). In this context, in this study, the
multinomial logit model which is designed for multiple choice problems was used to
decompose the effects of individual factors on transition dynamics.

The multinomial logit model is a method designed to allow modeling cases where the
dependent variable defines K+1 number of different categories as K>1 (Davidson et al.,
2003:468). Within the scope of this study, K=4 categories was determined for each initial
status. In other words, multinomial logit models are defined to include 5 different labor market
statuses (including staying in initial status).

To give an example in this context, to be able to estimate the multinomial logit model
defined only for the initial status of passive NEET, a categorical variable which takes a value
of 1 for passive NEET, 2 for active NEET, 3 for only education, 4 for education and
employment, and 5 for only employment was generated. Likewise, for each of the initial
statuses, categorical variables representing the transition to other statuses were generated to
take the value of 1 for initial status, and a multinomial logit model was estimated for each
initial status by using these variables.

The general form of the multinomial logit model is as follows:

exp(ZisBs)
X+l exp(ZikRk)

P(;=9)=
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This multinomial logit model is defined and estimated separately for each of the initial
statuses. As an example, if we take a look at the model defined just for only employment initial
status:

e P(Y; = s) indicates the probability that the individual i, who was initially located
in only employment status, will become in status s (indicator variable s consists
of 5 statuses),

e Y, isa categorical variable which takes a value of 1 for passive NEET, 2 for active
NEET, 3 for only education, 4 for education and employment, and 5 for only
employment,

e 7, Is a vector of explanatory variables with m,; elements associated with
individual i and status s,

o {3, represents the parameter vector with m; elements.

In this study, in the models defined for each initial status, the individual characteristics
of the individuals in the sample are used as the explanatory variable while estimating the
probabilities of transition to other statuses. It is not the case that the personal characteristics of
any individual change for different transitional statuses, that is, the characteristics of the
individual are the same at each transition point. Regressors with these features are called
alternative-invariant regressors in the literature (Cameron et al., 2005:494). In addition, the
explanatory variables used for each transition status come from the same variable set, that is,
different variable sets are not used for different transition points.

To summarize, in this study, the Z;, vector consists of the same set of explanatory
variables (ie, the personal characteristics of the individual making the transition) for each of
the transition points. In this framework, Z;; turns out to be X; and the model turns into the
following form:

exp(Xifs)

P(Y; =s) =
=9 YK+ exp(XiRy)

In this model, which has K + 1 parameters, it is not possible to determine each of these
parameters independently. To overcome this situation, 3, is set to be O for the initial status k
=1 and the remaining K parameter vector is determined.

Another feature implied by the way the model was designed is that:

P(Y;=5) _ exp(X;Rs)
P(Y;=7) exp(XiRy)

To put it verbally, in this model, the log-odds ratio between any two of the transition

statuses for an individual who is in any of the initial labor market statuses is implicitly
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determined only by the parameters of these two statuses, and it is assumed that the parameters
of the probability of transition to other labor market statuses do not affect this ratio in any way.
This assumption is called independence of irrelevant alternatives in the economic literature
(Ray, 1973:987-990).

In the expression, if r takes the value of 1, the expression will take the form:

P(Yi=s) _
P=1) exp (X;fs)

Having taken the natural logarithm of the both sides, it implies

P(Yi=s) _
lOgP(YL—:].) = XiBS

As it is shown above, the log-odds ratio of transitioning to any of the statuses versus
remaining in the initial status could be expressed as a linear function of the model parameters.
As a result of this situation, the coefficients of the variables estimated within the framework
of the defined model directly give the effect of the unit changes in the explanatory variables
on the log-odds ratio.

The nonlinear model structure must be taken into account when interpreting the
coefficients obtained from the model (Greene, 2002:667, Cameron, 2005:501). These
coefficients directly show the effects of the explanatory variables only on the log-odds ratios
and do not show the effects on the transition probabilities. By using these coefficients, the
effects on the transition probabilities can only be revealed indirectly.

A practical and widely used method to overcome this situation in literature is to
calculate the effects of explanatory variables on transition probabilities when explanatory
variables take their mean values. The coefficients calculated using this method are called
“marginal effects at the mean” (Cameron et al., 2010:488-499).

In addition to making it easier to interpret the coefficients, the marginal effects at mean
is advantageous in that it can be calculated by many standard statistical packages, it can be
easily used in hypothesis tests and confidence intervals formation, and it is less sensitive to
outliers as it is calculated at the mean values of explanatory values.

In this study, firstly, Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) method was used to
estimate multinomial logit models for each of the initial statuses. Then, using the estimated
coefficients (log-odds ratios), the marginal effects at means were calculated for each
independent variables and for each base outcomes and the statistical significance of these
marginal effects was tested at the 10 percent, 5 percent and 1 percent significance levels using

the standard errors coming from the model.
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In order to test how well the fit of the model is, the pseudo-R? measurement which is
commonly used in non-linear regression models was used. In the field of logistic regression
analysis, researchers have not reached a consensus on a universally accepted comparable
measure. Instead, there are multiple competing measures, each having its own limitations.
McFadden pseudo-R?, one of the most widely used ones, was preferred in this context. In
addition, the number of observations, LR-chi2 value and Log-likelihood value will also be

reported with the estimation results.
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CHAPTER 4

EMPIRICAL RESULTS

In this section, first of all, transition matrices will be analyzed for the young population
in the 15-29 age group, in terms of whether or not they receive social assistance. 5x5 transition
matrix obtained by creating passive NEET, active NEET, only education, employment and
education and only employment statuses for young population will be examined over a one-
year term.

While performing the transition matrix analysis, the average of consecutive year-based
transition matrices for the period 2014-2021 will be used in order to avoid year-specific effects.
In addition to the general youth population in the 15-29 age group, transition matrices will be
examined in gender breakdown in order to see the transition dynamics in the sub-breakdowns.

Later, in order to be able to make sense of the transition matrices analysis, the
multinomial logit model will be run on the transition dynamics to reveal the background of the
transition dynamics within the framework of causality. In this context, multinomial logit
models, that takes each of the statuses of passive NEET, active NEET, only education,
employment and education and only employment as referance category, will be run separately
using the pooled panel dataset for the 2014-2021 period.

In these models, in which the dynamics of different groups will be handled by running
the model separately for the youth population in general and gender segregation, first of all,
whether or not to receive social assistance will be used as the target explanatory variable, and
then the sub-components of social assistance will be included separately as explanatory

variables in the model.

4.1. Transition Matrices

In this section, one-year average transitions between defined groups for the general
youth population will be analyzed. Subsequently, separation will be made according to
whether or not to receive social assistance. Then, according to the type of social assistance,
the transitions between in-kind and cash, and child and others distinctions will be analyzed.

All transition analyzes will be done both in the youth population and in the gender breakdown.

4.1.1. Transition Dynamics in General
Across the young population, the transition dynamics of the NEET population differ
significantly depending on whether they are active or not. While the rate of rigidity in one-

year term in passive NEETSs is 76 percent, this rate is 34 percent in active NEETS. 17 percent
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of active NEETs move to passive status, while 39 percent move to employment status.
Mobility in passive NEETS is quite limited at 24 percent, and the most common exit from this
status is employment with 9 percent and education with 8 percent (Table 4.1.).

Table 4.1. Pooled Transition Matrix for Population Aged 15-29

t Dist.(t)
1 2 3 4 5
1 P-NEET 076]  005| 008 001 009 023
2 A-NEET 017 o034] o006] 003 033] 007
t 3. only-Educ 011] o004] 073] 007] 005| 033
4. Educ-Emp 003| 004] o014] 05| 027] o008
5. Only-Emp 00s| 007] o001] o005] o081 029
Dist.(t+1) 024 008] o028] o008 032

Source: Author's calculations based on TurkStat’s Survey on Income and Living Conditions

73 percent of those who are in education continue their education life in a one year
period. It is worrying that 15% of those in education transition to NEET status, with 11%
moving to the passive segment. In the relevant age group, the group with the highest status
rigidity is the employment group with 81 percent, and there is a significant transition from this
group to the NEET status with a level of 12 percent. While 52 percent of those who are both
in education and employment continue in this status, 27 percent on those leave education and
14 percent leave employment in one year (Table 4.1.).

The visualized version of the transition matrix for the total population of the 15-29 age
group given in Table 4.1 is presented in Figure 4.1.

Only-Educ

Educ-Emp

Only-Emp

pneet [l aneer [l oniy-coue [l Eucemp [l ony-Emp

Source: Author's calculations based on TurkStat’s Survey on Income and Living Conditions

Figure 4.1. Pooled Transition Matrix for Population Aged 15-29
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In the gender breakdown, it is clearly seen that the rigidity in passive NEETS originates
from women. Passive NEET status rigidity is 83 percent for women and 43 percent for men.
Men leaving the passive NEET position make a balanced transition to active status, education
or employment. The transition from each status to the passive NEET status is significantly
greater for women. Gender roles, especially being busy with housework and child care, are
considered to be an important factor in this transition. While 54 percent of men with active
NEETSs can enter employment or education, this rate is 38 percent for women. Another striking
factor is that the difference in immobility between men and women is 7 points among those

who are only employed (Table 4.2.)

Table 4.2. Pooled Transition Matrix by Gender for Population Aged 15-29

FEMALE t+1 Dist (1)
1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,83 0,03 0,06 0,00 007| 039
2. A-NEET 0,32 0,30 0,07 0,03 029 005
t |3. Only-Educ 0,14 0,03 0,74 0,05 003] 033
4. Educ-Emp 0,06 0,03 0,16 0,52 024| 005
5. Only-Emp 0,13 0,05 0,01 0,05 076] 0,19
Dist.(t+1) 0,41 0,05 0,28 0,06 0,20
MALE t+1 Dist (1)
1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,43 0,17 0,18 0,02 019 007
2. A-NEET 0,09 0,37 0,06 0,03 045| 0,09
t |3. Only-Educ 0,08 0,05 0,73 0,08 006 033
4. Educ-Emp 0,02 0,04 0,13 0,52 028] o011
5. Only-Emp 0,02 0,08 0,01 0,05 083] 040
Dist.(t+1) 0,08 0,10 0,27 0,11 0,44

Source: Author's calculations based on TurkStat’s Survey on Income and Living Conditions
4.1.2. Transition Dynamics by Social Assistance

When the transition matrices are analyzed according to whether or not they are
beneficiaries of social assistance, it is seen that NEET rigidity is higher in both active and
passive youth in social assistance beneficiary households. Passive NEET rigidity is 80 percent
in beneficiary households, while it is 75 percent in other households. Active NEET rigidity is
37 percent for youth in beneficiary households, compared to 34 percent for other households.
In addition, transitions from active NEET status to passive status among young people are also
more common in social assistance user households, indicating that there may be channels of
influence for detachment from the labor market. Another remarkable point supporting this

situation is that transitions from education, employment and education and employment
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statuses to NEET status are much more widespread in young people being in social assistance

beneficiary households (Table 4.3.).

Table 4.3. Pooled Transition Matrix by Beneficiary Status for Population Aged 15-29

tl Dist.(t)
Beneficiary 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,80 0,05 0,05 0,01 0,09 0,32
2. A-NEET 0,19 0,37 0,05 0,02 0,37 0,08
3. Only-Educ 0,13 0,05 0,70 0,06 0,05 0,29
4. Educ-Emp 0,05 0,05 0,20 0,41 0,29 0,04
5. Only-Emp 0,08 0,11 0,01 0,03 0,77 0,26
Dist.(t+1) 0,33 0,10 0,24 0,05 0,29

t Dist.(t)
Non Benef. 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,75 0,05 0,09 0,01 0,09 0,21
2. A-NEET 0,17 0,34 0,07 0,03 0,39 0,06
3. Only-Educ 0,11 0,04 0,74 0,07 0,05 0,34
4. Educ-Emp 0,03 0,03 0,14 0,53 0,27 0,09
5. Only-Emp 0,05 0,07 0,01 0,06 0,82 0,30
Dist.(t+1) 0,22 0,07 0,29 0,09 0,33

Source: Author's calculations based on TurkStat’s Survey on Income and Living Conditions

Table 4.4. Pooled Transition Matrix by Beneficiary Status for Females Aged 15-29

FEMALE t+1 Dist. (1)
Beneficiary 1 2 3 4 5

1. P-NEET 0,86 0,02 0,04 0,00 0,07 0,52
2. A-NEET 0,47 0,25 0,07 0,00 0,21 0,03
3. Only-Educ 0,18 0,03 0,71 0,04 0,03 0,29
4. Educ-Emp 0,09 0,04 0,23 0,32 0,31 0,02
5. Only-Emp 0,18 0,04 0,01 0,02 0,74 0,14
Dist.(t+1) 0,54 0,04 0,24 0,02 0,16
FEMALE t+1 Dist.(t)
Non Benef. 1 2 3 4 5

1. P-NEET 0,82 0,04 0,07 0,01 0,07 0,36
2. A-NEET 0,30 0,30 0,08 0,03 0,29 0,05
3. Only-Educ 0,14 0,03 0,74 0,05 0,03 0,34
4. Educ-Emp 0,05 0,03 0,16 0,53 0,23 0,06
5. Only-Emp 0,12 0,06 0,01 0,06 0,76 0,20
Dist.(t+1) 0,38 0,05 0,29 0,07 0,21
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Passive NEET rigidity of women in beneficiary households is higher, in line with the
general population. While active NEET rigidity is comparatively lower for young women in
beneficiary households, exits from this status are towards passive NEET status, not towards
education or the labor market, among young people in beneficiary households. In the case of
young women, transitions from all status to passive NEET status are higher in social assistance
beneficiary households (Table 4.4.).

Table 4.5. Pooled Transition Matrix by Beneficiary Status for Males Aged 15-29

MALE t+1 Dist.(t)
Beneficiary 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,51 0,20 0,09 0,02 0,18 0,11
2. A-NEET 0,11 0,40 0,05 0,02 0,41 0,14
t |3. Only-Educ 0,08 0,08 0,69 0,07 0,07 0,29
4. Educ-Emp 0,03 0,05 0,19 0,44 0,29 0,07
5. Only-Emp 0,04 0,14 0,01 0,04 0,78 0,39
Dist.(t+1) 0,11 0,17 0,23 0,07 0,42
MALE t+1 Dist.(t)
Non Benef. 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,40 0,15 0,22 0,03 0,20 0,07
2. A-NEET 0,09 0,36 0,06 0,03 0,46 0,08
t |3. Only-Educ 0,08 0,05 0,73 0,08 0,06 0,33
4. Educ-Emp 0,02 0,04 0,13 0,53 0,28 0,12
5. Only-Emp 0,02 0,07 0,01 0,06 0,85 0,40
Dist.(t+1) 0,07 0,09 0,28 0,12 0,44

Source: Author's calculations based on TurkStat’s Survey on Income and Living Conditions

In the case of men, the rigidity dynamics of NEET statuses are compatible with the
general population in terms of whether they are beneficiaries or not, and there are signs of
disincentive. The tendency to shift from other statuses to NEET status is again more common

in beneficiary households (Table 4.5.).

4.1.3. Transition Dynamics by Type of Social Assistance (In-kind vs. In-cash)

Both in-kind and in-cash social assistance beneficiary households tend to be more rigid
for each status than in non-social assistance beneficiaries. When these beneficiary groups are
evaluated among themselves, it is seen that both rigidity tendencies and transitions from active
NEET status to passive status are more common in young people being in in-kind beneficiary
households. The transition from other statuses to NEET status shows a similar pattern in both
groups (Table 4.6.).
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Table 4.6. Pooled Transition Matrix by Type of Social Assistance (In-kind vs. In-cash)
for Population Aged 15-29

t Dist. (t)
In-kind 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 080] 005 005] o001] 009] o031
2 A-NEET 048] 039 004] 002] 036] 009
t |3. Only-Educ 013] 006] 070] 006] 005| 028
4. Educ-Emp 005 005] 020 o040] o029 005
5. Only-Emp 008] o0411] 001] 003] o077] o027
Dist.(t+1) 033 010] 023] 005] 030
t Dist.(t)
Cash 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 079] 005] 005 o000] o010] o034
2. A-NEET 017] 037] 008] 002] 037] o008
t 3. only-Educ 014] 005| 071] 005] 005| 030
4. Educ-Emp 005|] o004] 022] o040] o029 0,04
5. Only-Emp 008] o012] 001] 003] 07| o025
Dist.(t+1) 034 010] 024] o004] 028

Source: Author's calculations based on TurkStat’s Survey on Income and Living Conditions

Table 4.7. Pooled Transition Matrix by Type of Social Assistance (In-kind vs. In-cash)
for Females Aged 15-29

FEMALE t+1 Dist. (t)
In-kind 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,87 0,02 0,04 0,00 0,07 0,51
2. A-NEET 0,49 0,24 0,05 0,00 0,22 0,03
t 3. Only-Educ 0,18 0,03 0,72 0,04 0,03 0,28
4. Educ-Emp 0,12 0,07 0,25 0,26 0,30 0,03
5. Only-Emp 0,18 0,03 0,01 0,01 0,77 0,15
Dist.(t+1) 0,54 0,03 0,23 0,02 0,17
FEMALE t+1 Dist.(t)
Cash 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,85 0,03 0,04 0,00 0,08 0,53
2. A-NEET 0,45 0,25 0,10 0,00 0,20 0,03
t (3. Only-Educ 0,19 0,03 0,71 0,04 0,03 0,29
4. Educ-Emp 0,07 0,02 0,27 0,39 0,25 0,02
5. Only-Emp 0,19 0,04 0,01 0,02 0,74 0,14
Dist.(t+1) 0,54 0,03 0,24 0,02 0,16

Source: Author's calculations based on TurkStat’s Survey on Income and Living Conditions

While there is no notable significant difference, young women in in-kind beneficiary

households are relatively more inclined to remain in passive NEET status and switch from
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active NEET status to passive status. In the transition from other statuses to the passive status,
there are differences between the groups according to whether they are in education status and
employment status (Table 4.7.).

Table 4.8. Pooled Transition Matrix by Type of Social Assistance (In-kind vs. In-cash)
for Males Aged 15-29

MALE t+1 Dist. (1)
In-kind 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,50 0,19 0,09 0,03 0,19 0,11
2. A-NEET 0,10 0,43 0,04 0,03 0,40 0,14
t [3. Only-Educ 0,08 0,09 0,69 0,08 0,06 0,29
4. Educ-Emp 0,02 0,05 0,19 0,45 0,29 0,07
5. Only-Emp 0,04 0,14 0,01 0,04 0,78 0,40
Dist.(t+1) 0,10 0,17 0,23 0,07 0,42
MALE t+1 Dist. (1)
Cash 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,51 0,20 0,10 0,02 0,17 0,12
2. A-NEET 0,10 0,40 0,06 0,02 0,42 0,14
t |3. Only-Educ 0,09 0,08 0,70 0,07 0,07 0,31
4. Educ-Emp 0,03 0,05 0,19 0,41 0,31 0,06
5. Only-Emp 0,04 0,15 0,01 0,03 0,77 0,37
Dist.(t+1) 0,11 0,17 0,25 0,06 0,40

Source: Author's calculations based on TurkStat’s Survey on Income and Living Conditions

In the case of young men, the transitional dynamics between groups are very similar,
but the strictness of active NEET status is relatively higher for those in in-kind beneficiary
households (Table 4.8.).

4.1.4. Transition Dynamics by Type of Social Assistance (Child vs. Others)

When analyzed according to the scope of social assistance, it is seen that child benefits
and similar thematic distinctions in the general population do not cause significant differences
in transition dynamics (Table 4.9.).

In the case of young women, it is seen that the rigidity of NEET status is similar to the
general population, without changing according to the type of social assistance. However, it is
noteworthy that transitions from the population in education and/or employment to passive
NEET status are more common among young women in households receiving child benefits
(Table 4.10.).
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Table 4.9. Pooled Transition Matrix by Type of Social Assistance (Child vs. Others) for
Population Aged 15-29

trd Dist.(t)
Child 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,79 0,05 0,05 0,00 0,10 0,34
2. A-NEET 0,18 0,36 0,06 0,01 0,38 0,08
t [3. Only-Educ 0,15 0,05 0,71 0,04 0,05 0,30
4. Educ-Emp 0,05 0,05 0,21 0,41 0,28 0,03
5. Only-Emp 0,09 0,11 0,01 0,03 0,76 0,25
Dist.(t+1) 0,35 0,09 0,24 0,04 0,28
tr Dist.(t)
Others 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,80 0,05 0,05 0,01 0,10 0,31
2. A-NEET 0,18 0,38 0,05 0,02 0,37 0,09
t [3. Only-Educ 0,13 0,06 0,70 0,07 0,05 0,29
4. Educ-Emp 0,05 0,05 0,22 0,38 0,30 0,05
5. Only-Emp 0,08 0,12 0,01 0,03 0,77 0,27
Dist.(t+1) 0,32 0,10 0,23 0,05 0,29

Source: Author's calculations based on TurkStat’s Survey on Income and Living Conditions

Table 4.10. Pooled Transition Matrix by Type of Social Assistance (Child vs. Others)
for Females Aged 15-29

FEMALE t+1 Dist. (t)
Child 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,85 0,02 0,04 0,00 0,08 0,54
2. A-NEET 0,46 0,25 0,10 0,00 0,19 0,02
t 3. Only-Educ 0,20 0,03 0,71 0,03 0,03 0,29
4. Educ-Emp 0,13 0,01 0,25 0,35 0,26 0,01
5. Only-Emp 0,20 0,04 0,01 0,02 0,73 0,14
Dist.(t+1) 0,55 0,03 0,24 0,02 0,16
FEMALE t+1 Dist.(t)
Others 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,86 0,02 0,04 0,00 0,07 0,50
2. A-NEET 0,47 0,24 0,06 0,00 0,23 0,03
t (3. Only-Educ 0,17 0,03 0,71 0,05 0,03 0,29
4. Educ-Emp 0,10 0,06 0,24 0,29 0,31 0,03
5. Only-Emp 0,18 0,04 0,01 0,02 0,76 0,15
Dist.(t+1) 0,53 0,04 0,24 0,03 0,17

Source: Author's calculations based on TurkStat’s Survey on Income and Living Conditions
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Table 4.11. Pooled Transition Matrix by Type of Social Assistance (Child vs. Others)
for Males Aged 15-29

MALE t+1 Dist.(t)
Child 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,45 0,23 0,10 0,02 0,20 0,11
2. A-NEET 0,11 0,38 0,06 0,02 0,43 0,14
t |3. Only-Educ 0,09 0,08 0,70 0,06 0,07 0,32
4. Educ-Emp 0,03 0,05 0,18 0,44 0,29 0,06
5. Only-Emp 0,04 0,15 0,01 0,03 0,78 0,38
Dist.(t+1) 0,11 0,17 0,25 0,06 0,41
MALE t+1 Dist.(t)
Others 1 2 3 4 5
1. P-NEET 0,53 0,18 0,08 0,02 0,18 0,12
2. A-NEET 0,11 0,41 0,04 0,03 0,41 0,14
t |3. Only-Educ 0,08 0,08 0,69 0,09 0,06 0,28
4. Educ-Emp 0,03 0,05 0,21 0,41 0,30 0,07
5. Only-Emp 0,04 0,15 0,01 0,04 0,77 0,39
Dist.(t+1) 0,11 0,17 0,23 0,07 0,42

Source: Author's calculations based on TurkStat’s Survey on Income and Living Conditions

In the case of young men, the transition from other statuses to NEET status does not
differ according to the types of social assistance. What makes a difference for men is that the
rigidity of both active and passive NEET statuses is relatively lower in households receiving
child benefits (Table 4.11.).

4.2. Multinomial Logit

In this section, first of all, the effectiveness of social assistance in the dynamics of
transition from each status to other statuses will be analyzed. In this context, the variables in
the relevant literature will be used as the control group. Then, results will be reported by gender
(female) and type of social assistance (in-kind vs. in-cash & child vs. the others) breakdowns.

Marginal effects are calculated at the mean of covariates.

4.2.1. Transitions from Passive NEET Status

When the effects of social assistance in transition from passive NEET status to other
statuses are analyzed, a significant effect was found only for transitions to education-only
status. It is seen that social assistance deters young people in beneficiary households from

transitioning from passive status to education only status (Table 4.12.).

28



Table 4.12. Estimation (1): Aggregated Social Assistance

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 20,141 Log-likelihood |-12728.2
LR-chi2 6057.05 Pseudo R2 0.1922
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from P-NEET to
P-NEET | A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) 0.006 -0.005*** | 0.007*** 0.001 -0.009***
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.244*** | -0.072*** |-0.016*** |-0.007 -0.150***
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.154*** | -0.044*** | -0.057*** |-0.004*** -0.049***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.064*** | 0.016*** |0.013*** 0.004 0.031***

Secondary -0.092*** | 0.019*** | 0.032*** 0.005 0.036***

High -0.156*** | 0.020*** | 0.109*** 0.004 0.023***

Vocational/Technical -0.176*** | 0.041*** | 0.075*** 0.004 0.057***

Faculty and above -0.353*** | 0.140*** | 0.039*** 0.012 0.161***
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.042*** | 0.004 -0.006 0.001 0.044***
Household Size 0.000 0.001 -0.004*** | 0.000 0.002
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.000 -0.004 -0.002 0.000 0.006

25-29 0.017* -0.008** | -0.023*** |-0.001 0.015**
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Beneficiary -0.004 0.003 -0.004* -0.000 0.006

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

Although this negative effect for transitioning from passive NEET to only education
status was not observed in female, no positive effect was found either for any of the statuses
(Table 4.13.).
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Table 4.13. Estimation (1): Aggregated Social Assistance, Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 17,316 Log-likelihood |[-9182.12
LR-chi2 3150.74 Pseudo R2 0.1464
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from P-NEET to
P-NEET |A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.005 0.000 0.007*** |0.001 -0.003
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.168*** | -0.044*** | -0.061*** |-0.004*** -0.058***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.039*** | 0.006* 0.012*** | 0.002 0.019**

Secondary -0.047*** 10.009*** |0.025*** | 0.003 0.011**

High -0.115*** | 0.012*** |0.084*** |0.003 0.016***

Vocational/Technical -0.121*** |0.032*** | 0.055*** | 0.003 0.031***

Faculty and above -0.253*** |0.098*** |0.029*** | 0.009 0.117***
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.000 0.006
Household Size 0.006*** | -0.000 -0.003*** 10.000 -0.003*
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.013* 0.004 -0.002 0.000 0.011**

25-29 -0.005 0.003 -0.016*** | -0.000 0.018***
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Beneficiary -0.002 -0.002 -0.003 -0.001 0.008

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

When social benefits are disaggregated, it is seen that in-kind benefits deter the

transition to education-only status and encourage staying in passive NEET status. However, it

is seen that in-cash assistance have an activating feature (Table 4.14.).
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Table 4.14. Estimation (1): Disaggregated Social Assistance (1)

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 20,141 Log-likelihood |-12723.19
LR-chi2 6067.07 Pseudo R2 0.1925
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from P-NEET to
P-NEET | A-NEET | Only-Educ | Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) 0.005 -0.005*** |0.007*** |0.001 -0.009***
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.244*** | -0.072*** |-0.016*** |-0.007 -0.150%***
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.154*** | -0.044*** | -0.057*** |-0.004*** -0.049***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.064*** | 0.016*** |0.013*** |0.004 0.031***

Secondary -0.092*** 10.019*** |0.032*** |0.005 0.036***

High -0.156*** | 0.020*** |0.109*** |0.004 0.023***

Vocational/Technical -0.176*** | 0.040*** |0.075*** |0.004 0.057***

Faculty and above -0.352*** | (0.139*** |0.039*** |0.012 0.161***
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.041*** 10.003 -0.006 0.001 0.043***
Household Size 0.001 0.001 -0.004*** |0.000 0.002
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.001 -0.004 -0.002 0.000 0.007

25-29 0.016* -0.008** |-0.023*** |-0.001 0.016**
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

In-kind Assistance 0.016* -0.002 -0.008*** | -0.001 -0.005

In-cash Assistance -0.012 0.006* -0.001 -0.000 0.008

Both -0.012 0.002 -0.004 0.000 0.014*

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

In the case of women, while the activating feature of in-cash assistance is lost, in-kind
assistance reduces the possibility of women in passive neet status to switch to active neet status
and only education, while increasing the possibility of continuing in passive neet status. In
households receiving both types of assistance weakness in transition to education is detected
(Table 4.15.).
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Table 4.15. Estimation (I): Disaggregated Social Assistance (I), Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 17,316 Log-likelihood [-9173.77
LR-chi2 3167.44 Pseudo R2 0.1472
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from P-NEET to
P-NEET A-NEET | Only-Educ | Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.006 0.000 0.007*** 0.001 -0.002
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.168*** | -0.044*** |-0.061*** |-0.004*** -0.059***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.039*** | 0.006* 0.012*** 0.002 0.019**

Secondary -0.047*** | 0.008*** | 0.025*** 0.003 0.011**

High -0.115%** | 0.012*** | 0.084*** 0.003 0.016***

Vocational/Technical -0.120*** | 0.032*** | 0.055*** 0.003 0.030***

Faculty and above -0.251*** | 0.097*** | 0.029*** 0.009 0.117***
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.000 0.006
Household Size 0.006*** | -0.000 -0.003*** | 0.000 -0.004*
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.014** | 0.004 -0.002 0.000 0.012**

25-29 -0.006 0.003 -0.016*** | -0.000 0.018***
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

In-kind Assistance 0.019** -0.007*** | -0.005* -0.000 -0.006

In-cash Assistance -0.013 0.002 0.001 -0.001 0.012

Both -0.005 -0.002 -0.007** -0.001 0.014

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

No significant impact of child benefits was found for the general youth population. On

the other hand, it is seen that benefits other than child benefits reduce the transition of young

people to education and make them remain in passive status (Table 4.16.).
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Table 4.16. Estimation (1): Disaggregated Social Assistance (1)

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 20,141 Log-likelihood |-12719.85
LR-chi2 6073.75 Pseudo R2 0.1927
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from P-NEET to
P-NEET | A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) 0.005 -0.004*** 1 0.007*** |0.001 -0.008***
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.245*** |-0.072*** |-0.016*** |-0.007 -0.150%***
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.155*** | -0.044*** | -0.057*** |-0.004*** -0.050***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.064*** |0.016*** |0.013*** |0.004 0.031***

Secondary -0.092*** 10.019*** |0.032*** | 0.005 0.036***

High -0.156*** | 0.020*** |0.109*** |0.004 0.023***

Vocational/Technical -0.176*** | 0.041*** | 0.075*** |0.004 0.057***

Faculty and above -0.352*** | 0.139*** | (.039*** 0.012 0.161***
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.041*** 10.003 -0.006 0.001 0.043***
Household Size 0.001 0.001 -0.004*** |0.000 0.002
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.002 -0.003 -0.002 0.000 0.007

25-29 0.014 -0.007** | -0.022*** |-0.001 0.017**
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Child Assistance -0.013 0.005 0.000 -0.001 0.009

Other Assistance 0.019** -0.002 -0.009*** | -0.000 -0.007

Both -0.021** |1 0.005 -0.003 -0.000 0.018**

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

In the case of the female population, while no negative effects were found from child
benefits, it is seen that other benefits have negative effects on the transition to the labor market
and education (Table 4.17.).
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Table 4.17. Estimation (I): Disaggregated Social Assistance (I1), Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 17,316 Log-likelihood |-9174.95
LR-chi2 3165.07 Pseudo R2 0.1471
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from P-NEET to
P-NEET |A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.006 0.000 0.007*** |0.001 -0.002
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.169*** | -0.044*** | -0.062*** |-0.004*** -0.059***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.039*** | 0.006* 0.012*** | 0.002 0.019**

Secondary -0.047*** 10.008*** |0.025*** | 0.002 0.011**

High -0.115*** | 0.012*** |0.084*** |0.003 0.016***

Vocational/Technical -0.121*** |0.032*** | 0.055*** | 0.003 0.031***

Faculty and above -0.252*** 10.098*** |0.029*** | 0.009 0.117***
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.000 0.006
Household Size 0.006*** |-0.000 -0.003*** 10.000 -0.004*
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.014** | 0.004* -0.001 0.000 0.012**

25-29 -0.006 0.004 -0.016*** |-0.000 0.018***
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Child Assistance -0.012 0.001 0.002 -0.001 0.011

Other Assistance 0.015* -0.006** | -0.007** -0.000 -0.002

Both -0.009 -0.000 -0.005 -0.001 0.014

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

4.2.2. Transitions from Active NEET Status

For young people in active NEET status, there is no positive or negative effect of being

a beneficiary of social assistance in transition to other statuses (Table 4.18.). This situation is

also valid in the case of women (Table 4.19.).
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Table 4.18.

Estimation (I1): Aggregated Social Assistance

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 5,573 Log-likelihood |-6649.71
LR-chi2 |1034.40 Pseudo R2 0.0722
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from A-NEET to
P-NEET | A-NEET |Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.026 -0.037 0.018 0.003 0.042
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.254 -0.105 0.015 -0.004 -0.159
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.111*** |-0.138 -0.027 -0.011 0.065
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.082 0.047 0.002 -0.006 0.038

Secondary -0.056 -0.013 0.037 0.018 0.014

High -0.012 -0.029 0.114 0.019 -0.092

Vocational/Technical -0.032 -0.019 0.050 0.014 -0.014

Faculty and above -0.088 0.088 0.043 0.023 -0.065
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.079 -0.001 -0.023 0.011 0.093
Household Size -0.005 -0.007 0.001 -0.001 0.012
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.024 0.021 -0.073 0.003 0.073

25-29 -0.029 0.049 -0.099 -0.005 0.085
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Beneficiary 0.010 0.037 -0.004 -0.003 -0.040

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).
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Table 4.19. Estimation (I1): Aggregated Social Assistance, Female

#ofobs. |17 Log-likelih 2279.7
Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) 0 O?S .96 og-likelihood 9.75

LR-chi2 |352.27 Pseudo R2 0.0717
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from A-NEET to

P-NEET | A-NEET |Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp

Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.072 0.007 0.032 0.009 0.025
Marital Status
(Base: Single)
Married 0.335*** |-0.238** |-0.045* -0.013 -0.039
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.056 -0.062 0.022 -0.000 0.096

Secondary 0.014 0.019 0.026 0.016 -0.075
High -0.051 -0.017 0.099 0.026 -0.057
Vocational/Technical -0.099 0.092 0.031 0.019 -0.043
Faculty and above -0.198 0.211 0.020 0.017 -0.050

Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.005 -0.078 -0.037 0.001 0.119
Household Size 0.001 0.009 0.002 -0.001 -0.012
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.004 -0.006 -0.083 0.005 0.089

25-29 0.036 0.014 -0.120 -0.003 0.074

Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Beneficiary 0.038 0.025 -0.006 -0.007 -0.049
Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

When social assistance are analyzed at disaggregated level, no positive or negative
effects were found for social assistance types in transitions either (Table 4.20. & Table 4.22.).
This situation is also valid in the case of women (Table 4.21. & Table 4.23.).
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Table 4.20. Estimation (I1): Disaggregated Social Assistance (1)

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 5,573 Log-likelihood |-6642.62
LR-chi2 |1048.57 Pseudo R2 0.0732
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from A-NEET to
P-NEET | A-NEET |Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.029 -0.035 0.018 0.003 0.042
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.253 -0.104 0.015 -0.004 -0.158
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.112*** |-0.139 -0.027 -0.011 0.065
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.082 0.047 0.002 -0.006 0.039

Secondary -0.058 -0.011 0.037 0.018 0.015

High -0.013 -0.028 0.113 0.019 -0.091

Vocational/Technical -0.034 -0.018 0.050 0.014 -0.013

Faculty and above -0.090 0.088 0.043 0.023 -0.065
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.078 -0.002 -0.024 0.011 0.093
Household Size -0.005 -0.007 0.001 -0.001 0.012
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.029 0.024 -0.071 0.002 0.073

25-29 -0.034 0.053 -0.098 -0.005 0.085
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

In-kind Assistance 0.056 -0.001 -0.017 -0.001 -0.037

In-cash Assistance -0.005 0.047 0.006 -0.007 -0.041

Both -0.014 0.061 -0.004 -0.001 -0.043

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).
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Table 4.21. Estimation (I1): Disaggregated Social Assistance (I), Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 1,796 Log-likelihood |-2276.63
LR-chi2 |358.49 Pseudo R2 0.0730
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from A-NEET to
P-NEET | A-NEET |Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.075 0.011 0.031 0.005 0.028
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.336*** |-0.242 -0.045 -0.008 -0.042
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.061 -0.058 0.020 -0.000 0.099

Secondary 0.008 0.024 0.026 0.010 -0.069

High -0.052 -0.012 0.096 0.017 -0.049

Vocational/Technical -0.104 0.098 0.030 0.012 -0.036

Faculty and above -0.203 0.217 0.018 0.011 -0.044
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.004 -0.078 -0.036 0.000 0.118
Household Size 0.002 0.009 0.001 -0.001 -0.011
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.013 0.001 -0.082 0.002 0.092

25-29 0.025 0.020 -0.119 -0.002 0.076
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

In-kind Assistance 0.108 -0.010 -0.038 -0.004 -0.056

In-cash Assistance 0.009 0.033 0.022 -0.006 -0.058

Both -0.018 0.070 -0.016 -0.012 -0.024

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

38




Table 4.22. Estimation (I1): Disaggregated Social Assistance (I1)

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 5,573 Log-likelihood |-6643.49
LR-chi2 |1046.83 Pseudo R2 0.0730
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from A-NEET to
P-NEET | A-NEET |Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.028 -0.036 0.018 0.003 0.042
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.253 -0.105 0.015 -0.004 -0.159
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.113*** |-0.141 -0.027* -0.011 0.065
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.083 0.049 0.002 -0.006 0.038

Secondary -0.058 -0.011 0.037 0.018 0.014

High -0.013 -0.028 0.113 0.019 -0.091

Vocational/Technical -0.034 -0.017 0.050 0.014 -0.013

Faculty and above -0.089 0.088 0.043 0.023 -0.065
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.078 -0.003 -0.024 0.011 0.093
Household Size -0.004 -0.008 0.001 -0.001 0.012
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.029 0.026 -0.071 0.002 0.072

25-29 -0.035 0.054 -0.098 -0.005 0.084
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Child Assistance -0.009 0.065 0.007 -0.010 -0.053

Other Assistance 0.041 0.005 -0.011 -0.001 -0.035

Both -0.007 0.047 -0.006 -0.000 -0.034

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).
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Table 4.23. Estimation (11): Disaggregated Social Assistance (I1), Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 1,796 Log-likelihood |-2276.11
LR-chi2 |359.54 Pseudo R2 0.0732
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from A-NEET to
P-NEET | A-NEET |Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.079 0.010 0.032 0.005 0.031
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.338*** | -0.242** |-0.046 -0.007 -0.043
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.056 -0.060 0.022 -0.000 0.094

Secondary 0.011 0.022 0.027 0.009 -0.070

High -0.051 -0.015 0.099 0.016 -0.049

Vocational/Technical -0.103 0.097 0.032 0.011 -0.036

Faculty and above -0.202 0.215 0.020 0.010 -0.044
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.004 -0.077 -0.037 0.000 0.117
Household Size 0.001 0.009 0.002 -0.001 -0.011
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.019 0.001 -0.083 0.003 0.098

25-29 0.020 0.019 -0.120 -0.001 0.082
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Child Assistance 0.036 0.060 0.003 -0.012 -0.086

Other Assistance 0.091 -0.014 -0.016 -0.006 -0.056

Both -0.056 0.043 -0.005 0.003 0.014

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

4.2.3. Transitions from Only Education Status

When the transition of young people in education to other statuses is analyzed, it is

seen that social assistance reduces the continuity of education and encourages young people

to look for a job, in other words, they direct them to active NEET status (Table 4.24.).

However, it also increases the likelihood to transition to passive NEET status.
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Table 4.24.

Estimation (111): Aggregated Social Assistance

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 24,684 Log-likelihood |-21327.31
LR-chi2 3078.68 Pseudo R2 0.0673
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Educ to
P-NEET | A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.004 -0.007*** | 0.020*** -0.004* -0.005***
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.058*** | -0.024*** | 0.027*** -0.032*** -0.030***
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.113*** | -0.021*** |-0.063*** |-0.012** -0.017***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.291*** |0.022 0.269*** -0.033 0.033

Secondary -0.292*** 10.012 0.307*** -0.042 0.015

High -0.412*** |0.001 0.474*** -0.057 -0.005

Vocational/Technical -0.399*** |0.007 0.423*** -0.037 0.005

Faculty and above -0.377*** | 0.030 0.318*** 0.015 0.014
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.041*** |-0.014** |0.008 0.025*** 0.022**
Household Size 0.005** 0.002** -0.007** -0.003** 0.003**
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 0.109*** | 0.060*** | -0.280*** | (0.049*** 0.063***

25-29 0.084*** | 0.111*** |-0.368*** |(0.088*** 0.085***
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Beneficiary 0.010* 0.013*** | -0.027*** |-0.001 0.005

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

The effect of social assistance to increase the transition from education to active neet

status is not observed for women (Table 4.25.).
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Table 4.25. Estimation (111): Aggregated Social Assistance, Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 12,674 Log-likelihood |-10292.32
LR-chi2 |1419.16 Pseudo R2 0.0645
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Educ to
P-NEET |A-NEET |Only-Educ | Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.014 -0.004 0.025 -0.004 -0.004
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.149*** |-0.018*** |-0.110*** |-0.006 -0.015
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.154 -0.021 0.190 -0.049 0.034*

Secondary -0.188 -0.017 0.223* -0.042 0.024***

High -0.325 -0.013 0.364*** |-0.049 0.023***

Vocational/Technical -0.309 -0.004 0.318* -0.034 0.030*

Faculty and above -0.263* |0.024 0.189 0.012 0.038
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.042 -0.007 0.009 0.026* 0.014
Household Size 0.011* 0.001 -0.004 -0.007** -0.000
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 0.128 0.040 -0.243 0.034 0.041

25-29 0.125 0.058 -0.266 0.038 0.045
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Beneficiary 0.026 0.002 -0.026 -0.006 0.004

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

When social benefits are considered at disaggregated level, it is seen that the transition

from education to active NEET status is triggered by in-kind benefits, and no significant

evidence has been found regarding in-cash benefits (Table 4.26.).
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Table 4.26. Estimation (111): Disaggregated Social Assistance (1)

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 24,684 Log-likelihood |-21317.99
LR-chi2 3097.31 Pseudo R2 0.0677
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Educ to
P-NEET | A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.003 -0.007*** |0.019*** | -0.004** -0.006***
Gender
(Base: Male)
Female 0.058*** | -0.024*** |0.027*** | -0.032*** -0.030***

Marital Status
(Base: Single)
Married 0.113*** | -0.021*** |-0.063*** |-0.012** -0.017***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.294*** 10.021 0.271***  |-0.032 0.034
Secondary -0.295*** 10.012 0.309*** -0.041 0.015
High -0.415*** |0.001 0.476***  |-0.056 -0.005
Vocational/Technical -0.402*** |0.007 0.424***  1-0.035 0.006
Faculty and above -0.380*** | 0.030 0.319*** 0.017 0.014

Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.042*** |-0.014** |0.008 0.026*** 0.022**
Household Size 0.005** 0.002** -0.007** -0.003** 0.003**
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 0.109*** | 0.059*** |-0.280*** |0.048*** 0.063***

25-29 0.085*** |0.110*** |-0.367*** |0.087*** 0.085***

Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

In-kind Assistance -0.006 0.020*** | -0.039** 0.014 0.010
In-cash Assistance 0.007 0.006 -0.016 -0.003 0.006
Both 0.026*** | 0.016*** |-0.032*** |-0.009 -0.001

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

In terms of women, it is observed that in-cash assistance only drags young women

who are in education to passive NEET status (Table 4.27.).
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Table 4.27. Estimation (111): Disaggregated Social Assistance (1), Female

#ofobs. |12,674 Log-likelih -10287.77
Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) 0 O?S i og-likelihood 028

LR-chi2 |1428.27 Pseudo R2 0.0649
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Educ to

P-NEET |A-NEET |Only-Educ | Educ-Emp Only-Emp

Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.012 -0.004 0.024 -0.004 -0.004

Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.149*** 1-0.018*** |-0.110*** |-0.006 -0.015

Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.156 -0.020 0.190 -0.048 0.034*
Secondary -0.191 -0.016 0.223* -0.041 0.024***
High -0.327 -0.012 0.364*** -0.048 0.023***
Vocational/Technical -0.312 -0.003 0.318* -0.033 0.030*
Faculty and above -0.266* 0.025 0.190 0.013 0.038

Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.043 -0.007 0.009 0.026* 0.014
Household Size 0.010* 0.001 -0.004 -0.007** -0.000
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 0.129 0.040 -0.243 0.034 0.041

25-29 0.126 0.057 -0.266 0.037 0.045

Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

In-kind Assistance 0.006 0.009 -0.016 -0.001 0.003
In-cash Assistance 0.021* -0.003 -0.018 -0.005 0.005
Both 0.050 0.006 -0.045 -0.012* 0.001

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

When a distinction is made according to the subjects of social assistance, it is seen that
child benefits increase the transition to active NEET status and only employment status, while
negatively affecting staying at the only education status. Benefits other than child benefits
increase the transition to active NEET and education and employment status, while negatively

affecting only remaining in education. (Table 4.28.).
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Table 4.28. Estimation (111): Disaggregated Social Assistance (11)

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 24,684 Log-likelihood |-21316.01
LR-chi2 3101.27 Pseudo R2 0.0678
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Educ to
P-NEET | A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.003 -0.007*** |0.019*** | -0.004** -0.005***
Gender
(Base: Male)
Female 0.058*** | -0.024*** |0.027*** | -0.032*** -0.030***

Marital Status
(Base: Single)
Married 0.112*** | -0.021*** |-0.063*** |-0.011** -0.017***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.295*** |0.021 0.271***  |-0.032 0.034
Secondary -0.296*** |0.012 0.309*** -0.041 0.015
High -0.416*** |0.001 0.476***  |-0.056 -0.005
Vocational/Technical -0.403*** | 0.007 0.425***  1-0.035 0.006
Faculty and above -0.380*** | 0.030 0.320*** 0.017 0.014

Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.042*** | -0.014*** |0.008 0.025*** 0.023**
Household Size 0.005** 0.002** -0.007** -0.003* 0.003**
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 0.110*** | 0.060*** |-0.280*** |0.048*** 0.063***

25-29 0.085*** |0.111*** |-0.368*** |0.086*** 0.085***

Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Child Assistance 0.011 0.010* -0.022* -0.008 0.010*
Other Assistance -0.010 0.013** -0.023* 0.015** 0.004
Both 0.028*** | 0.016*** |-0.034*** |-0.009 0.000

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

In the case of women, only child benefits seem to have a significant effect, accelerating

the transition from only education to passive NEET status (Table 4.29.).
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Table 4.29. Estimation (111): Disaggregated Social Assistance (1), Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 12,674 Log-likelihood |-10283.97
LR-chi2 |1435.87 Pseudo R2 0.0653
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Educ to
P-NEET |A-NEET |Only-Educ | Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.012 -0.004 0.024 -0.005 -0.004
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.148*** |-0.018*** |-0.109*** |-0.006 -0.015
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.156 -0.021 0.190 -0.047 0.034*

Secondary -0.191 -0.017 0.223* -0.039 0.024***

High -0.328 -0.013 0.364*** | -0.047 0.023**

Vocational/Technical -0.313 -0.004 0.318* -0.032 0.030*

Faculty and above -0.267*  ]0.025 0.190 0.014 0.038
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.043 -0.007 0.009 0.027* 0.014
Household Size 0.010 0.001 -0.004 -0.007** -0.000
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 0.130 0.040 -0.243 0.033 0.041

25-29 0.127 0.057 -0.266 0.036 0.046
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Child Assistance 0.031** | -0.004 -0.027 -0.008 0.008

Other Assistance -0.002 0.004 -0.011 0.008 0.001

Both 0.048 0.007 -0.038 -0.019** 0.002

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

4.2.4. Transitions from Education and Employment Status

Social assistance for those who are both in education and employment reduces the

possibility of continuing in the same status. However, no significant disincentivizing effect

was found i.e. no evidence on transitioning to NEET statuses (Table 4.30.).

46




Table 4.30. Estimation (1V): Aggregated Social Assistance

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 5,867 Log-likelihood |-6707.85
LR-chi2 |700.57 Pseudo R2 0.0496
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Educ-Emp to
P-NEET | A-NEET |Only-Educ | Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.002 -0.014 -0.032 0.044 0.003
Gender
(Base: Male)
Female 0.032 -0.003 0.038 -0.026 -0.041

Marital Status
(Base: Single)
Married 0.013** |-0.009 -0.027 0.005 0.019
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.040 -0.054 0.099 0.121 -0.126
Secondary -0.038 -0.016 -0.029 0.177 -0.093
High -0.059 -0.025 0.032 0.202 -0.150
Vocational/Technical -0.055 -0.017 -0.021 0.180 -0.087
Faculty and above -0.061 -0.024 -0.032 0.227* -0.110

Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.016 -0.004 -0.036 0.037 0.020
Household Size -0.004 0.002 -0.008 -0.006 0.016
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.016 -0.004 -0.112 0.105* 0.026

25-29 -0.032 0.003 -0.162 0.076 0.115*

Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Beneficiary 0.001 0.005 0.016 -0.066*** 0.044
Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

Although the same effect continues for women, the level of significance of the effect
weakens (Table 4.31.).
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Table 4.31. Estimation (I1V): Aggregated Social Assistance, Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 1,903 Log-likelihood |-2271.76
LR-chi2 |268.22 Pseudo R2 0.0557
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Educ-Emp to
P-NEET | A-NEET |Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp

Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) 0.004 -0.005 -0.050 0.029 0.020
Marital Status
(Base: Single)
Married 0.061*** |-0.001 -0.004 -0.063* 0.006
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.204 0.000 -0.052 0.168 0.088
Secondary -0.213 0.018 -0.195 0.314* 0.076
High -0.256 0.032 -0.203 0.336* 0.091
Vocational/Technical -0.262 0.037 -0.217 0.297 0.145
Faculty and above -0.266 0.038 -0.236 0.347* 0.117

Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.017 -0.017 0.008 -0.026 0.052
Household Size -0.007 0.001 -0.017 0.013 0.010
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.108 -0.028 -0.108 0.226*** 0.017

25-29 -0.139 -0.037 -0.146 0.278*** 0.042

Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Beneficiary 0.007 0.024 -0.004 -0.140* 0.114
Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

When social benefits were considered at disaggragated level, no evidence was found
for any positive or negative effect (Table 4.32.). This situation is also valid for women (Table
4.33.).
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Table 4.32. Estimation (1V): Disaggregated Social Assistance (1)

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 5,867 Log-likelihood |-6705.21
LR-chi2 |705.84 Pseudo R2 0.0500
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Educ-Emp to
P-NEET | A-NEET |Only-Educ | Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.002 -0.014 -0.032 0.044 0.004
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.032 -0.003 0.038 -0.026 -0.041
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.013** |-0.009 -0.028 0.004 0.019
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.042 -0.054 0.103 0.121 -0.129

Secondary -0.039 -0.016 -0.028 0.178 -0.095

High -0.060 -0.024 0.033 0.204 -0.152

Vocational/Technical -0.056 -0.016 -0.020 0.181 -0.089

Faculty and above -0.061 -0.023 -0.031 0.228* -0.113
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.016 -0.004 -0.036 0.037 0.019
Household Size -0.004 0.002 -0.009 -0.006 0.016
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.016 -0.004 -0.111 0.105* 0.026

25-29 -0.032 0.003 -0.162 0.076 0.115*
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

In-kind Assistance 0.008 0.014 -0.002 -0.069 0.049

In-cash Assistance -0.002 0.002 0.025 -0.050 0.025

Both -0.004 -0.003 0.029 -0.094 0.072

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).
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Table 4.33. Estimation (1V): Disaggregated Social Assistance (1), Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 1,903 Log-likelihood |-2262.55
LR-chi2 |286.63 Pseudo R2 0.0596
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Educ-Emp to
P-NEET | A-NEET |Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp

Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) 0.004 -0.005 -0.047 0.029 0.019
Marital Status
(Base: Single)
Married 0.063*** |0.000 -0.006 -0.064* 0.007
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.263 0.000 -0.029 0.193 0.099
Secondary -0.278 0.017 -0.168 0.343** 0.086
High -0.319 0.030 -0.176 0.365** 0.099
Vocational/Technical -0.325 0.036 -0.189 0.324* 0.153
Faculty and above -0.329 0.037 -0.209 0.375** 0.126

Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.016 -0.016 0.004 -0.027 0.054
Household Size -0.006 0.002 -0.018 0.013 0.010
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.110 -0.029 -0.107 0.229*** 0.017

25-29 -0.140 -0.037 -0.145 0.280*** 0.043

Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

In-kind Assistance 0.041 0.065 -0.053 -0.244 0.191
In-cash Assistance -0.023 -0.012 -0.001 -0.049 0.085
Both 0.013 0.020 0.072 -0.138 0.033

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

When thematic distinction is made, it is seen that child benefits do not have a
significant effect, while other benefits reduce the immobility in both education and

employment status (Table 4.34.). This situation is also valid for women (Table 4.35.).
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Table 4.34. Estimation (1V): Disaggregated Social Assistance (11)

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 5,867 Log-likelihood |-6705.36
LR-chi2 |705.54 Pseudo R2 0.0500
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Educ-Emp to
P-NEET | A-NEET |Only-Educ | Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.002 -0.013 -0.032 0.043 0.004
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.032 -0.003 0.039 -0.026 -0.041
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.013** |-0.009 -0.028 0.004 0.020
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.041 -0.055 0.096 0.126 -0.126

Secondary -0.039 -0.017 -0.031 0.179 -0.092

High -0.060 -0.025 0.030 0.205 -0.150

Vocational/Technical -0.056 -0.017 -0.023 0.182 -0.086

Faculty and above -0.061 -0.025 -0.034 0.229* -0.110
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.016 -0.005 -0.036 0.038 0.019
Household Size -0.004 0.002 -0.009 -0.006 0.017
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.017 -0.004 -0.111 0.105* 0.026

25-29 -0.032 0.003 -0.161 0.076 0.115*
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Child Assistance -0.003 -0.000 0.011 -0.025 0.018

Other Assistance 0.004 0.006 0.005 -0.070** 0.055

Both 0.002 0.010 0.050 -0.131%** 0.069

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).
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Table 4.35. Estimation (1V): Disaggregated Social Assistance (11), Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 1,903 Log-likelihood |-2264.83
LR-chi2 282.07 Pseudo R2 0.0586
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Educ-Emp to
P-NEET A-NEET | Only-Educ | Educ-Emp Only-Emp

Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) 0.004 -0.004 -0.048 0.027 0.020

Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.063** 0.000 -0.007 -0.063* 0.007

Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.219 -0.000 -0.067 0.187 0.099
Secondary -0.227 0.013 -0.201 0.332 0.084
High -0.269 0.023 -0.209 0.354 0.100
Vocational/Technical -0.275 0.027 -0.222 0.315 0.155
Faculty and above -0.279 0.028 -0.242 0.366 0.127

Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.017 -0.012 0.004 -0.026 0.051
Household Size -0.007 0.001 -0.018 0.013 0.010
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.112 -0.024 -0.107 0.228** 0.015

25-29 -0.143 -0.029 -0.145 0.278 0.039

Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Child Assistance -0.015 -0.021 0.002 -0.057 0.091
Other Assistance 0.015 0.046 -0.037 -0.151 0.127
Both 0.026 0.031 0.092 -0.269** 0.120

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).
4.2.5. Transitions from Only Employment Status
Considering young people in employment, social benefits reduce the likelihood of

continuing employment and education, and increase the likelihood of people transitioning to
active NEET status (Table 4.36.).
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Table 4.36.

Estimation (V): Aggregated Social Assistance

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 23,791 Log-likelihood |-15464.59
LR-chi2 2746.70 Pseudo R2 0.0816
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Emp to
P-NEET | A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.009*** | -0.022*** | -0.000 0.010*** 0.021***
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.095*** |-0.030*** |0.002 -0.006** -0.060***
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.015*** | -0.035*** |-0.003*** |-0.010*** 0.033***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.003 -0.005 -0.001 0.003 0.006

Secondary -0.017*** |-0.008 0.004 0.026*** -0.005

High -0.015*** | -0.005 0.010 0.037*** -0.027**

Vocational/Technical -0.022*** |-0.011 0.008 0.025*** 0.000

Faculty and above -0.027*** | -0.010 0.005 0.055*** -0.022**
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.014*** | 0.004 -0.003 -0.001 0.014*
Household Size -0.003*** |0.002 -0.001 -0.002 0.004**
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.008 -0.001 -0.020 -0.057*** 0.086***

25-29 -0.023*** | -0.008 -0.028* -0.081*** 0.140***
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Beneficiary 0.001 0.019*** |-0.001 -0.013*** -0.007

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

For young women in employment, however, there was no evidence of a
disincentivizing effect of benefits i.e. no evidence on transitioning to NEET statuses (Table
4.37)).
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Table 4.37. Estimation (V): Aggregated Social Assistance, Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 7,474 Log-likelihood [-5757.93
LR-chi2 683.82 Pseudo R2 0.0561
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Emp to
P-NEET |A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.031*** 1-0.010 0.002 0.010** 0.029
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.089*** |-0.038*** |-0.003 -0.020*** -0.028
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.009 0.025 -0.002 0.002 -0.016

Secondary -0.048*** |0.009 0.012 0.029*** -0.003

High -0.029 0.032 0.016 0.039*** -0.057

Vocational/Technical -0.067*** |0.043 0.015 0.027** -0.018

Faculty and above -0.096*** |0.033 0.004 0.036*** 0.023
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head 0.016 -0.022 -0.000 -0.004 0.011
Household Size -0.003 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 0.006
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.053 0.001 -0.012 -0.004 0.068

25-29 -0.092 -0.007 -0.015 -0.017 0.131
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Beneficiary -0.009 -0.009 0.001 -0.022*** 0.040

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

At the disaggregate level, in-cash assistance reduce the probability of transition to

employment and increase the probability of transition to active NEET status (Table 4.38.).
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Table 4.38. Estimation (V): Disaggregated Social Assistance (1)

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 23,791 Log-likelihood |-15460.79
LR-chi2 2754.30 Pseudo R2 0.0818
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Emp to
P-NEET | A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.009*** |-0.021*** |-0.000 0.010*** 0.021%**
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.095*** |-0.030*** |0.002 -0.006** -0.060***
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.015*** | -0.035*** |-0.003*** |-0.010*** 0.034***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.003 -0.005 -0.001 0.003 0.006

Secondary -0.017*** |-0.008 0.004 0.026*** -0.005

High -0.015*** | -0.005 0.010 0.036*** -0.027**

Vocational/Technical -0.022*** |-0.011 0.008 0.025*** 0.000

Faculty and above -0.027*** | -0.010 0.005 0.054*** -0.022**
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.014*** 10.004 -0.002 -0.001 0.014**
Household Size -0.003*** |0.001 -0.001 -0.002 0.004**
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.008 -0.001 -0.021 -0.058*** 0.087***

25-29 -0.023*** | -0.008 -0.028* -0.081*** 0.140%***
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

In-kind Assistance 0.003 0.011 0.000 -0.012** -0.002

In-cash Assistance -0.002 0.026*** | 0.000 -0.009* -0.015*

Both 0.002 0.019*** | -0.002 -0.019%** -0.001

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

It is observed that the disincentivizing effect in the young population was not

statistically significant for women (Table 4.39.).
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Table 4.39. Estimation (V): Disaggregated Social Assistance (1), Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 7,474 Log-likelihood [-5752.23
LR-chi2 695.22 Pseudo R2 0.0570
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Emp to
P-NEET |A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.032*** 1-0.010 0.002 0.010** 0.031
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.089*** |-0.038*** |-0.003 -0.020*** -0.029
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.011 0.025 -0.002 0.001 -0.014

Secondary -0.050*** |0.009 0.012 0.028*** 0.001

High -0.030 0.031 0.016 0.037*** -0.054

Vocational/Technical -0.069*** |0.042 0.015 0.026*** -0.013

Faculty and above -0.097*** |0.033 0.004 0.034*** 0.026
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head 0.016 -0.022 -0.000 -0.003 0.009
Household Size -0.003 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 0.006
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.054 -0.001 -0.013 -0.005 0.073

25-29 -0.093 -0.009 -0.016 -0.018 0.136
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

In-Kind Assistance 0.001 -0.010 0.002 -0.021** 0.029

In-cash Assistance -0.009 0.001 0.002 -0.015 0.020

Both -0.017 -0.022 -0.001 -0.035*** 0.076**

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

In the thematic social assistance distinction, Both child benefits and other benefits

increase the probability of young people in employment transitioning to active NEET status

(Table 4.40.).
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Table 4.40. Estimation (V): Disaggregated Social Assistance (I1)

Sample: Total Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 23,791 Log-likelihood |-15460.77
LR-chi2 2754.34 Pseudo R2 0.0818
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Emp to
P-NEET | A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.009*** |-0.021*** |-0.000 0.009*** 0.022%**
Gender
(Base: Male)

Female 0.095*** |-0.030*** |0.002 -0.006** -0.060***
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.015*** | -0.035*** |-0.003*** |-0.010*** 0.033***
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.004 -0.005 -0.001 0.003 0.006

Secondary -0.017*** |-0.008 0.004 0.026*** -0.005

High -0.015*** | -0.005 0.010 0.036*** -0.027**

Vocational/Technical -0.022*** |-0.011 0.008 0.025*** 0.001

Faculty and above -0.027*** | -0.010 0.005 0.054*** -0.022**
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head -0.014*** 10.004 -0.003 -0.001 0.013*
Household Size -0.003*** |0.002 -0.001 -0.002 0.004*
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.008 -0.001 -0.020 -0.059*** 0.088***

25-29 -0.023*** | -0.008 -0.028* -0.082*** 0.140%***
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Child Assistance -0.002 0.018** 0.001 -0.013** -0.004

Other Assistance 0.003 0.018*** |-0.001 -0.007 -0.013

Both 0.002 0.022*** | -0.002 -0.020%*** -0.002

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).

On the other hand, the disincentivizing effects on total population have disappeared
for women and other assistances have negative effects only on continuing education and

employment (Table 4.41.).
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Table 4.41. Estimation (V): Disaggregated Social Assistance (I1), Female

Sample: Female Pop. (15-29) # of ok?s. 7,474 Log-likelihood [-5752.27
LR-chi2 695.13 Pseudo R2 0.0570
Dependent Variable:
Status at time t+1 Transitions from Only-Emp to
P-NEET |A-NEET | Only-Educ |Educ-Emp Only-Emp
Disposable Income
(Equivalised, log) -0.031*** 1-0.010 0.002 0.010** 0.030
Marital Status
(Base: Single)

Married 0.089*** |-0.038*** |-0.003 -0.020*** -0.029
Education Level
(Base: No Degree)

Primary -0.010 0.025 -0.002 0.001 -0.013

Secondary -0.049*** |0.008 0.012 0.028*** 0.001

High -0.030 0.031 0.016 0.037*** -0.054

Vocational/Technical -0.068*** |0.042 0.015 0.026*** -0.014

Faculty and above -0.097*** |0.032 0.004 0.034*** 0.026
Head of Household
(Base: Non-Head)

Head 0.016 -0.022 -0.000 -0.003 0.009
Household Size -0.003 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 0.006
Age Group
(Base: 15-17)

18-24 -0.053 -0.001 -0.013 -0.005 0.072

25-29 -0.092 -0.008 -0.016 -0.018 0.135
Social Assistance
(Base: Non-Benef.)

Child Assistance -0.014 0.001 0.004 -0.015 0.024

Other Assistance -0.000 -0.007 0.000 -0.020** 0.027

Both -0.012 -0.024 -0.000 -0.035*** 0.071

Notes: Coefficients are significant at 1 percent (***), 5 percent (**) and 10 percent (*).
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIVE REMARKS

The demographic window of opportunity presents a crucial period for countries to
harness the potential of their working-age population and drive economic development.
However, the effective utilization of this period relies on successfully integrating the young
population into education and increasing their employability. Failure to do so can lead to
unemployment and socio-economic challenges that transform the window of opportunity into
a threat to development.

In Tirkiye, the completion of the demographic transition process has opened a
demographic window of opportunity since the early 2000s. However, the presence of a
significant number of young individuals who are not in employment, education, or training
(NEET) poses a major obstacle to fully utilizing this opportunity. The NEET population
consists of both the unemployed and the inactive population, with the latter being out of the
workforce entirely.

While Tiirkiye has made progress in reducing NEET rates, particularly among women,
high levels of inertia and a gender gap persist. Currently, Tiirkiye faces a NEET rate of 28.7
percent, with a gender gap of 21.1 points. Moreover, cultural norms, including the social roles
assigned to women, contribute to the concentration of the NEET problem among women, with
67.9 percent of the NEET population in the relevant age group being women.

International comparisons further highlight the widespread NEET problem among
women in Tirkiye. The NEET rate for women aged 15-29 in Tiirkiye is 39.5 percent,
significantly higher than the OECD average of 16.5 percent. Addressing this issue and
effectively integrating young people, particularly young women, into education and the labor
force is crucial for utilizing the country's young population more efficiently and driving
economic development.

In this regard, social assistance emerges as a vital policy tool in Tiirkiye. It has been
observed in the literature that social assistance can have significant effects on labor market
mobility. Therefore, designing well-crafted social assistance policies in Tiirkiye, where high
unemployment and inactivity rates prevail, especially among young people, and low labor
force participation rates persist, especially among women, is crucial.

Based on these findings, this study was conducted to associate the NEET problem,

which is actually a women-oriented problem, with social assistance in Tirkiye. In this
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framework, it is basically aimed to reveal whether social assistance has a role of activating or
pacifying young women.

This study aimed to address a significant research gap by examining the effects of
social assistance on labor market mobility in Tirkiye, specifically focusing on a developing
country context. The existing literature on the impact of social assistance on labor market
dynamics is limited, particularly within the young population age group, and the available
studies predominantly focus on developed countries. Therefore, this study will make a
substantial contribution by filling this gap and providing insights into the relationship between
social assistance and labor market outcomes in Tiirkiye, considering the distinct characteristics
of its labor market, such as high youth unemployment, widespread informality, and significant
inactivity rates, particularly among women. By exploring these dynamics in Tiirkiye, this
research aims to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the complex and dynamic

nature of the Turkish labor market and contribute to the broader literature on the subject.

In this study, it is firstly aimed to understand the dynamics of transition between
various statuses with a descriptive approach by using transition matrices. During this approach,
analyzes were made in terms of gender breakdown in order to make an observation especially
among women. Analyzes were made according to the status of receiving social assistance and
the type of social assistance received. Within the scope of this analysis, the prominent findings

for women are as follows:

e There is a significant immobility at the level of 83 percent in the passive NEET status
among young women.

e The gender gap between men and women in terms of immobility in inactive status is
40 percentage points.

e The transition from each status to the passive NEET status is significantly greater for
women.

o While 54 percent of men with active NEETSs can enter employment or education, this
rate is 38 percent for women.

e The difference in immobility between men and women is 7 points among those who
are only employed.

e Passive NEET rigidity of women in beneficiary households is higher than non-
beneficiary households.

o While active NEET rigidity is lower for young women in beneficiary households, exits
from this status are towards passive NEET status, not towards education or the labor
market.

o For females, transitions from all status to passive NEET status are higher in social

assistance beneficiary households than non-beneficiary ones.
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Young women in in-kind beneficiary households are relatively more inclined to
remain in passive NEET status and switch from active NEET status to passive status
compared to the households receiving in-cash assistance.

Transitions from the population in education and/or employment to passive NEET
status are more common among young women in households receiving child benefits

compared to the ones in households receiving the other benefits.

Secondly, by using the multinomial logit method, it has been tried to reveal within the

framework of causality whether social assistances for young people of different statuses and

different genders affect the dynamics of transition to various statuses positively or negatively.

Within the scope of this analysis, the key results for women are as follows:

There is no evidence of a positive or negative impact of social assistance on the
transitions of those women with passive NEET status.

In-kind assistance reduce the possibility of young women in passive NEET status to
switch to active NEET status and only education, while increasing the possibility of
continuing in passive NEET status.

Benefits other than child ones reduce the probability of young women in passive
NEET status to move to active neet status and only education, while increasing the
probability of remaining in passive NEET status.

There is no evidence of a positive or negative impact of social assistance on the
transitions of those women with only education status.

In-cash benefits and child benefits increase the likelihood of young women in only
education transition to passive NEET status.

There is no evidence of a positive or negative impact of social assistance on the
transitions of those women with active NEET, education&employment and only

employment statuses. This is also the case at the disaggregated level.
The main results of technical analysis can be briefly summarized as follows:

Inactivity and high immobility in inactives is a problem for women.

Among those who are not inactive, women are more likely to go into the inactive
status.

Women are negatively differentiated in transition to education and employment.
Transition dynamics are generally worse for women in beneficiary households.

For young women of any status, there is no evidence that overall social benefits or any
of their subdivisions are activating.

Some forms of social assistance increase the likelihood that various groups will

transition to passive NEET status.
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++ Some forms of social assistance reduce the possibility of passive NEET young women
moving to other statuses.
+» Active NEET status is the only status where social assistances do not have any effect.

The desired activating feature of social assistance is not seen in the case of Tiirkiye
for the young women. There are even disincentivizing effects for various statuses and various
types of assistance. In a country where women's inactivity is very high and female labor force
participation is very low, it is worrying that social assistance, which can play an activating
role, does not have any positive effect, but disincentivizing effects. This situation necessitates

the reconsideration of the social assistance system design.

It is also important to prevent social assistance from causing distortion in the labor
market and education system. Nonetheless, social assistance programs are designed to fulfill
a wide range of objectives beyond solely activating young individuals. Therefore, it is
necessary to handle the issue multi-dimensionally and be careful when designing policies and

making regulations in this field.
The main steps that can be taken in this context are as follows:

e Activation-Focused Approach: Social assistance policies should aim to activate the
young population on a long-term basis, rather than just temporarily supporting it. This
should include combining financial assistance with training and skills development
programmes, providing a support network where young people can expand their skills
and increase their employability.

e Education and Skills Development Programs: Education and skills development
programs for young people should be offered as part of social assistance policies.
These programs may include vocational training courses, internship opportunities and
the acquisition of various professional skills. Thus, young people can be better
prepared for the workforce and increase their employability.

e Incentives: Incentives should be added so that social assistance serves the purpose of
activating young people. For example, measures can be taken, such as limiting
financial aid for a certain period of time and that young people benefit more from
these benefits when they are actively involved in education or employment activities.
In this way, young people can be encouraged to benefit from the security of social
assistance in a sustainable way and to become self-sufficient.

o Cooperation and Coordination: Cooperation and coordination between different
stakeholders is important for social assistance policies to be effective. By establishing

cooperation between the government, employers, educational institutions and non-
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governmental organizations, programs suitable for the needs of young people can be
created and it can be ensured that they benefit from these programs in the best way.

e Integration of Social Assistance and Employment Policies: Social assistance policies
and employment policies should be integrated to complement each other. Rather than
just providing financial assistance, policies should be adopted that facilitate access to
employment opportunities and encourage the inclusion of young people in the

workforce.

To sum up, to fully capitalize on the demographic window of opportunity and facilitate
the transition of young people to education and the labor market, Tiirkiye should prioritize
policies that promote inclusivity, improve access to quality education, enhance employability,
and address cultural norms that hinder women's participation. By implementing effective
social assistance programs and comprehensive policies, Tiirkiye can unlock the potential of its
young population, ensuring a sustainable path towards economic development and social

progress.
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APPENDICES

A. YEARLY TRANSITION MATRICES (2014-2021)
A.1. Transition Dynamics in General

A.1.1. Transition Dynamics in General

Dist.(t

2014-2015 t+l ©
1| 2] 3] 2] s

1. P-Neet 0.75] 0,04] 007] 001] 012] 025

2. A-Neet 0.26] 019] 005/ 0,05 045 0,04

t[(3. Only-Educ | 0,12| 0,02| 0,73| 0,07 0,06 0,32

4. Educ-Emp | 0,06| 0,02| 0,15| 0,56| 0,21 0,07

5.0Only-Emp | 0,07| 0,05| 0,01| 0,05| 0,82 0,32

Dist.(t+1) 0,26| 0,04 0,27| 0,09| 0,34

Dist.(t

2015-2016 t+l ©
1| 2] 3] 2] s

1. P-Neet 0.76] 003] 008! 001] 012] 025

2. A-Neet 024] 021] 007/ 0,04| 044 0,04

t[3. Only-Educ | 0,10| 0,02| 0,75| 0,08| 0,05 0,32

4. Educ-Emp | 0,03| 0,01| 0,18| 0,57| 0,21 0,09

5.0Only-Emp | 0,08| 0,05| 0,01 0,06| 0,80 0,30

Dist.(t+1) 0,26 0,04| 0,29| 0,10| 0,32

Dist.(t

2016-2017 t+l ©
1 ] 23] a5

1. P-Neet 0.71] 0,08] 007] 001] 013] 023

2. A-Neet 0.19] 031] 004 0,03] 043| 0,04

t{3.Only-Educ | 0,10| 0,04| 0,75| 0,07| 0,05 0,34

4. Educ-Emp | 0,03| 0,02| 0,15| 0,58| 0,21 0,10

5.Only-Emp | 0,06| 0,07| 0,01| 0,05| 0,81 0,29

Dist.(t+1) 0,22| 0,07| 0,29| 0,10| 0,32
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9017-2018 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,81] 0,05] 0,05] 0,00 0,08] 0,22
2. A-Neet 0,16 036] 006| 0,02] 039 0,06
3. only-Educ | 0,12] 0,04] 071] 0,08] 005 035
4. Educ-Emp | 0,03] 0,03| 015| 056] 022] 0,09
5.Only-Emp | 0,05 0,6] 0,01| 0,05/ 083 028
Dist(t+1) | 0,24] 007| 028] 0,09] 032
2018-2019 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,81] 0,06] 0,06] 0,01] 0,07] 0,21
2. A-Neet 0.13| 043] 006| 0,02] 037] o007
3. only-Educ | 0,12] 0,06] 0,70 0,06] 0,05 033
4. Educ-Emp | 0,04 0,04] 013] 044| 035 0,00
5.Only-Emp | 0,05 0,09] 001| 005/ 080 0729
Dist(t+1) | 0,24| 0,09] 0,26] 0,08] 032
2016.2020 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4] s
1. P-Neet 0.81] 0,04] 0,09] 0,01] 005] 0,22
2. A-Neet 0,14 046 0,08] 0,02] 030] 0,10
3. only-Educ | 0,13] 0,06 0,75| 0,03 003 031
4. Educ-Emp | 0,03| 0,08| 013| 040| 035| 0,08
5.only-Emp | 0,05 0,12| 001] 0,04| 0,78] 0,29
Dist(t+1) | 0,25| 0,11] 028] 0,06| 030
2020-2021 tl Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4| s
1. P-Neet 0,71] 0,07] 014] 001] 007] 0,24
2. A-Neet 0,09] 045| 0,08] 0,03] 035] 0,11
3. Only-Educ | 0,09] 0,06] 074] 0,06] 005 032
4. Educ-Emp | 0,01] 0,03] 011] 053] 032] 0,06
5.Only-Emp | 0,03| 0,07| 001] 0,06| 083 027
Dist(t+1) | 022] 011] 029] 0,07] 031
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A.1.2. Transition Dynamics for Female

2014-2015 tHl Dist.(9
1| 2] 3] 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,82 0,03] 006] 001] 0,00] 040
2. A-Neet 044] 018] 006| 0,02] 031] 0,03
3. Oonly-Educ | 0,14] 0,01] 075] 0,05] 005 032
4. Educ-Emp | 0,06| 0,02 017] 052] 022 005
5. Only-Emp 0,15| 0,04| 0,02| 0,04| 0,75 0,20
Dist(t+1) | 042] 003] 028] 005] 022
2015.2016 t41 Dist.(t)
1| 2] 3] 4]
1. P-Neet 083 0,02] 006] 0,01] 0,08] 040
2. A-Neet 037] 048] 008] 0,03] 033] 0,03
3. only-Educ | 0,12] 0,01] 076] 007] 004 032
4. Educ-Emp | 0,06| 001 0,18] 059] 0,16 0,06
5.only-Emp | 015| 0,05 002] 007] 0,721 0,9
Dist(t+1) | 041] 0,03] 029] 0,07] 0,20
2016.2017 t41 Dist.(t)
1| 2] 3] 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,80| 0,04] 006] 001] 0,00] 038
2. A-Neet 038| 022] 002] 004] 034 003
3. Only-Educ | 0,13 0,03] 075| 006| 003 034
4. Educ-Emp | 0,05| 0,02 017] 058] 018 0,07
5.0nly-Emp | 0,15| 0,06] 001| 005 073 0,19
Dist(t+1) | 0,39] 005] 0,29] 0,07 0,21
2017-2018 t Dist.(t)
1| 23] 4a]s
1. P-Neet 0.86| 0,03] 004] 0.00] 007] 037
2. A-Neet 032 033] 007] 002] 026] 0,04
3. Only-Educ | 0,16] 0,03] 0,71] 0,06| 003] 0,34
4. Educ-Emp | 005] 0,03] 020] 048] 024] 0,06
5.0nly-Emp | 0,12 0,04] 001] 005| 0,78 0,18
Dist(t+1) | 041] 0,04] 028] 006] 021

68




9018-2019 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 2 3 4 5
1. P-Neet 0,84| 0,04| 0,04| 0,01| 0,06 0,37
2. A-Neet 0,25| 0,39| 0,09| 0,02| 0,25 0,05
3. Only-Educ | 0,16| 0,04| 0,71| 0,05| 0,03 0,33
4. Educ-Emp | 0,09 0,02| 0,14| 0,47| 0,28 0,06
5.0nly-Emp | 0,11| 0,06 0,01| 0,05| 0,76 0,19
Dist.(t+1) 0,41| 0,06/ 0,27| 0,06 0,21
9019-2020 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 2 3 4 5
1. P-Neet 0,86| 0,02| 0,07| 0,00| 0,04 0,38
2. A-Neet 0,27| 0,37| 0,10| 0,03| 0,22 0,07
3. Only-Educ | 0,17| 0,03| 0,75| 0,03| 0,02 0,32
4. Educ-Emp | 0,06| 0,07| 0,16]| 0,41| 0,31 0,05
5.0nly-Emp | 0,12 0,08| 0,01| 0,04| 0,75 0,19
Dist.(t+1) 0,42| 0,06 0,28| 0,04| 0,20
2020-2021 t Dist.(9)
1 2 3 4 5
1. P-Neet 0,77 0,05 0,11| 0,00, 0,06 0,40
2. A-Neet 0,17| 0,40| 0,21| 0,04| 0,28 0,07
3. Only-Educ | 0,13| 0,06| 0,73| 0,05| 0,03 0,32
4. Educ-Emp | 0,02| 0,05| 0,10| 0,56| 0,27 0,04
5. Only-Emp 0,07] 0,05 0,02 0,06/ 0,80 0,17
Dist.(t+1) 0,37| 0,08 0,30| 0,05| 0,20
A.1.3. Transition Dynamics for Male
2014-2015 e Dist.(1
1 2 3 4 5
1. P-Neet 0,43| 0,13| 0,13| 0,04| 0,27 0,08
2. A-Neet 0,16| 0,20 0,05| 0,06| 0,53 0,05
3. Only-Educ | 0,11| 0,03| 0,70| 0,10] 0,07 0,33
4. Educ-Emp | 0,06| 0,02| 0,24| 0,57| 0,20 0,10
5.0nly-Emp | 0,03] 0,05| 0,01 0,06/ 0,85 0,44
Dist.(t+1) 0,10| 0,05 0,26| 0,12| 0,46
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9015-2016 t+1 Dist.(t)
1| 2] 3] 4] s
1. P-Neet 042 009] 017] 0,02] 029] 0,09
2. A-Neet 0.17] 023] 007] 0,04| 050 0,086
3. Only-Educ | 0,08] 0,02] 0,75] 0,10] 0,05] 0,32
4. Educ-Emp | 0,01] 001/ 018] 056] 023] 013
5.Oonly-Emp | 0,04| 0,05 001] 0,06| 084 041
Dist.(t+1) | 0,09] 0,05 0,28] 013] 045
2016-2017 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 23] 4] s
1. P-Neet 030 023] 014] 0,02] 031] 0,09
2. A-Neet 0,07] 037] 005| 0,02| 048] 0,04
3. Only-Educ | 0,06] 0,05] 0,74| 0,09] 0,06] 0,34
4. Educ-Emp | 002| 0,02] 014| 059] 023 0,13
5.only-Emp | 0,02 0,08| 001] 005| 0,84 040
Dist(t+1) | 0,06| 0,09] 0,29] 013] 044
2017.2018 t41 Dist.(t)
1 | 2] 3] 4]
1. P-Neet 047] 020] 015] 0,02] 016] 0,05
2. A-Neet 0,08 038] 006| 0,02] 046] 0,08
3. Only-Educ | 0,08] 0,05] 071] 0,09] 007] 035
4. Educ-Emp | 0,02] 004 012] 061] 022] 012
5.only-Emp | 001 0,07| 001] 0,05| 08| 0,39
Dist(t+1) | 0,07] 0,09] 028] 0,13] 043
2018-2019 t Dist.(9
1| 2] 3] 4] s
1. P-Neet 053] 0418] 016] 0,03] 011] 0,05
2. A-Neet 0,06 044] 005 002| 043| 010
3. Oonly-Educ | 0,09] 0,08] 069] 0,07] 007] 033
4. Educ-Emp | 0,02] 005 0,12] 043] 038] 013
5.0nly-Emp | 0,01 0,11] 001] 0,05| 082 040
Dist(t+1) | 0,07] 013] 026 0,10] 044

70




t+1 Dist.(t)

2019-2020
1 2 3 4 5
1. P-Neet 0,49| 0,15| 0,25| 0,02| 0,09 0,07
2. A-Neet 0,07 0,50| 0,07] 0,02] 0,34 0,13

t{3. Only-Educ | 0,09| 0,09| 0,74| 0,04| 0,05 0,31

4. Educ-Emp | 0,01| 0,09| 0,12| 0,40| 0,38 0,11

5.Only-Emp | 0,01| 0,24] 0,01| 0,04| 0,80] 0,39

Dist.(t+1) 0,08/ 017 027/ 0,07 041

Dist.(t

2020-2021 t+l IStV
1| 2] 3] a] s

1. P-Neet 038] 018] 030] 002] 013] 0,08

2. A-Neet 005/ 047 006/ 003| 039] 0,16

t[3.Only-Educ | 0,06| 0,06| 0,75| 0,07| 0,06 0,31

4. Educ-Emp | 0,01| 0,02] 0,11]| 0,52| 0,34 0,08

5.0Only-Emp | 0,01| 0,08] 0,01 0,06| 0,84 0,37

Dist.(t+1) 0,06/ 0,14| 0,28| 0,09| 0,43

A.2. Transition Dynamics for Non-Beneficiaries

A.2.1. Transition Dynamics for Non-Beneficiaries in General

Dist.(t

2014-2015 t+l ©
1| 2] 3] 4] s

1. P-Neet 0.75] 004] 008| 001] 011] 023

2. A-Neet 025| 019] 005/ 0,04| 048] 0,04

t[{3. Only-Educ | 0,12| 0,02| 0,73| 0,08 0,06 0,33

4. Educ-Emp | 0,06| 0,03| 0,24| 0,57| 0,21 0,08

5.0nly-Emp | 0,06 0,04| 0,01 0,06 0,83 0,32

Dist.(t+1) 0,24| 0,04| 0,28| 0,09| 0,35

Dist(t

2015-2016 t+l ©
1] 21 3] 4] s

1. P-Neet 0.74] 003| 009] 001| 012| 023

2. A-Neet 023 019] 008| 004| 046| 004

t|3. Only-Educ | 0,10| 0,02| 0,75| 0,09 0,05 0,33

4. Educ-Emp | 0,02] 0,01| 0,18] 0,58| 0,20 0,10

5.0Only-Emp | 0,07 0,04 0,02| 0,06 0,81 0,30

Dist.(t+1) 0,24| 0,04 0,29| 0,11| 0,33
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9016-2017 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4]|s
1. P-Neet 0,71] 0,08] 0,08] 0,01] 013] 0,21
2. A-Neet 0,18| 032] 0,04] 0,04] 042] 003
3. Only-Educ | 0,09] 0,04] 075 007] 0,05 034
4. Educ-Emp | 0,03] 0,02] 014] 061] 020] 0,11
5.Only-Emp | 0,06| 0,06| 0,01| 0,06| 0,81 0,30
Dist(t+1) | 0,21] 0,06] 029] 011] 032
2017-2018 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4| s
1. P-Neet 0,80] 0,05] 0,06] 0,00/ 0,00] 0,20
2. A-Neet 0.6 036] 007] 0,02] 039] 0,086
3.0only-Educ | 0,12 0,03| 0,72] 0,08| 005| 036
4. Educ-Emp | 0,03 0,03] 015] 057] 022] 0,10
5.0nly-Emp | 0,05| 0,06| 001| 005| 0,84 029
Dist.(t+1) | 022| 0,06| 0,29] 0,10| 032
2018.2015 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,80] 0,06] 0,06] 0,01] 0,07] 0,20
2. A-Neet 0,13] 042] 007] 0,02] 036 0,07
3. only-Educ | 0,12 0,06] 071] 0,06] 005 034
4. Educ-Emp | 0,04| 004| 013] 044] 035] 0,10
5.only-Emp | 0,05| 0,08| 001] 0,05| 0,80 0,30
Dist(t+1) | 0,22] 0,09] 027] 0,09] 033
2019-2020 t+l Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4| s
1. P-Neet 0,79] 0,04] 0,10] 0,01] 0,06] 0,20
2. A-Neet 0,14 044] 008| 0,03] 031] 0,09
3. only-Educ | 0,12] 0,06] 075] 0,03] 003] 033
4. Educ-Emp | 0,03] 0,08 012] 042] 036 0,09
5.0nly-Emp | 0,04| 011] 001] 0,04| 0,79 0,29
Dist(t+1) | 0,23] 0,11] 0,29] 0,06] 031
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t+1 Dist.(t)

2020-2021
1 2 3 4 5
1. P-Neet 0,68 0,07 0,17| 0,01| 0,07 0,22
2. A-Neet 0,09| 0,44| 0,09| 0,03| 0,35 0,11

~+

3. Only-Educ | 0,09| 0,06 0,75| 0,06| 0,04 0,33

4. Educ-Emp | 0,01 0,03] 0,10 0,54| 0,32 0,06

5.0nly-Emp [ 0,02| 0,06 0,01| 0,07| 0,83 0,28

Dist.(t+1) 0,20| 0,10| 0,31| 0,08| 0,32

A.2.2. Transition Dynamics for Non-Beneficiaries for Female

Dist.(t

2014-2015 t+l ©
1| 2] 3] a] s

1. P-Neet 0.81] 003] 007] 001] 008] 037

2. A-Neet 041] 018] 005! 002| 034] 0,03

t{3. Only-Educ | 0,13| 0,02| 0,75| 0,05| 0,05 0,33

4. Educ-Emp | 0,06] 0,02] 0,17| 0,54| 0,21 0,06

5.0nly-Emp | 0,13| 0,04 0,01| 0,05| 0,77 0,21

Dist.(t+1) 0,39| 0,03 0,29| 0,06| 0,23

Dist.(t

2015-2016 t+l ©
1| 2] 3] 4] s

1. P-Neet 0.82] 002] 007] 001] 008] 037

2. A-Neet 032] 019] 009! 004| 036 0,03

t[{3. Only-Educ | 0,12| 0,01| 0,76| 0,07| 0,04 0,33

4. Educ-Emp | 0,06| 0,01| 0,48 0,59| 0,16 0,06

5.Only-Emp | 0,14| 0,05| 0,02| 0,07| 0,72] 0,20

Dist.(t+1) 0,39| 0,03| 0,30| 0,08] 0,21

Dist.(t

2016-2017 t .
1 | 23] 4]s

1. P-Neet 079] 0,05] 0,06] 0,01] 009 035

2. A-Neet 038 022] 0,02] 0,05] 034 003

t|3. Only-Educ | 0,13| 0,04| 0,75| 0,06 0,03 0,34

4. Educ-Emp | 0,05| 0,02| 0,16| 0,61| 0,17 0,08

5.0Only-Emp | 0,14| 0,06 0,01| 0,05| 0,73 0,20

Dist.(t+1) 0,37| 0,05 0,29| 0,08| 0,21
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9017-2018 t+1 Dist.(t)
1| 2] 3] 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,85 0,03] 004] 0,00] 008] 034
2. A-Neet 0,32 0,33] 006] 003] 026] 0,04
3. only-Educ | 05| 0,03] 072] 0,06] 004 035
4. Educ-Emp | 0,05] 0,03 020] 048] 023] 007
5.only-Emp | 0,12 0,05| 001] 005| 0,78] 0,9
Dist.(t+1) | 0,39| 0,05| 0,29] 0,07] 022
2018-2019 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 23] 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,84] 005] 0,05] 001] 006 035
2. A-Neet 0.23] 040] 0,10] 0,02] 026] 0,05
3. Only-Educ | 05| 0,04] 072] 0,05] 0,03 034
4. Educ-Emp | 0,07] 003 015] 047] 028 0,06
5.only-Emp | 0,11 0,07] 001| 005] 0,76] 0,20
Dist.(t+1) | 0,38| 0,07 0,28] 0,06| 021
2016.2020 t41 Dist.(t)
1 | 2] 3] 4]
1. P-Neet 0,85 0,03] 007] 0,00] 005] 0,34
2. A-Neet 025| 039] 0,10] 0,04] 023] 007
3. Only-Educ | 0,16] 0,03] 076] 0,03] 002] 033
4. Educ-Emp | 0,07] 005 013] 044] 031] 0,06
5.only-Emp | 0,10 0,08| 001] 0,05| 0,76] 0,20
Dist(t+1) | 0,38] 0,07] 029] 0,05| 021
2020-2021 t Dist.(9
1| 2] 3] 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,75| 0,06] 0,13] 0,00] 0,06] 036
2. A-Neet 016 041] 011] 0,04] 028 0,08
3. Only-Educ | 0,13 0,06] 074] 005] 0,03 034
4. Educ-Emp | 0,02] 005] 0,10] 057] 026] 0,04
5.only-Emp | 0,06 0,05 002| 007| 0,80 0,18
Dist.(t+1) | 0,34| 0,08| 0,31] 006| 021
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A.2.3. Transition Dynamics for Non-Beneficiaries for Male

Dist.(t

2014-2015 t+l Ist(V
1 ] 23] 45

1. P-Neet 043] 012| 013| 004| 028| 007

2. A-Neet 04| 019] 004| 005| 057| 005

t[{3. Only-Educ | 0,10| 0,02| 0,71| 0,10| 0,06 0,34

4. Educ-Emp | 0,06| 0,03| 0,12| 0,58| 0,21 0,11

5.0Only-Emp | 0,03] 0,05| 0,01 0,06| 0,85 0,44

Dist.(t+1) 0,09] 0,05 0,27| 0,13| 0,46

Dist.(t

2015-2016 t+l IS0
1 ] 23] a5

1. P-Neet 038] 009| 021] 003| 0.29| 008

2. A-Neet 017| 019| 007| 00s| 052| 005

t[3.Only-Educ | 0,08| 0,02| 0,74| 0,11 0,05 0,32

4. Educ-Emp | 0,01| 0,01 0,18] 0,58| 0,22 0,13

5.0Only-Emp | 0,03] 0,04| 0,01 0,06| 0,85 0,41

Dist.(t+1) 0,08| 0,04 0,29| 0,14| 0,45

Dist.(t

2016-2017 t+l ©
1| 2] 3] 4] s

1. P-Neet 027] 022] 017] 003] 031] 0,07

2. A-Neet 0,05 040| 005/ 0,03| 048] 0,04

t{3.Only-Educ | 0,06| 0,04| 0,76| 0,08| 0,06 0,34

4. Educ-Emp | 0,02 0,03| 0,13| 0,60| 0,22 0,14

5.0Only-Emp | 0,01 0,07 0,01 0,06 0,85 0,40

Dist.(t+1) 0,05| 0,08 0,30| 0,14| 0,44

Dist.(t

2017-2018 t+l ©
1| 2] 3] a] s

1. P-Neet 0.44] 020] 018| 002] 016] 005

2. A-Neet 0,07| 037] 007| 002| 047] 007

t{3. Only-Educ | 0,08| 0,04| 0,72| 0,09 0,07 0,36

4. Educ-Emp | 0,02 0,03| 0,12 0,62| 0,22 0,13

5. Only-Emp | 0,01| 0,06]| 0,01]| 005| 0,87| 0,39

Dist.(t+1) 0,06/ 008 029/ 014 043
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9018-2019 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 21 3] 45
1. P-Neet 051] 014] 019] 0,03] 013] 005
2. A-Neet 0,06] 044| 005| 003| 042| 008
t|3. only-Educ | 0,09] 007] 070] 007] 007] 033
4. Educ-Emp | 002] 005] 012] 043] 039] 014
5.Only-Emp | 0,01| 0,09] 001| 005 083 0,40
Dist(t+1) | 0,07] 011] 027 011] 045
9019-2020 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 21 3] 45
1. P-Neet 044] 015] 029] 0,03] 010] 0,06
2. A-Neet 0,07| 048] 007] 002 036 011
t[3. only-Educ | 0,09] 0,08| 073] 004] 005] 032
4. Educ-Emp | 001] 0,09] 012| 041] 038] 0,12
5.0Only-Emp | 001| 0,12] 001| 004] 081 0,39
Dist(t+1) | 0,07] 05| 028] 0,08] 042
2020-2021 t Dist.(9)
1 | 21 3] 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,36] 015] 034] 0,02] 013] 0,08
2. A-Neet 0,05 046] 008| 003] 038 014
t|3. only-Educ | 0,06] 0,06] 076] 006 006] 032
4. Educ-Emp | 001 0,02] 010 052] 035] 0,08
5.Only-Emp | 0,01| 0,07] 001| 006] 085 0,38
Dist(t+1) | 0,06] 0,12| 030| 0,09| 043

A.3. Transition

Dynamics for Beneficiaries

A.3.1. Transition Dynamics for Beneficiaries in General

2014-2015 t+1 Dist.(t)
1|2 ]3] 415

1. P-Neet 0,75| 0,04| 006| 001| 013 034

2. A-Neet 0,30| 0,23| 008| 008| 033] 004

t|3.Only-Educ | 07| 0,02| 0,70| 0,05 0,06 0,28

4.Educ-Emp | 008| 001| 024| 045| 021 0,04

5.0nly-Emp | 0,12| 0,06] 0,02| 003| 0,77| 0,30
Dist.(t+1) 0,36 0,05| 0,23| 0,05] 0,31
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9015-2016 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,82] 0,02] 0,04] 0,01] 011] 0,33
2. A-Neet 029] 031] 005] 0,01] 034 0,05
3. only-Educ | 0,12] 0,01] 076] 0,05] 005 0,220
4. Educ-Emp | 0,05| 0,02] 021] 043] 028] 0,06
5.0nly-Emp | 02| 0,09 0,00/ 004| 075 028
Dist.(t+1) | 0,35| 0,05 0,25 0,05| 0,29
2016-2017 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,71] 0,08] 0,05] 0,00] 0,15] 0,34
2. A-Neet 0.20] 028] 006| 0,01] 045 0,05
3. only-Educ | 0,11] 0,04 0,72 0,08 004 032
4. Educ-Emp | 0,04 0,03] 024] 033] 036] 0,05
5.0nly-Emp | 0,09] 0,11] 001] 0,03| 0,77] 026
Dist(t+1) | 0,31| 0,08 0,26] 0,05| 030
2017.2018 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4] s
1. P-Neet 0.84] 0,04] 0,04] 0,00 008] 0,31
2. A-Neet 0,16] 039] 0,04] 0,02] 040 0,07
3. Only-Educ | 0,14] 0,07] 067] 007] 005 032
4. Educ-Emp | 0,03] 005| 017| 052| 023] 005
5.0only-Emp | 0,06 01| 0,00| 0,04| 0,79 025
Dist(t+1) | 0,33] 0,09| 024| 0,06| 028
2018-2019 t Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4| s
1. P-Neet 0,84] 0,06] 0,03] 0,00/ 0,06] 0,29
2. A-Neet 0,13| 044] 004| 001] 039] 0,10
3. only-Educ | 0,12] 0,08] 067] 0,07] 006 030
4. Educ-Emp | 0,09] 0,05] 013] 042] 031] 0,05
5.0nly-Emp | 0,05 0,13 001| 004| 076 026
Dist(t+1) | 031] 0,12] 022] 0,06] 0,29
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9019-2020 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 2 3 4 5
1. P-Neet 0,85| 0,04| 0,07| 0,00/ 0,04 0,31
2. A-Neet 0,13| 0,51 0,08| 0,01| 0,27 0,12
3. Only-Educ | 0,16] 0,06| 0,73| 0,02| 0,03 0,26
4. Educ-Emp | 0,04| 0,14| 0,20| 0,30| 0,32 0,05
5.Only-Emp | 0,06 0,18 0,01 0,01| 0,73 0,26
Dist.(t+1) 0,34| 0,14| 0,24| 0,02| 0,26
2020-2021 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 2 3 4 5
1. P-Neet 0,78| 0,07| 0,07| 0,00/ 0,08 0,35
2. A-Neet 0,10| 0,47| 0,03| 0,02| 0,38 0,14
3. Only-Educ | 0,11| 0,09| 0,67| 0,06| 0,06 0,26
4. Educ-Emp | 0,00| 0,04| 0,24| 0,41| 0,31 0,02
5.Only-Emp | 0,05| 0,11| 0,01 0,03| 0,80 0,22
Dist.(t+1) 0,33| 0,14| 0,21| 0,04| 0,28

A.3.2. Transition Dynamics for Beneficiaries for Female

2014-2015 t Dist )
1 | 2 | 3| 45
1. P-Neet 084] 0,02] 005 0,00] 010[ 053
2. A-Neet 068| 017] 008 0,00] 006] 0,02
3.Only-Educ | 021] 0,01] 072 0,03] 003 0,26
4. Educ-Emp | 0,16] 003] 016 0,31] 034] 0,02
5. Only-Emp | 0,27] 0,02| 004 0,02] 066 0,7
Dist(t+1) | 056] 0,02] 0,22] 002] 0,8
2015.2016 t+1 Dist.(t)
1 | 23|45
1. P-Neet 087] 001] 0,04] 001] 007] 053
2. A-Neet 072] 0410] 005 0,00] 013[ 0,02
3.Only-Educ | 0,14] 0,01] 076] 0,05| 004] 0,28
4. Educ-Emp | 0,07] 000] 016 058] 019 0,03
5. Only-Emp | 0,24] 0,07| 000 0,02] 067| 0,5
Dist(t+1) | 055 0,02] 0,24] 004] 0,15

78




9016-2017 t+1 Dist.(t)
1| 2] 3] 45
1. P-Neet 0,83] 0,02] 0,04] 0,00] 011] 049
2. A-Neet 041] 024] 0,00] 000| 035 003
3. Only-Educ | 0,15 0,00] 0,77] 0,06] 002| 032
4. Educ-Emp | 0,09] 0,08] 033] 021] 020 0,03
5.0nly-Emp | 0,20] 005| 002] 001| 072| 013
Dist(t+1) | 049] 0,03] 028| 0,03] 017
2017-2018 t+1 Dist.(t)
1| 2] 3] 4] s
1. P-Neet 0,88] 0,02] 0,04] 0,00] 006] 050
2. A-Neet 032| 030] 014] 0,00] 025] 0,03
3. Only-Educ | 0,20] 0,04] 069] 004] 003] 031
4. Educ-Emp | 0,10] 0,00| 019 039] 032] 0,03
5.Only-Emp | 0,5/ 0,03| 0,00| 0,04| 078] 013
Dist(t+1) | 0,54| 0,03 0,24] 003] 016
2018-2019 tr Dist.(t)
1| 2] 3] 4] s
1. P-Neet 087] 003] 0,03] 0,00] 006] 049
2. A-Neet 039] 034] 007] 0,02] 018] 0,04
3. Only-Educ | 0,17] 0,04| 069] 005| 005| 029
4. Educ-Emp | 0,19] 0,00] 007] 042] 032] 0,03
5.0nly-Emp | 0,12 006| 001] 004| 077] 015
Dist(t+1) | 052] 0,05| 022] 0,04| 018
2019-2020 t Dist.(9
1| 2] 3] 45
1. P-Neet 0,89] 0,02] 0,05] 0,00] 003] 051
2. A-Neet 049] 027] 010] 0,00] 014 003
3. Only-Educ | 0,23] 003] 069] 002] 002| 0728
4. Educ-Emp | 0,03] 0,18] 038] 0,15] 025] 0,03
5.Only-Emp | 0,17] 006| 001] 002| 074| 015
Dist(t+1) | 0,56| 0,04] 024] 001] 0,14
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2020-2021 tHl Dist.(9
1 | 2| 3| 4| s
1. P-Neet 0,84] 0,03] 006] 0,00] 007] o057
2. A-Neet 0,30| 0,30] 0,06| 0,00] 034] 0,04
3. Only-Educ | 0,16] 0,07] 069] 0,04] 004] 027
4. Educ-Emp | 0,00] 0,00 031] 020] 049 0,00
5.only-Emp | 04| 0,02| 002] 001| 081 012
Dist.(t+1) | 055| 0,05 0,22] 001] 0,16
A.3.3. Transition Dynamics for Beneficiaries for Male
2014-2015 t Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4| s
1. P-Neet 044] 014] 013] 0,06] 023] 014
2. A-Neet 0,20] 024] 007] 010] 039] 0,07
3. Only-Educ | 0,13 0,04 068] 0,07] 0,08 0,20
4. Educ-Emp | 0,05| 0,00/ 0,28] 051] 015 0,06
5.only-Emp | 0,06| 0,07] 001| 004| 0,82 044
Dist(t+1) | 0,14| 0,08] 024] 008| 045
2015-2016 tH Dist.(t)
1 | 2| 3| 4| s
1. P-Neet 0,58 0,08] 004] 0,00] 020] 0,12
2. A-Neet 0,15 038] 005] 0,01] 041 0,08
3. only-Educ | 0,20 0,02] 076] 0,05] 007] 031
4. Educ-Emp | 0,05] 003 0,23] 038] 031] 0,08
5.Only-Emp | 0,08 0,10 0,00| 005| 0,78] 042
Dist.(t+1) | 0,15| 0,09] 0,26] 0,07] 043
2016-2017 el Dist.(t)
1 | 2] 3] 4] s
1. P-Neet 036 027] 007] 001] 030] 017
2. A-Neet 011 029] 0,08| 001] 050 0,07
3. only-Educ | 0,07] 0,09] 067] 011] 008] 031
4. Educ-Emp | 0,01] 000] 0,19] 040] 040 0,06
5.only-Emp | 0,05| 0,12| 0,00| 004| 0,78] 0,39
Dist(t+1) | 0,11] 04| 024| 0,08| 044
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t+1

2017-2018 Dist.(t)
1 | 2|13 4|5
1. P-Neet 055] 021] 0,05] 003] 016] 0,09
2. A-Neet 012] 041] 0,02| 002] 043] 013
3.Only-Educ | 0,07] 0,10] 066/ 0,09 008 033
4. Educ-Emp | 0,01 0,08| 0,16| 0,57| 0,19 0,08
5. Only-Emp | 002 0,14] 000] 004| 0,79 038
Dist(t+1) | 0,09 0,16] 0,24] 0,09] 041
2018-2019 t Dist.(t)
1 | 23|45
1. P-Neet 059] 032] 0,04 001] 005] 007
2. A-Neet 006| 046| 003] 0,00] 044 0417
3. Only-Educ | 008| 0,12] 064] 008| 0,08] 030
4, Educ-Emp | 005 0,06] 05| 043] 0,30] 0,08
5. Only-Emp | 0,02] 0,47] 001 0,04| 076 038
Dist(t+1) | 008] 0,20] 0,22] 008] 0,42
2019-2020 t Dist. (t)
1 | 2 13| 4]s
1. P-Neet 065] 014] 03] 001] 007] 010
2. A-Neet 007] 055 0,08 001] 029] 0,20
3.Only-Educ | 0,07] 0,09] 078 0,02] 004 025
4. Educ-Emp | 0,04] 012] 012] 0,37] 035 0,07
5. Only-Emp | 001 0,24] 001] 001| 0,73| 038
Dist(t+1) | 0,10] 0,25] 0,24] 0,04] 0,38
2020-2021 t Dist.(t)
1 | 23|45
1. P-Neet 045] 027] 045] 001] 012] 012
2. A-Neet 007] 050 0,02] 002] 039 0,24
3. Only-Educ | 005| 0,11] 0,66] 009] 0,09 026
4. Educ-Emp | 0,00] 0,05| 023 043] 029] 0,04
5. Only-Emp | 0,02] 0,15| 001| 0,03| 079 034
Dist.(t+1) | 0,09 023] 0,21] 0,06] 041
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B. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Ulkelerin niifus artis hizlarmin diistiigii, alisma ¢agindaki niifusun paymin ise yiiksek
seviyelere ulastigi bir donemi ifade eden demografik firsat penceresi, ilkelerin ¢alisma
cagindaki niifuslarmin  potansiyelinden yararlanmalar1 ve ekonomik kalkinmay1
yonlendirmeleri i¢in ¢ok onemli bir donem sunmaktadir. Ancak bu siirenin verimli
kullanilmasi, geng¢ niifusun egitime basarili bir sekilde entegre edilmesine ve istihdam
edilebilirliklerinin artirilmasina baglidir. Bunun gerceklestirilememesi, firsat penceresini
kalkinma igin bir tehdide doniistiren issizlige ve sosyo-ekonomik zorluklara yol
acabilmektedir.

Tirkiye'de demografik gecis silirecinin tamamlanmasi, 2000'li yillarin basindan
itibaren demografik bir firsat penceresi agmustir. TUIK'in niifus projeksiyonlarma gore
Tiirkiye'de demografik firsat penceresinin 2035-2040 doneminde kapanacagi, bir baska
deyisle firsat penceresinin verimli kullanilmasi i¢in sinirli bir siirenin kaldig1 6ngoriilmektedir.
Ancak ne istihdamda ne egitimde ne de yetistirmede olan (NEET) 6nemli sayida gencin
varligl, bu firsat penceresini tam olarak degerlendirmenin Oniinde biiyiilk bir engel
olusturmaktadir.

NEET, igsiz olan ve egitime katilmayan aktif niifus ile isgiiciine dahil olmayan ve
egitime katilmayan inaktif niifustan olugsmaktadir. Egitimde olma durumu tanimlanirken 6rgiin
egitimle birlikte mesleki kurslar, stajlar ve benzeri egitim faaliyetleri de aymi kapsamda
degerlendirilmektedir. Bireyin egitim alip almadigi belirlenirken donem agisindan
istihdam/issiz taniminda oldugu gibi son dort hafta icinde veya an itibariyle herhangi bir egitim
alip almadig dikkate alinmaktadir.

Tiirkiye, zorunlu egitim diizenlemelerinin okullagsma diizeyini artirmasi ve egitim
stiresinin uzamasinin da etkisiyle 6zellikle kadinlar arasinda NEET oranlarimi diisiirmede
ilerleme kaydetmis olsa da, yiiksek atalet seviyeleri ve cinsiyet farki halihazirda devam
etmektedir. Su anda Tiirkiye, 21,1 puanlik toplumsal cinsiyet farkiyla yiizde 28,7 diizeyinde
bir NEET oramiyla kars1 karstyadir. Ayrica, kadinlara atfedilen sosyal roller de dahil olmak
iizere kiiltiirel normlar, ilgili yas grubundaki NEET niifusunun yiizde 67,9'u kadm olmak
iizere, NEET sorununun kadinlar arasinda yogunlasmasina sebep olmaktadir.

Uluslararas1 karsilastirmalar, Tirkiye'de kadinlar arasinda yaygin olan NEET
sorununu daha da dramatize etmektedir. Tiirkiye'de 15-29 yas arasi1 kadinlarda NEET oram
yiizde 39,5 ile OECD ortalamasi olan yilizde 16,5'in oldukga iizerindedir. Bu konunun ele

almmasi ve genglerin, ozellikle de gen¢ kadinlarin egitime ve is giiciine etkin bir sekilde
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entegre edilmesi, tlilkenin geng¢ niifusunu daha verimli kullanmak ve ekonomik kalkinmayi
yonlendirmek i¢in 6nem arz etmektedir.

Bu baglamda, Tiirkiye’de giderek yayginlik® kazanan devlet tarafindan saglanan gelir
kosullu sosyal yardimlar kritik bir politika araci olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Literatiirde
sosyal yardimlarin isgiicii piyasast hareketliligi iizerinde Onemli etkileri olabilecegi
gozlemlenmistir. Bu nedenle, 6zellikle gengler arasinda yiiksek igsizlik ve atillik oranlarinin,
ozellikle kadinlar arasinda diisiik isgiicline katilim oranlarinin ve yiiksek inaktivite oranlarinin
devam ettigi Tirkiye'de sosyal yardim politikalarinin iyi kurgulanmasi biiyiikk Snem
tasimaktadir.

Sosyal yardimlar, genglerin isglici piyasasina veya egitime gecisini ¢esitli
mekanizmalar yoluyla etkileyebilmektedir. Oncelikle sosyal yardim, hanedeki genglerin
egitimlerine devam etmelerine maddi destek saglayarak egitim  hayatlarini
kolaylastirabilmektedir. Bu destek Ogrenim masraflarinin kargilanmasi veya egitim
materyallerinin saglanmasi gibi ¢esitli yollarla olabilmektedir. Bir diger kanal ise haneye
verilen sosyal yardimlarin genclerin isgiicii piyasasina girigini kolaylastirabilmesidir. Bu
yardimlar genglerin is arama siirecinde ihtiyag duyacagi masraflari karsilayabilecegi gibi
mesleki egitim ve kurslara katilmalarini da miimkiin kilabilmektedir. Bu sayede gengler is
becerilerini gelistirebilmekte ve i bulma sanslarini artirabilmektedir. Ayrica sosyal yardimlar,
maddi agidan sikintili olan hanelerde genglerin egitimini veya isgiicli piyasasma katilimini
engelleyebilecek cocuk is¢iligi veya ev is¢iligi gibi diger durumlart da ortadan kaldirmaya
yardimci olabilmektedir.

Yukarida sayilan kanallarin diginda sosyal yardimlarin 6nemini ortaya koyan bagka
hususlar da bulunmaktadir. Yillar gectik¢e ciddi bir iyilesme yasanmasina ragmen Tiirkiye'de
kayit dis1 istihdam toplamda hala yilizde 25-30 civarinda, tarim dis1 sektdrlerde ise yiizde 15-
20 civarinda seyretmektedir. Bu durum, sosyal giivenlik sistemi diginda kalan niifusun temel
ihtiyaclarinin karsilanmasi ve ekonomik soklara karsi korunmasi amaciyla sosyal koruma
sistemi igerisinde sosyal yardimlar1 6nemli bir ara¢ olarak 6ne ¢ikarmaktadir. Ayrica isgiicii
piyasasinda kayit disiligin yaygin oldugu toplumlarda sosyal yardimlarin iyi tasarlanmisg
olmamas1 kayith calismay1 caydirmak ve bireyleri kayit dig1 caligmaya yonlendirme suretiyle
sosyal yardim tasariminin 6nemini artirmaktadir. Ayrica, sosyal yardimlarin genellikle kamu

kaynaklar1 kullanilarak devlet tarafindan finanse edilmesi ve transfer harcamalarmin 6nemli

3 Aile ve Sosyal Hizmetler Bakanlign Sosyal Yardimlasma ve Dayanismayr Tesvik Fonu Gelir-Gider
Tablolar1 ile Biitiinlesik Sosyal Yardim Bilgi Sistemi Veritabanina gore 2022 yili itibariyla 4 milyon
419 bin 286 haneye sosyal yardim yapilmistir. S6z konusu hanelerde sosyal yardim alan yararlanici
sayist ise 17 milyon 745 bin 877 kisiden olugmaktadir. Bu kapsamda Sosyal Yardimlagma ve
Dayanismay1 Tesvik Fonu, genel biit¢e ile diger kurum ve kuruluslardan toplam 151 milyon 919 bin
509 TL sosyal yardim saglanmis olup, bu yardimlarin GSYIH'ya oram 2022 yili itibartyla yiizde 1
seviyesindedir. Bu rakamin genel biitceye orani ise 2022 yili itibartyla yiizde 5,2 diizeyindedir.
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bir kismimi olugturmasi nedeniyle, sosyal yardimlarin etkin tasarlanmasi kaynak israfinin
Onlenmesi ag¢isindan da 6nem tagimaktadir.

Geng kadinlarin iggiicii piyasasina ve egitime erisiminin o6niindeki ¢ocuk bakimi, yash
bakimi, ulasima erisim eksikligi ve genel olarak maddi imkansizlik gibi engellerin agilmasinin
geng kadinlar icin harekete gecirici bir rol oynayabilecegi degerlendirilmektedir. Ayrica,
sosyal yardim programlarinin, amaglanan faydalara ragmen, gen¢ kadinlar i¢in farkinda
olmadan caydirict etki yaratabildigini de belirtmekte fayda goriilmektedir.

Is giicii piyasasinin sadece statik durumunu incelemek, sektdrler arasi ve statiiler arasi
gecisin dinamiklerini gdz ardi etmek anlamina gelmektedir. Isgiicii piyasasindaki durumu
ayrintili olarak agiklayan giivenilir hanehalki diizeyinde panel veri setleri, dinamik analizin
zaman ic¢inde yapilmasina olanak tanimigtir. Maloney (1999) gibi arastirmacilar, isgiicii
piyasasindaki gegisleri incelemek icin ge¢is matrisleri yontemini kullanmiglardir.

Sosyal yardim, yoksullugu azaltmanin yani1 sira egitimi ve saglik harcamalarini tesvik
etmek gibi gelecekteki yoksulluk diizeylerini azaltmanin 6nemli bir yoludur. Sosyal yardimin
isglicii piyasast lizerindeki etkileri, O6zellikle sosyal yardim alan kisilerin avantajlarini
kaybetmemek igin isglicii piyasasindan uzak durup durmadig: gibi konulari inceleyen birgok
calismada ele almmustir. Sosyal yardimin iggiicii piyasast sonuglar1 iizerindeki etkilerini
belirlemek, sosyal yardim programlarim en iyi sekilde tasarlamak ve yapisal ekonomik ve
sosyal sorunlara ¢6ziim bulmak i¢in énemli bir ¢aba sarf edilmistir.

Caligmalarin ¢ogu baslangicta gelismis tilkelerdeki deneyimlere odaklanmustir, ancak
Tiirkiye gibi gelismekte olan iilkelerdeki etkileri inceleyen ¢aligmalar da vardir. Uluslararasi
calismalar genellikle sosyal yardimlarin caydirict etkisi oldugunu ortaya koyar niteliktedir.
Tiirkiye'de yapilan bazi galismalarda sosyal yardimin iggiicii hareketliligi tizerindeki etkileri
incelenmis ve sosyal yardimin genellikle issizlik yerine kayit dig1 ¢calismaya tesvik edici bir
etkisi oldugu bulunmustur.

Bu calisma ile 6zellikle gen¢ kadinlara yonelik NEET olgusunu ele almada sosyal
yardimlarin etkinligi konusundaki yaygin tartismalara katki saglanmas1 amaglanmis ve sosyal
yardimlarin  Tiirkiye'de gen¢ kadinlarimn NEET  statiisiinden ¢ikisim1  kolaylastirip
kolaylastirmadig: ortaya konulmaya calisilmistir.

Bu caligma, 6zellikle gelismekte olan iilke baglamina odaklanarak, Tiirkiye'de sosyal
yardimin iggiicli piyasas1 hareketliligi tizerindeki etkilerini inceleyerek énemli bir aragtirma
eksikligini gidermeyi amaclamistir. Sosyal yardimin isgiicli piyasasi1 dinamikleri iizerindeki
etkisine iliskin mevcut literatiir, 6zellikle gen¢ niifus yas grubu iginde sinirhidir ve mevcut
calismalar agirlikli olarak gelismis iilkelere odaklanmaktadir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alisma, yliksek
geng issizligi, yaygin kayit disilik ve 6zellikle kadinlar arasinda 6nemli 6l¢iide hareketsizlik
gibi isgiicli piyasasinin belirgin 6zelliklerini goz 6niinde bulundurarak, bu boslugu doldurarak

ve Tirkiye'de sosyal yardim ile isgiicii piyasasi sonuglar1 arasindaki iliskiye dair i¢gorii
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saglayarak onemli bir katki saglayacaktir. Bu arastirma, Tiirkiye'deki s6z konusu dinamikleri
kesfederek, Tirkiye isgiicii piyasasinin karmagsik ve dinamik dogasi hakkinda daha kapsamli
bir anlayis saglamayir ve konuyla ilgili daha genis literatire katkida bulunmay1
amaclamaktadir.

Caligma kapsaminda, insanlarin gelir diizeyleri ve yasam kosullar1 hakkinda veri
toplamak amaciyla tasarlanmis bir anket olan ve yas, cinsiyet, egitim diizeyi, meslek ve ikamet
gibi degiskenleri igeren biiyiik bir 6rnekleme dayanan Gelir ve Yasam Kosullar1 Arastirmasi
(GYKA) veri seti kullanilmigtir. Gelir, yasam standartlari, saglik, egitim, ¢aligma ve ¢aligma
kosullari, sosyal giivenlik durumu, konut kosullar1 gibi genis bir bilgi yelpazesi sunan anket
hiikiimetler, sivil toplum kuruluslar1 ve akademisyenler i¢in sosyal koruma sistemlerinin
etkinligi, yoksulluk ve gelir esitsizligi gibi konularda politika onerileri gelistirilmesi siirecinde
yardimc1 olmakta ve sosyal politika tasarlanmasi ve ekonomik planlama siirecleri igin
rehberlik etmektedir.

Ilaveten, GYKA veri seti, bu calismada &nemli bir yer tutan sosyal transferler
acisindan da zengin bir veri setidir. Anket, referans gelir donemindeki hanehalklarinin sosyal
transferlerini, ayni ve nakdi olarak siniflandirmaktadir. Sosyal transferlerin ayni-nakdi
ayriminin yant sira, ¢ocuk yardimlari, konut yardimlari ve diger yardimlar altinda tematik bir
siniflandirma da yapilmaktadir.

Niifusun iggiicii piyasasindaki statiilerine ve egitim durumlarina gére siniflandirilmast,
farkli statiiler arasindaki gecis dinamiklerinin analiz edilmesini miimkiin kilmaktadir. Bu
cergevede GYKA panel veri seti, kisileri egitimde olan/egitimde olmayan ve
calisan/issiz/isgiicii disinda olarak smiflandirmaya olanak saglamaktadir. Bu firsattan
yararlanilarak insanlar egitimde veya istthdamda olmalarina gore cesitli gruplara
ayrilmaktadir. Referans haftasinda en az bir saat ¢alisan kisiler istindamda kabul edilmistir.
Calismayanlar arasinda issizler, son dort hafta icinde is arayan ve iki hafta i¢inde ise
baslayabilecek olanlar olarak tanimlanirken, geri kalan niifus, isgiicii disinda kalan, aktif

olmayan niifus olarak siniflandirilmustir.

Bu calismada oncelikle gegis matrisleri kullanilarak g¢esitli statiiler arasindaki gegis
dinamiklerinin betimsel bir yaklagimla ortaya kKonulmasi amaglanmistir. Bu kapsamda
olusturulan statiiler pasif NEET, aktif NEET, sadece egitim, egitim ve istihdam ve sadece
istihdam statiileridir. S6z konusu statiiler aras1 15-29 yas grubu niifusn bir yil vadeli gegis
dinamikleri analiz edilmistir. 2014-2021 yillarin1 kapsayan doénem i¢in GYKA panel veri seti

kullanilarak gecis matrisleri olusturulmustur.

Bu yaklasim sirasinda 6zellikle kadinlar arasinda bir gézlem yapabilmek icin cinsiyet

kirlliminda analizler gerceklestirilmistir. Sosyal yardim alma durumu ve alinan sosyal
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yardimin tiiriine gore dinamikler ayrica incelenmistir. Gegis matrisleri analizi kapsamda 6ne

¢ikan temel bulgular su sekildedir:

e Geng kadmlar arasinda pasif NEET statiisinde ylizde 83 diizeyinde ciddi bir
hareketsizlik s6z konusudur.

e Inaktifler statiisiindeki hareketsizlik agisindan kadinlar ve erkekler arasindaki cinsiyet
farki 40 ylizde puandir.

e Kadinlar 6zelinde diger statiilerden pasif NEET statiisiine gecis egilimi 6nemli 6l¢lide
daha fazladir.

o Aktif NEET statiisiindeki erkeklerin yiizde 54" bir y1l vadede istihdama ya da egitime
gecebiliyorken kadinlarda bu oran yalnizca yiizde 38 diizeyindedir.

e Yalnizca istihdamda olan genglerdekadin ve erkek arasindaki hareketsizlik farki 7
puan diizeyindedir.

e Sosyal yardim faydalanicisi hanelerdeki kadinlarin pasif NEET katilig1 yararlanici
olmayan hanelere gore daha ytiksektir.

e Sosyal yardim faydalanicisi hanelerdeki geng¢ kadinlar icin aktif NEET katilig1 daha
diisiik olsa da, bu statiiden ¢ikiglar egitime veya isgiicii piyasasina degil, pasif NEET
statiisiine yoneliktir.

e Kadinlar 6zelinde, sosyal yardim yararlanicisi hanelerde diger statiilerden pasif NEET
statiisiine gecis, yararlanici olmayan hanelere gore daha yiiksektir.

e Ayni yardim alan hanelerdeki gen¢ kadinlarin, nakdi yardim alan hanelere kiyasla
pasif NEET statiisiinde kalma ve aktif NEET statiisiinden pasif statiiye gegme egilimi
daha fazladir.

e Egitim ve/veya istihdamdaki niifustan pasif NEET statiisiine ge¢is, cocuk yardimi alan
hanelerdeki geng kadinlar arasinda, diger yardimlari alan hanelerdeki gen¢ kadinlarla

karsilastirildiginda daha yaygindir.

Akabinde ¢ok terimli logit yontemi kullanilarak farkli statii ve cinsiyetteki genglere
yonelik sosyal yardimlarin ¢esitli statiilere geg¢is dinamiklerini olumlu mu yoksa olumsuz mu
etkiledigi nedensellik ger¢evesinde ortaya konulmaya ¢alisilmigtir. Cok terimli logit yontemi,
kategorik bir bagimli degiskenin bir dizi bagimsiz degiskene bagli oldugu bir regresyon
modelidir. Bu yontem, farkli kategorik segeneklere sahip bir degiskenin olasiliklarini tahmin

etmek i¢in kullanilmaktadir.

Bu modelden elde edilen katsayilar acgiklayici degiskenlerin sadece log-odds oranlari
iizerindeki etkilerini dogrudan gostermekte olup, gecis olasiliklart iizerindeki etkilerini
gostermemektedir. Bu katsayilar kullanilarak gegis olasiliklar tizerindeki etkiler ancak dolayli

olarak ortaya ¢ikarilabilmektedir. Bu durumu agmak i¢in literatiirde pratik ve yaygin olarak
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kullanilan bir yontem, agiklayic1 degiskenlerin ortalama degerlerini aldiklarinda agiklayict
degiskenlerin gecis olasiliklar {izerindeki etkilerini hesaplamaktir. Bu yontemle hesaplanan

katsayilara “ortalamadaki marjinal etkiler” ad1 verilmektedir.

Ortalamadaki marjinal etkiler, katsayilarin yorumlanmasini kolaylastirmasinin yani
sira, bircok standart istatistik paketi ile hesaplanabilmesi, hipotez testlerinde ve giiven
araliklarinin olusturulmasinda kolaylikla kullanilabilmesi ve aykir1 degerlere daha az duyarli

olmasi nedeniyle avantaj saglamaktadir.

Bu modelleme ¢alismasinda esdeger kullanilabilir fert geliri, medeni durum, yas
grubu, hanehalki bilyiikligl, egitim diizeyi, hanehalki reisi olma durumu ve cinsiyet gibi
degiskenler agiklayic1 degisken olarak kullanilmistir. Cok terimli logit analizi kapsamda 6ne

¢ikan temel bulgular su sekildedir:

e Sosyal yardimlarin genelinin pasif NEET statiisiindeki kadinlarin gegisleri {izerinde
olumlu ya da olumsuz bir etkisi olduguna dair herhangi bir kanit yoktur.

e Ayni yardimlar, pasif NEET statiisiindeki genc¢ kadinlarin aktif NEET statiisiine ve
sadece egitime gecme olasiligini azaltirken, pasif NEET statiisiinde devam etme
olasiligint artirmaktadir.

e Cocuk yardimlari disgindaki yardimlar, pasif NEET statiisiindeki geng kadinlarin aktif
NEET statiisiine ve sadece egitime ge¢me olasiligini azaltirken, pasif NEET
statiisiinde kalma olasiligini artirmaktadir.

e Sosyal yardimlarin yalnizca egitimde olan kadinlarin gecisleri iizerinde olumlu ya da
olumsuz bir etkisi olduguna dair herhangi bir kanit bulunmamaktadir.

e Nakdi yardimlar ve ¢ocuk yardimlari, yalnizca egitimde olan geng¢ kadinlarin pasif
NEET statiisiine gegis olasiligini artirmaktadir.

e Sosyal yardimlarin aktif NEET, egitim ve istihdam ve yalnizca istihdam statiisiindeki
kadinlarin gegisleri tizerinde olumlu veya olumsuz bir etkisi olduguna dair herhangi
bir kanit bulunamamigtir. Bu durum ayni1 zamanda sosyal yardimlarin alt kirilimlarinin

analiz edildigi durumda da gegerlidir.

S6z konusu teknik ¢aligmalardan elde edilen sonuglar gercevesinde 6ne ¢ikan bulgular

su sekilde 6zetlenebilir:

% Inaktivite ve inaktiflerde yiiksek hareketsizlik temel olarak kadinlar igin problemdir.
% Inaktif olmayanlar arasinda, kadinlarin inaktif duruma gegme olasihig1 daha yiiksektir.
¢ Kadinlar egitime ve istihdama gegiste olumsuz ayrismaktadir.

¢ Gegis dinamikleri, yardim yararlanicisi hanelerdeki kadinlar i¢in genellikle daha

kotiidiir.
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7
0.0

Herhangi bir statiideki gen¢ kadin i¢in, sosyal yardimlarinin genelinin veya herhangi

bir alt tiiriiniin aktive edici 6zelligi olduguna dair bir kanit yoktur.

7
0.0

Baz1 sosyal yardim bigimleri, ¢esitli gruplarin pasif NEET statiisiine gegme olasiligini

artirmaktadir.

7
0.0

Bazi sosyal yardim bigimleri, pasif NEET statiisiindeki gen¢ kadinlarin bagka statiilere
gecme olasiligini azaltmaktadir.
v Aktif NEET statiisii, tiim sosyal yardim tiirleri i¢in herhangi bir etki bulunamayan tek

statudur.

Tiirkiye 6rneginde geng kadinlar i¢in sosyal yardimlarin arzulanan aktive edici 6zelligi
goriilmemektedir. Hatta gesitli statiiler ve ¢esitli yardim tiirleri i¢in caydirici etkiler mevcuttur.
Kadm inaktivitesinin ¢ok yiiksek ve kadinlarin isgiicline katihmimin ¢ok diisiik oldugu bir
iilkede, harekete gecirici bir rol oynayabilecek olan sosyal yardimlarin olumlu etkiye sahip
olmamasi hatta caydirici etkisinin olmasi endise vericidir. Bu durum, sosyal yardimlarin diger
amaglart gozetilmek kosuluyla sosyal yardim sistemi tasariminin yeniden ele alinmasini

gerekli kilmaktadir.

Sosyal yardimlarin isgiicii piyasasinda ve egitim sisteminde tahribata yol agmasinin
onlenmesi 6nem arz etmekle birlikte, sosyal yardim programlar1 yalnizca gengleri harekete
gecirmenin Otesinde cok cesitli hedefleri gerceklestirmek lizere tasarlanmistir. Bu nedenle
konunun ¢ok boyutlu olarak ele alinmasi ve bu alanda politikalar tasarlanirken ve

diizenlemeler yapilirken dikkatli olunmasi gerekmektedir.

Bu kapsamda, aktivasyon odakli bir yaklasim benimsenmeli, egitim ve beceri
geligtirme programlarina agirlik verilmeli, sosyal yardim tasarimlarina tegvik edici unsurlar
eklenmeli ve farkli paydaslar arasinda isbirligi saglanmalidir. Bu sekilde, genglerin sosyal
yardimin bir gegici destek olmaktan ¢ikip, uzun vadeli bir aktive edici araca doniismesi
saglanabilecek ve genglerin istihdam edilebilirlikleri artirilarak siirdiiriilebilir bir kalkinma

elde edilebilecektir.

Ozetlemek gerekirse, demografik firsat penceresinden tam olarak yararlanmak ve
genclerin egitime ve isgiicli piyasasina gecisini kolaylastirmak igin Tirkiye, kapsayicilig
tesvik eden, kaliteli egitime erisimi artiran, istihdam edilebilirligi artiran ve kadinlarm
isglicine katilimini olumsuz etkileyen kiiltiirel normlar1 ele alan politikalara Oncelik
vermelidir. Tiirkiye, etkili sosyal yardim programlari ve kapsamli politikalar uygulayarak geng
nifusunun potansiyelini ortaya ¢ikarmak suretiyle iktisadi kalkinma ve sosyal gelismeye

yonelik siirdiiriilebilir kazanimlar elde edebilecektir.

88



C. THESIS PERMISSION FORM / TEZ iZiN FORMU

ENSTITU / INSTITUTE

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii / Graduate School of Natural and Applied Sciences
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii / Graduate School of Social Sciences

Uygulamah Matematik Enstitiisii / Graduate School of Applied Mathematics
Enformatik Enstitiisii / Graduate School of Informatics

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisii / Graduate School of Marine Sciences

YAZARIN / AUTHOR

Soyadi / Surname : KAYA
Ad1/ Name : Hasan
Béliimii / Department : Iktisat

TEZIN ADI / TITLE OF THE THESIS (ingilizce / English) :

Does Social Assistance Facilitate Youth Female’s Exit From NEET?

TEZIN TURU / DEGREE: Yiiksek Lisans / Master ||} Doktora / PhD

1. Tezin tamam diinya capinda erisime agilacaktir. / Release the entire
work immediately for access worldwide.

2. Tez iki y1l siireyle erisime kapali olacaktir. / Secure the entire work for
patent and/or proprietary purposes for a period of two years. *

3. Tez alt1 ay siireyle erisime kapal olacaktir. / Secure the entire work for
period of six months. *

Hjung 18

Inni i

* Enstitii Yonetim Kurulu kararmmin basili kopyasi tezle birlikte kiitiiphaneye teslim edilecektir.

A copy of the decision of the Institute Administrative Committee will be delivered to the library

together with the printed thesis.

Yazarin imzasi / Signature ..., Tarih/Date ...................

89



