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Abstract

The problem caused by the new type of coronavirus, Covid-19, which has turned into a global pandemic,
continues at full speed. Although social (physical) distance practices, which are accepted as the only valid
measure until vaccination reserches are successful, reduce the rate of spread of the pandemic, it is thought
that countries will not be able to continue their effectiveness due to the inability to determine a common
strategy. The increase in economic costs caused by the pandemic and the fact that it does not disappear
completely negatively affects the decisions of governments regarding social distance practices. This study
examines the effect of the social (physical) distance policies of 13 selected countries, where the pandemic
reached serious dimensions, on the number of cases with the Panel Quantile Regression Analysis. The
countries in question were divided into two different groups as weak and strongly responsive countries
according to the Stringency Index scores, and it was identified that the countries that reacted strongly in
the first 10 weeks of the pandemic were more successful according to the Stringency Index Scores.
Therefore, these days when the second wave of the pandemic is being discussed, it is seen as an important
issue that all countries take a similar action towards social distance practices. In the face of the global
pandemic, no government will be able to solve the problem with its initiative and all countries should
determine a common strategy.
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0z

Kiiresel bir pandemiye doniisen yeni tip koronaviriis Covid-19’un yarattigi problem tiim hiziyla devam
etmektedir. Asi ¢alismalar: basariya ulagincaya kadar tek gegerli onlem olarak kabul edilen sosyal (fiziksel)
mesafe uygulamalari salgimin  yayima hizimi  diisiirmekle birlikte, iilkelerin ortak bir strateji
belirleyememesi nedeniyle etkinligini siirdiiremeyecegi diistiniilmektedir. Salgimin yarattigi ekonomik
maliyetlerin  yiikselmesi ve salginin tamamen ortadan kalkmamasi, hiikiimetlerin sosyal mesafe
uygulamalart konusundaki aldigi kararlart olumsuz etkilemektedir. Bu ¢alisma salginin ciddi boyutlara
ulastigi secilmis 13 iilkenin sosyal (fiziksel) mesafe politikalarinin vaka sayilart iizerindeki etkisini Panel
Kantil Regresyon analizi ile incelemektedir. S6z konusu iilkeler Sikilik Endeks skorlarina gére zayif ve
giiclii tepki veren iilkeler olarak iki farkli gruba ayrilmis ve Sikilik Endeks degerlerine gire salginin
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basladigi ilk 10 hafia icerisinde giiclii tepki veren iilkelerin daha bagarili oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Dolayisiyla salgimin ikinci dalgasimin tartisildigr bu giinlerde tiim iilkelerin sosyal mesafe uygulamalart
konusunda benzer bir tutum almasi onemli bir mesele olarak goriilmektedir. Kiiresel salgin karsisinda hig
bir hiikiimetin kendi insiyatifi ile sorunu ¢ézemeyecegi ve tiim iilkelerin ortak bir strateji belirlemesi
gerekmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler : Covid-19, Sikilik Endeksi, Sosyal Mesafe Politikalari, Kiiresel Salgin

1. Introduction

The new type of coronavirus, called Covid-19, was first reported on December 31, 2019, in
Wuhan, China, and spread to the whole world in just two months, and was declared a global
pandemic by the World Health Organization in March 2020. The difference of Covid-19
pandemic from the other outbreaks known as SARS and MERS is that the reproduction number
of this new type of coronavirus is high. For instance, Huang, et al. (2020) calculated that the
number increased from 1.83 to 5.99 if other cities in Hubei province were taken into account.
These numbers seem to be quite high in which considering 2.2 to 3.71 for SARS and 0.47 to 0.91
for MERS. Unlike this, WHO (2020) found that the number of reproduction in Wuhan was
between 2 and 2.5.News about the fact that these numbers claimed by the World Health
Organization do not reflect the truth increased the debate on the number of reproduction in the
public. In Turkey, the reproduction number in Istanbul reached 16 which is shared with the public
by The Minister of Health. Similarly, when the claims of the USA administration that the World
Health Organization declared incomplete information about the number of reproduction are taken
into consideration, it is seen that the views on the number of transmission in China do not reflect
the truth. Nevertheless, there are also studies supporting the number of reproduction claimed by
the WHO for Wuhan, e.g. Wang, et al. (2020) calculated the number of transmission in Wuhan
as 3.1, Remuzzi and Remuzzi (2020) compared the Lombardy region of Italy with the city of
Wuhan and found the number of reproduction in Italy varied between 2.76 and 3.25. Zang, et al.
(2020) when they examined the outbreak in Diamond Princess, a British Cruise Ship, they found
that the number of reproduction was 2.28.

At the point reached, although the number of reproduction in Covid-19 outbreak varies according
to provinces and countries, there is a consensus that it has a higher number of transmissions
compared to SARS and MERS. In addition, since vaccination studies have not been concluded to
prevent the Covid-19 outbreak, social (physical) distance constraints are used as the only valid
measure. Wu, et al. (2020), during the outbreak of Covid-19 in China, calculated that the number
of reproduction in the city of Wuhan was 2.68, and then estimate how much the number of
contaminants has changed depending on situations where there are no social distances and
restrictions or gradually increases. They concluded that the number of transmissions would
decrease by 63 percent if social mobility was reduced by 50 percent according to the susceptible-
exposed-infectious-recovered called SEIR model. Kucharski, et al. (2020) found that travel
restrictions started on January 1, 2020, in Wuhan, and the number of reproduction ranged between
1.6 and 2.6 until January 23, 2020, and finally the number of reproduction approached 1 on
January 31, 2020, with this restriction. Wang, et al. (2020), in the city of Wuhan, found that the
number of reproduction that reached 3.1 and then declined from 2.6 to 1.9 with the regulations
made within the scope of social distance measures, while continuing to increase the measures at
each of time, it was finally decreased to 0.9 and 0.5.

As seen, social (physical) distance measures have become an important tool for preventing Covid-
19. However, Restrictions such as stay at home requirements, restriction of transportation in a
local and international, partial or total lockdown of the workplace, cancel public events, closing
schools, restrictions on gathering size, home working practices, voluntary quarantine practices,
curfews cause serious negative effects on the economic life. While the countries make efforts to
protect public health by sacrificing their economic well-being, the effects of the crisis on the
economies also proceed differently from previous experiences. Causes such as the epidemic being
global, affecting all developed and underdeveloped countries, low-interest rates compared to
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other crises, high level of integration on economies, affecting all economies through the global
value chain, simultaneously creating destructive effects on both supply and demand indicate that
a new situation has been faced (Fernandes, 2020:5).

Covid-19 outbreak unexpectedly turned into a crisis affecting all societies around the world. The
extent of the economic costs that governments have taken to prevent the spread of the epidemic
remains uncertain. It has been observed that the measures taken to prevent the mentioned
epidemic have both demand and supply-side effects in terms of economy. For example, while
there was a great decrease in demand in some sectors such as transportation and tourism, an
extraordinary increase in demand occurred in the health sector. On the other hand, supply-side
problems have also started to appear due to workers closing home as a result of lockdown
workplace in non-essential sectors (Rio-Chanona et al, 2020: 2). Eichenbaum, et al. (2020) argues
that there are two different situations in terms of labor supply. On the one hand, more people need
to work for combating the virus, while on the other hand there is a decrease in labor supply due
to the risk of disease. There is also a two-way effect in terms of demand. While people postpone
their consumption in some goods and services due to the virus, some of them have to increase
their spending on urgent needs. Even though it is obvious to cause the economic costs for the
whole world, there is still uncertainty about the ending of social distance measures.

According to the calculations of the OECD, it is claimed that if the economic activities are closed
partially or completely for a month, the countries will face an average of 2 percent GDP loss, and
if these measures are 3 months, the GDP loss will change between 4 and 6 percent (OECD, 2020).
Fernandes (2020) predicts that if social distance measures the last 1.5 months, it will decrease the
average GDP growth of countries by 2.5 percent. If it lasts for 3 months the average growth loss
of countries will be 6.2 percent, and if it lasts 4.5 months the loss will be 10.4 percent. Hatzius,
et al. (2020) estimate that the US economy will shrink by 6 percent in the first quarter and 24
percent in the second quarter, even if the growth rate reaches12 and 10 percent in the third and
fourth quarter, it will be negative with 3.8 percent at the end of the year. In this study, it is
estimated that the tightening of social distance measures in the second quarter will cause a sudden
stop in the economy. A more pessimistic scenario regarding the contraction in the second quarter
is claimed by Bullard (2020) who draws attention to the fact that the measures taken will cause a
50 percent loss in real GDP in the second quarter. The French statistical institution explains in
March 2020, that although the economy varies according to the sectors, its normal capacity was
faced with a loss of 35 percent in total. It is stated that this loss is in the first place with 89 percent
in the construction sector and the loss of non-agricultural production has reached 52 percent
(ENSEE, 2020). Barrot et al. (2020) estimate that GDP will decrease by 5.6 percent if measures
such as closing schools, reducing the number of employees, and restricting transportation
continue within 6 weeks in France. In a study for the Japanese economy, it was found that only
Tokyo realized 21.3 percent of the total production, and with the measures taken, the sectors in
the Tokyo economy operate at only 16 percent capacity in one month. It was calculated that the
one-month loss here is about 1.25 Trillion Yen (Inoue and Todo, 2020: 6).Yikseler,
(2020)claimed that the decrease in income to be created by the job loss in service sectors that
occurred in the April-June period of 2020 corresponds to 15 percent of GDP loss in Turkey. Cost
of a daily loss of 15 percent of GDP with the basis of 2019 prices in Turkey is calculated as
roughly 242 Million Dollars. If this period is extended, the average cost of 30 days of locking
down is approximately 7.2 Billion Dollars. One of the remarkable findings for Turkey, Taymaz
(2020) mentioned that the decrease in demand in the accommodation and food sector reduced
GDP by 5.89 percent and employment by 7.81 percent. When all other effects are taken into
account, the contraction in employment reaches 18 and 19 percent. In addition to all these, it is
estimated that the epidemic will affect the economic activities and life in the world negatively and
if it takes 13 percent longer in an optimistic scenario in 2020, the world trade will decrease by 32
percent (WTO, 2020).

It seems that there is huge trading off between economic costs and people's health in that
governments have to take consideration and they have to decide an optimal policy on this matter.
At the beginning of the outbreak, some countries hesitated to take strict social distance measures
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due to the high economic cost and some reacted in an accomplished policy to take quick and strict
measures against the pandemic. Even though governments have taken action in the different views
at the beginning, the outbreak is finally obliged to apply similar policies for whole countries. This
study investigates questions whether there is any difference to react with weak or strong measures
to prevent the spread of outbreak at the beginning and which policy would be the best option to
protect the health of people with less economic cost in terms of the assumption which short-term
strict measures are efficient and have the less economic burden.

2. The Stringency Level of Social (Physical) Distance Practices

It is claimed that vaccination researches related to the COVID 19 will not yield results in a short
time and even if the studies are positive, a period of 12 to 18 months is needed. Therefore, the
issue of how long social (physical) distance restrictions will last has become an increasingly
emphasized issue. It is widely accepted that social distancing practices have started to reduce the
spread of the outbreak and will be used as the only option in terms of public health, at least until
vaccination researches yield results. Of course, the problem at this point is the economic costs
created by the measures taken to protect public health. If the pandemic continues for 6 months or
12 months, even in the most optimistic scenario in the USA, 1 percent of the population may
become ill, which means that approximately 3.3 million people will need treatment. On the one
hand, while the needs in the health system are fulfilled, on the other hand, the ongoing measures
such as social isolation, voluntary quarantine, and slowing down work increase the economic
burden gradually. Loosening social isolation, as in the examples of China, South Korea, Taiwan,
Hong Kong, and Singapore, which have been successful to a certain extent by taking very strict
measures in the context of social distancing practices, does not eliminate the possibility of a new
epidemic (Atkeson, 2020: 3-4). In other words, even if the number of reproduction decreases,
countries are not expected to completely abandon social distance practices.

Hale, et al., (2020) defined the measures taken by governments to prevent the COVID-19
pandemic as follows:

1. Containment and Closure

C1: School Closing

C2: Workplace Closing

C3: Cancel Public Events

C4: Restrictions on Gathering Size

C5: Close Public Transport

C6: Stay at Home Requirements

C7: Restrictions on Internal Movement

C8: Restrictions on International Travel
2. Economic Response

E1: Income Support

E2: Debt/ Contract Relief for Households

E3: Fiscal Measures

E4: Giving International Support
3. Health System

H1: Public Information Campaign

H2: Testing Policy

H3: Contact Tracing

H4: Emergency Investment in Healthcare

H5: Investment in Covid-19 Vaccines
4. Miscellaneous

M1: Other Response

These measures provided by The Oxford Covid-19 Government Response Tracker (OXCGRT)
are a cross-national level to understand how government responses over the Covid-19 pandemic.
OxCGRT creates a composite index to measure the stringency of governments’ interventions and
policies against the disease. The data collected from publicly available sources and government
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press releases and briefings. The composite index called The Stringency Index captures variation
in containment and closure policies for each policy response measure C1-C8 and H1. It is created
a score by taking the ordinal value and adding a weighted constant if the policy is general rather
than targeted, and then rescaled each of these by their maximum value to create a score between
0 and 100, with a missing value contributing 0. These nine scores are then averaged to get the
Stringency Index.

Table 1. The Stringency Index Scores for Selected Countries

Confirmed Cases
Countries and Scores First Case(s) <10 <100 | <1000 <10 000

China 0 0 7,94 42,35 67,74
Japan 2,78 2,78 26,59 44,71 53,13
Iran 3,97 3,97 20,11 20,11 40,47
USA 0 3,56 12,03 20,04 64,4
UK 0 11,11 | 11,11 11,11 79,63
Spain 11,11 11,11 | 11,11 11,11 71,69
France 10,72 13,05 | 21,82 29,76 89,41
Germany 7,14 7,14 28,97 34,79 57,02
S.Korea 0 3,97 31,35 61,24 78,83
Turkey 25,26 25,26 | 63,09 65,74 80,42
Italy 19,44 27,38 | 64,44 64,44 83,46
Russia 7,33 16,27 47,1 61,38 87,04
Brazil 0 11,11 41,81 67,74 70,52

Source, https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/covid-stringency-index

As it is seen in Table 1, countries have reacted differently in terms of Stringency Index Scores
since the first case was seen, For instance; while China, USA, UK, and Spain responses are weak
against the disease, Turkey, Italy, and particularly France have reacted with the strong measures.
However, when the number of cases approaches 10,000, all countries take more serious measures.
It is claimed that countries reacting differently at first may be due to economic or political
weakness. Regardless of the reason, unfortunately, governments have failed to prevent the disease
and it has affected the whole world.

In our view, if the pandemic had been contained at the beginning with strict measures without
hesitation, a result could be obtained in the interest of all countries. Nevertheless, governments
couldn't predict the devastating effects of the new type of coronavirus. Especially, inadequate and
frivolous statements of developed countries caused the potential danger to be created by the
pandemic to be underestimated. For instance, China started social distance measures 36 days after
the first case occurred. The UK advocated herd immunity when the number of cases went out of
control, it passed away with public pressure. Similarly, the US refrained from showing enough
seriousness, even though the social (physical) distance was the only valid measure against the
pandemic.

As is seen in Table 2, the time elapsed between the first case and the first response has to be taken
into account by governments' management effectiveness in the face of the pandemic.
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Table 2. The Timing of Governments’ Responses

Countries First Case(s) First Response Timing
China December 31 February 5 After 36 days
USA January 21 February 2 After 12 days
S.Korea January 20 January 31 After 11 days
Brazil February 26 March 2 After 5 days
UK January 31 February 2 After 2 days
Iran February 20 February 20 In same day
Spain February 1 January 31 Before 1 day
Russia February 1 January 30 Before 2 days
France January 25 January 23 Before 2 days
Germany January 28 January 24 Before 4 days
Japan January 15 January 7 Before 8 days
Italy January 31 January 23 Before 8 days
Turkey March 12 January 24 Before 48 days

Source, https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/covid-stringency-index

Turkey has become a country at the earliest measures which were 48 days before the first case as
seen in Table 2, on the other hand, China became a country that took the latest measures.
Therefore, this study investigates to what extent the delay in countries' responses to combat
Covid-19 affects the increase in the number of cases.

3. Data and Methodology

In this study, the relationship between the stringency level of social (physical) distancing
measures (S1) implemented by 13 selected countries at the beginning of the Covid-19 pandemic
period and the number of confirmed cases (CCases) is examined with weekly data. The Panel
Data of the countries examined are divided into two parts. According to the stringency level in
the first period of 10 weeks after the first case(s) occurred, it is assumed that Turkey, Italy, Russia,
South Korea, and Brazil have strong responses and, USA, UK, Spain, France, Iran, China, Japan,
and Germany have weak responses.

The fact that the social distance measures implemented by the countries are different from each
other at the beginning and the governments do not approach the subject with the same seriousness
or hesitation to avert the number of reproduction prevent the model to be applied the linear
regression model. It is widely believed that a classical regression needs normality assumption of
error terms. It is observed in the period of Covid-19 that the countries’ responses are different in
terms of stringency level and the timing of policy applied. Besides, the other is the high
probability of heteroscedasticity problem. That’s why the empirical application of this study
prefers the quantile regression analysis which is the extension of linear regression that is used
when the conditions of linear regression are not met.

The regression curve gives a grand summary of the averages of the distributions corresponding
to the predictor variable. Quantile regression computes several different regression curves
corresponding to the various percentage points of the distributions and thus gets a more complete
picture of the set. However, ordinary regression might not be done and gives an incomplete
picture. That’s why the quantile regression in conditional distribution was developed by Koenker
and Bassett (1978) to complete the regression picture with a comprehensive strategy (Koenker
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and Hallock, 2001:154). Mello and Perrelli (2003) mentioned that while standard regression
minimizes the unweighted sum of squared residuals, quantile regression minimizes the weighted
sum of the absolute value of residuals.

The Quantile Regression Model is generally expressed as follows:

CCases; = Sl fg + ugit 1.

i represents countries, t : time, 0 is a quantile, it expresses the conditional distribution of SI with
respect to CCases. It is noted that the quantile coefficients may differ significantly from the fixed
effect panel coefficients, as they are under different effects throughout the distribution of the
dependent variable. It is stated that the Quantile Method is superior compared to the Fixed Effect
Panel Estimators.

4. Empirical Results

The empirical application of this study uses quantile regression analysis examined the conditional
distribution of SI with respect to CCases. First of all, the panel data divided into two parts
analyzed for normality assumption with Jarque-Bera results in Table 3.

Table 3. Tests for Normality Assumption

Countries Weak Response Group Strong Response Group
Variables CCases Sl CCases Sl
Skewness 7,71 0,25 4,82 -0,69
Kurtosis 65,20 1,51 25,36 2,04
Jarque-Bera 13.690, 53* 8,27* 1.235,68* 5,90**
Probability 0.00 0,01 0,00 0,05
Observations 80 80 50 50

*1 % and ** 5% Significance Level

Jarque-Bera test is whether sample data have the skewness and kurtosis matching for a normal
distribution. As is seen in Table 3, Jarque-Bera results show that the null hypothesis in which the
residuals have a normal distribution has been rejected at 1 % and % 5 significance levels.
Therefore, the quantile regression may be applied in the lack of normality assumption.

As it is mention above, the countries have been divided into two parts such as weak and strong
response groups, and also used 5 different quantile degrees for each group.

Table 4. Quantile Regression Results for Weak Response Group

CCases is the dependent variable
Quantile Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistics Probability
SI(-1) 0,20 -0,024 0,026 -0,917 0,3626
0,40 -0,032 0,029 -1,138 0,2594
0,50 -0,059 0,024 -2,438* 0,0178
0,60 -0,067 0,028 -2,419* 0,0187
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0,80 -0,143 0,035 -4,047* 0,0002
CCases (-1) 0,20 0,371 0,156 2,375* 0,0208
0,40 0,478 0,049 9,746* 0,0000
0,50 0,483 0,046 10,057* 0,0000
0,60 0,430 0,056 7,694* 0,0000
0,80 0,398 0,059 6,794* 0,0000
CCases (-2) 0,20 -0,024 0,019 -1,232 0,2227
0,40 -0,037 0,011 -3,320* 0,0015
0,50 -0,038 0,010 -3,708* 0,0005
0,60 -0,040 0,011 -3,524* 0,0008
0,80 -0,041 0,011 -3,660* 0,0005

* 1 % Significance Level

As it is known that the incubation period of Covid-19 is usually two weeks or a little more, that’s
why the first and second lag of variables have been used in the empirical model. It is seen in Table
4 that SI(-1), CCases(-1) and CCases(-2) are statistically significant. As it is expected, SI(-1) has
a negative sign meaning when the Stringency Index Level has increased the number of Confirmed
Cases decreased in one week later and also the effect of the Stringencylndex Score on the number
of confirmed cases becomes greater as the quantiles increase. Thus, it may be said when the
countries where the number of confirmed cases is more than the average of the group take strict
measures, the social distance practices give better results.

Although, CCases (-1) is statistically significant and has a positive sign CCases (-2) has a negative
sign. Similarly, the coefficients of both variables change in different quantiles. It is possible that
the number of confirmed cases depends on the earlier numbers of confirmed cases. The negative
sign of the CCases(-2) can be interpreted as a clue for a weak response to the increase in the
number of cases.

Table 5. Quantile Regression Results for Strong Response Group

CCases is the dependent variable
Quantile Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistics Probability
SI(-1) 0,20 -0,106 0,080 -1,326 0,1933
0,40 -0,163 0,103 -1,581 0,1227
0,50 -0,292 0,092 -3,191* 0,0030
0,60 -0,285 0,088 -3,244* 0,0026
0,80 -0,773 0,188 -4,115* 0,0002
CCases (-1) 0,20 0,045 0,008 5411* 0,0000
0,40 0,041 0,010 4,169* 0,0002
0,50 0,034 0,009 3,748* 0,0006
0,60 0,0324 0,009 3,640* 0,0009
0,80 0,0021 0,020 0,103 0,9184
CCases (-2) 0,20 0,006 0,017 0,385 0,7025
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0,40 0,016 0,009 1,809 0,0790
0,50 0,008 0,008 1,066 0,2936
0,60 0,007 0,007 0,976 0,3353
0,80 -0,024 0,018 -1,365 0,1808

* 1 % Significance Level

It is presented the regression analysis results of countries named strong response group in Table
5. As expected, although the SI(-1) variable has a negative sign, it has higher coefficients
compared to the weak response group. Besides, the coefficient is rapidly increasing in countries
with a high number of cases. This means that as social distance practices get stronger as the only
valid measure against Covid-19, the effect of reducing the number of cases reaches serious levels.
Similarly, while CCases(-1) variable has a positive sign, CCases(-2) variable appears to be
statistically insignificant in countries with strong responses. As a result, it was observed that the
Stringency Index Scores decreased the number of confirmed cases compared to the country
groups with weak and strong responses, but also this effect was found to be higher in countries
with a high number of confirmed cases within the groups. In addition, the fact that countries prefer
different stringency levels according to the number of cases shows that they cannot implement a
common strategy.

5. Conclusion

In an environment where social (physical) distance restrictions of Covid-19, which has turned
into a global pandemic, are trying to be prevented, the economic costs are increasing gradually
and it is necessary for countries to enter the process of normalization, even though the second
wave of the pandemic has occurred nowadays.

Berger, et al. (2020) argue that the measures applied in combating the pandemic will lead to very
high economic costs, therefore, intensification of tests that will distinguish individuals with
symptoms from among individuals who do not have symptoms, and a quarantine practice that
will keep the level of spread of the epidemic constant, and then the relaxation of quarantine
measures will provide a lower cost. Similarly, Piquillem and Shi (2020) claim that a general
quarantine implementation will cause high economic costs and that the reduction in output can be
reduced by the return of non-infected people to normal working conditions by increasing the
frequency of tests that will distinguish virus carriers from others. Of course, it is important to plan
the tests to be carried out here, and it is necessary to calculate what the optimal amount of tests
will be to reduce the costs of the quarantine. Ichino, et al., (2020) argue that a new strategy is
needed to prevent economies from facing a major recession, in a situation where vaccination
researches for Covid-19 are predicted to take a long time to fully yield results.

This study claims that although it is determined that the number of reproduction of the pandemic
can be reduced by tightening the social distance practices, which are accepted as the only valid
measure, the instability of the countries due to economic concerns has turned into a serious
problem in combating the pandemic and that the governments are insufficient to prevent Covid-
19. Of course, although it is seen that countries with strong reactions get better results, the fact
that not all countries can react at the same level leads to the continuation of the pandemic and
even the emergence of the second wave. A common supranational strategy should be determined
to develop the ability to react at the same level against Covid-19 and not leave any single country
to its initiative.
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Genisletilmis Ozet

COVID 19 olarak adlandirilan yeni tip koronavirtis, ilk olarak 31 Aralik 2019 tarihinde Cin’in
Wuhan sehrinde rapor edilmis ve sadece iki ayda tiim Diinya’ya yayilarak Mart 2020°de Diinya
Saglik Orgiitii tarafindan kiiresel pandemi olarak ilan edilmistir. COVID-19 salginin1 SARS ve
MERS olarak bilinen salginlardan farkli kilan faktor, bulag sayisinin yiiksek olmasidir. COVID-
19’un bulas sayisi ile ilgili Huang, vd., (2020) yaptiklar1 ¢alismada Hubei eyaletindeki diger
sehirlerin de dikkate alinmasi durumunda sayinin 1,83’ten 5,99a kadar arttigini hesaplamislardir.
S6z konusu bu sayilar; SARS igin 2,2 ile 3,71 ve MERS igin 0,47 ile 0,91 oldugu dikkate
alindiginda oldukga yiiksek olarak goziikmektedir. Elbette bundan farkli olarak WHO (2020)
Wuhan sehrindeki bulas sayisiin 2 ile 2,5 arasinda oldugunu tespit etmistir. Diinya Saglik
Orgiitii’niin iddia ettigi bu sayilarin gercegi yansitmadigina dair haberler kamuoyunda bulas
sayist ile ilgili tartismalan artirmistir. Tirkiye’de ozellikle salgmin arttigi Nisan 2020’de
Istanbul’da 1 kisinin 16 kisiye viriisii bulastirdigimn Saglik Bakani tarafindan kamuoyu ile
paylasildigi, ABD yonetiminin de benzer sekilde Diinya Saglik Orgiitii'niin bulas sayis
konusunda eksik bilgi verdigi iddialar1 dikkate alindiginda Cin’deki bulas sayisinin gergegi
yansitmadig1 konusundaki goriislerin one giktig1 goriilmektedir. Elbette Diinya Saglik Orgiitii’niin
Wuhan igin iddia ettigi bulas sayisini destekleyen galismalar da bulunmaktadir. Ornegin, Wang,
vd. (2020) Wuhan sehrindeki bulas sayisini1 3,1 olarak hesaplamis, Remuzzi ve Remuzzi (2020)
[talya’nin Lombardiya bélgesi ile Wuhan sehrini karsilastirdigi calismalarinda Italya’daki bulas
sayisinin 2,76 ile 3,25 arasinda degistigini, Zang, v.d. (2020) bir ingiliz yolcu gemisi olan
Diamond Princess’teki salgini incelediklerinde bulas sayisinin 2,28 oldugunu gormiislerdir. Wu,
vd., (2020), Covid 19 salginin1 Cin’de ortaya ¢ikmasi ile birlikte Wuhan sehrindeki bulag
sayisinin (Ro) 2,68 oldugunu hesaplayarak, sosyal mesafe ve kisitlamalarin olmadig1 veya
kademeli olarak arttig1 durumlara gore bulas sayisinin ne kadar degistigini tahmin etmislerdir.
Kullandiklar1 modele goére sosyal hareketliligin ylizde 50 azaltilmasi durumunda bulas sayisinin
yiizde 63 azalacagini sonucuna ulagsmiglardir. Kucharski, vd. (2020) Wuhan sehrinde 1 ocak 2020
ile seyahat kisitlamalarinin bagladigini ve 23 Ocak 2020 tarihleri arasinda bulas sayisinin 1,6 ile
2,6 arasinda degistigini, getirilen bu kisitlama ile birlikte 31 Ocak 2020 tarihinde bulas sayisinin
I’e yaklagtigim tespit etmiglerdir. Wang, vd., (2020) Wuhan sehrinde 3,1°e¢ ulasan bulag
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oranlarinin sosyal mesafe uygulamalar1 kapsaminda yapilan diizenlemeler ile 2,6’ya ve daha
sonra da 1,9’a geriledigini tespit ederken tedbirlerin her defasinda artirilmasi ile birlikte en
sonunda 0,9 ve 0,5’e kadar diistiigiinii hesaplamislardir.

Gortildiigii gibi sosyal mesafe uygulamalari salginin 6nlenmesi agisindan 6nemli bir arag haline
gelmistir. Bununla birlikte sosyal mesafe kisitlamalar1 kapsaminda; evde kal ¢agrilari, ulasimin
kisitlanmasi, iiretimin kismen veya tamamen durdurulmasi, evden calisma uygulamalari,
okullarin kapatilmasi, goniillii karantina uygulamalari, sokaga ¢ikma yasaklar1 gibi kisitlamalar
ekonomik hayatin ciddi 6lciide olumsuz etkilenmesine yol agmaktadir. Ulkeler ekonomik
refahlarindan 6diin vererek toplum sagligini korumak i¢in caba harcarken karsilasilan krizin
ekonomiler tizerindeki etkileri de gecmis deneyimlerden farkli ilerlemektedir. Salginin kiiresel
olmasi, gelismis ve az gelismis tlim {ilkeleri etkilemesi, faiz oranlarinin diger krizlere kiyasla
diisiik olmasi, ekonomilerinin yiiksek seviyede entegrasyon icinde olmasi, kiiresel deger zinciri
iizerinden tiim ekonomileri etkilemesi, es anli olarak hem arz hem de talep iizerinde yikici etkiler
yaratmasi gibi nedenler yeni bir durumla karsi karsiya kalindigina isaret etmektedir (Fernandes,
2020:5).

Hale, v.d., (2020) hiikiimetlerin COVID-19 salgininit engellemek i¢in almig olduklar1 6nlemleri,
sosyal hareketliligi sinirlama ve kapatma Onlemleri olarak 8 farkli uygulamayr su sekilde
tanimlamistir.

C1: Okullarin Kapatilmasi

C2: Isyerlerinin Kapatilmasi

C3: Kamusal Etkinliklerin Iptali

C4: Toplantilarin Siirlandirilmasi

C5: Ulasimin Durdurulmasi

C6: Evde Kal Cagrilar

C7: Yurti¢i Hareketliligin Durdurulmasi

C8: Yurtdis1 Hareketliligin Durdurulmasi

Bunlara ek olarak ekonomik énlemler 4 farkli sinifa ayristirilmas;
E1: Gelir Destegi

E2: Hanehalki Bor¢larinin ve Sozlesmelerinin Ertelenmesi
E3: Maliye Politikas1 Destekleri

E4: Uluslar aras1 Destekler

Saglik 6nlemlerini ise yine 4 farkl baglikta toplamustir;
HI: Salgin Hakkinda Kamuoyunu Bilgilendirme

H2: Testlerin Yapilmasi ile Ilgili Politikalar

H2: Saglik Hizmeti iin ivedi Yatirimlar

H3: As1 I¢in Yatirimlar

Diger onlemler

M1: Diger

Bu sekilde siralanan 6nlemlerin sikilik diizeyini bir endeks yardimiyla hesaplamiglardir. Veri
kisit1 nedeni ile bahsi gegen dnlemlerden C1-C8 ve H1 verilerini kapsayan 9 farkli veriyi 0 ile
100 arasinda deger alan bir endeksle doniistiirmiislerdir.

Hale vd., (2020)’nin The Oxford Covid-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT) isimli
proje ile hazirladiklart veriler Sikilik Endeksi’ne doniistiiriilmiis ve bu ¢aligmada bahsi gecen
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veriler iki farkli iilke grubu i¢in kantil regresyon yontemi ile incelenmistir. Salginin bagladig ilk
10 hafta icin sikilik endeks skorlarinin dogrulanmis vaka sayisi iizerindeki etkisinin incelendigi
ampirik uygulamada; hizli tepki veren 5 iilke ile gecikmeli tepki veren 8 iilke iki gruba
ayristirilmis ve regresyon denklemi tahmin edilmistir.

Elde edilen bulgulara gére hem zayif hem de giiglii tepki veren her iki iilke grubu icin de sosyal
(fiziksel) mesafe uygulamalarimin sikilik diizeyi arttikga vaka sayisinda bir azalma oldugu
goriilmiigtiir. Buna ek olarak giiclii tepki veren iilke gruplarinda sikilik endeks skorlarinin etkisi
diger gruba gore daha yiiksek olurken ayni zamanda vaka sayisinin yiiksek oldugu tilkelerde
diisiik olan iilkelere kiyasla daha ciddi etkiler oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ayrica bir énceki donemin
vaka sayisindaki artiginda cari donemdeki vaka sayisim yiikselttigi tespit edilmistir.

Bu bulgulara gore eldeki tek gecerli yontem olan sosyal mesafe kisitlamalarinin her bir iilkede
farkli sikilik diizeyinde uygulanmasinin salginin kontrol altina alinmasi i¢in yeterli olmadigi
tespit edilirken tiim iilkelerin benzer diizeyde siki tedbirler almasinin ve ortak hareket edilmesinin
daha etkili politika olacag: iddia edilmektedir.
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