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Abstract

With large disparities in enrollment and completion rates, girls’ education is a topic of
concern in Turkey. Private funding campaigns have played an important role in combating
gender inequality in education. This paper examines the impact of two major private funding
campaigns on girls’ schooling rates using Turkish provincial level data for 2013 and 2014.
Controlling for regional and socio-demographic characteristics our findings show that “Dad,
Send Me to School” and “Snowdrops” campaigns have positively influenced girls’ schooling
rates in primary and lower secondary education across Turkish provinces. The effect is less
conclusive for upper secondary education.

JEL Codes: H52, I22, I24, I25

1. Introduction

Girls’ education is a vital topic with numerous far-reaching effects. Educating girls
improves their health status, lowers birth rates, reducesmother and babymortality, and
promotes economic growth and development (Behrman and Deolalikar 1988;
Behrman andWolfe 1984; Stromquist 1990; Soylu 2011; Dollar and Gatti 1999). The
advantages of girls’ education range from better health outcomes to higher rates of
female participation in the labour force, decreases in female violence rates to family
planning and better fertility outcomes. One of the most important objectives of the
Millennium Development Goals, and more recently the Sustainable Development
Goals has been to increase the enrollment rates primarily for girls who have been

* Department of Economics, St. Francis Xavier University, PO Box 5000, Antigonish,
Nova Scotia, Canada, B2G 2W5. The author can be reached at zozkok@stfx.ca. The author
wishes to thank Nilgun Yorgancilar Erekli from Dogan Group, Osman Karaduman and Guler
Yagci from the Association for Supporting Contemporary Life, and Bora Boranlioglu from the
Turkish Statistical Institute for their help regarding the data. I am also thankful to Jenna Lane
for her excellent research assistance and to Dr. Jonathan Rosborough for his helpful comments
and suggestions. This work was supported by St. Francis Xavier University under grant
UCR2014/01–91998.

Journal of Contextual Economics 139 (2019), 29–72
Duncker & Humblot, Berlin

Journal of Contextual Economics 139 (2019) 1

OPEN ACCESS | Licensed under  | https://creativecommons.org/about/cclicenses/
DOI https://doi.org/10.3790/schm.139.1.29 | Generated on 2025-07-25 04:52:20



denied access to education in developing countries. Unfortunately, despite the nu-
merous projects launched to raise enrollment rates, there are still 34.3 million girls of
primary school age, 30 million girls of lower secondary school age and 67.4 million
girls of upper secondary school age who are out of school (UNESCO Institute for
Statistics 2018).

Many developing and middle-income countries experience problems related to
access to education, which result in a greater gender enrollment gap. With gender
inequalities in education, the prevalence of illiteracy, lower schooling and completion
rates and higher school dropouts are more commonly observed among girls. In this
paper, we examine the gender inequalities in education by focusing on girls’ schooling
rates across provinces in Turkey. In reducing gender inequalities in education, private
financing has been considered a viable alternative to help increase schooling rates.We
address the financing of education by studying the effect of twomajor private funding
campaigns, “Dad, Send Me to School” and “Snowdrops,” on girls’ education in
Turkey. To understand the impact of these campaigns on girls’ education, we ask the
following question: How have these campaigns – through the provision of schol-
arships – influenced girls’ schooling rates at primary, lower secondary and upper
secondary institutions in Turkey? Using provincial data from 2013 and 2014 and
controlling for socio-demographic factors influencing schooling rates, our paper
studies the effect of these major private funding campaigns on girls’ education in
Turkey.

This paper combines three strands of literature. First, we discuss the inequalities in
education focusing on girls’ enrollment rates. Literature on gender inequality and
gender gaps in education consists of numerous studies that demonstrate a negative
relationship between gender inequality and economic growth (Klasen 2000, 2002;
Dollar and Gatti 1999; Moheyuddin 2005; King and Hill 1993, Hill and King 1995;
Klasen and Lamanna 2009). Gender inequality in education across studies is shown to
influence economic growth through its impact on the average quality and quantity of
human capital, its generation of inequality in employment and through its role in
increasing fertility and child mortality (Klasen 2000, 2002, 2006; Klasen and La-
manna 2009; Galor and Weil 1996; Lagerlof 2003; King, Klasen, and Porter 2008).

Second, we focus on the factors influencing girls’ education. The literature has
shown that factors such as lack of funds and lack of roads, political instability and
violence, culture, religion, poverty, high unemployment rates, unequal labour market
returns, parental education and occupation, poor learning environments, and diseases
affect girls’ education in many developing countries (Ombati and Ombati 2012;
Stimpfle and Stadelmann 2016; Cooray and Potrafke 2011; Glick 2008; Kirdar,
Dayioglu, and Koc 2015; Sasmaz et al. 2015; Dayioglu, Kirdar, and Tansel 2009). In
Turkey, regional factors add to the gender inequality observed in the education system.
While girls living in southeastern regions are among themost disadvantaged groups in
accessing education, girls in urban areas with less patriarchal families have a higher
probability of attending post-primary schooling (Aydagul 2006; Rankin and Aytac
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2006). Similarly, traditional views on gender roles, early marriages, as well as gender
preference lead to higher dropouts for girls (O’Dwyer, Aksit, and Sands 2010; Soylu
2011; Erturk and Dayioglu 2004; Caner et al. 2016; Alat and Alat 2011).1 Household
and sibling composition also play an important role on girls’ educationwithmore boys
in the household having a significantly negative effect on girls’ lower secondary
attainment (Goksel 2008; Glick 2008; Kirdar, Dayioglu, and Koc 2015; Sasmaz et
al. 2015; Dayioglu, Kirdar, and Tansel 2009).2 Furthermore, birth order matters for
enrollment, negatively influencing the older children in the family (Rankin and Aytac
2006; Smits and Gunduz – Hosgor 2006).3

Lastly, we look at the influence of funding programs on girls’ education. Many
developing countries support education through demand side financing mechanisms
that range from stipends, scholarships, targeted vouchers or conditional cash transfers
(CCTs) to help with costs of schooling such as admissions, exam fees, transportation
costs, and uniforms and books (Patrinos 2007;Hill andKing 1995). Some examples of
developing country demand-side financing include Bangladesh’s Food for Education
incentive and the Female Stipend Program, Punjab Female School Stipend Program in
Pakistan, Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction Scholarship Program in Cambodia and
Child Sponsorship Program in Kenya and the Oportunidades cash transfer program in
Mexico (Patrinos 2007; Sperling, Winthrop, and Kwauk 2016). These programs have
increased girls’ school enrollment rates ranging from 2 to 30 percent (Patrinos 2007;
Sperling, Winthrop, and Kwauk 2016; Filmer and Shady 2008, 2011; Schultz 2004;
Behrman, Sengupta, and Todd 2005; Attanasio, Fitzsimmons, and Gomez 2005;
Maluccio and Flores 2005; Glewwe and Olinto 2004; Cardoso and Portela Souza
2004; Chaudhury and Parajuli 2010; Khandker, Pitt, and Fuwa 2003). In their sys-
tematic review, Baird et al. (2013) show that conditional and unconditional cash
transfers increase the probability of students enrolling and attending school in middle-
income, lower income and low-income countries. In countries like Bangladesh,
Pakistan, and Turkey CCTs have helped reduce gender inequalities in education by
closing the gap between school enrollment rates between girls and boys (Fiszbein et
al. 2009).

We add to the literature by quantitatively examining the importance of private
funding campaigns. We do so in a country that depends largely on private expenditure
in financing education.We analyzewhether the collection of these funds has an impact
on girls’ enrollment rates across provinces in Turkey. Our contribution is in two ways;
we not only discuss the importance of private funding on education in Turkey, but we

1 Dulger (2004) argues that female dropouts occur at the beginning of grades 3, 4 and 5
when students are thought to have acquired basic reading and writing skills, which are deemed
sufficient.

2 Birth order and sibling sex composition influence enrollment probabilities more so in
poorer households. This highlights the importance of distributing funds to regions where girls’
schooling decisions are closely linked to parents’ financial resources.

3 Rankin and Aytac (2006) show that the probability of secondary education for both
genders becomes slim when there are older males in the household.
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also quantify its effect on girls’ education by examining the schooling rates across
provinces. Controlling for provincial factors, as well as various socio-economic and
demographic factors, our results show that both projects have played a significantly
positive role for girls’ enrollment in primary and lower secondary institutions. The
results for secondary education are less conclusive. The inclusion of further socio-
economic variables does not alter our benchmark findings. Examining the student per
teacher effects, we find that overcrowding of the classrooms does not have an impact
on girls’ schooling rates. Controlling for poverty rates and female unemployment
across regions, we find the former to have a negative and the latter to have a positive
effect on girls’ primary schooling rates.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In the next section, we provide
background on educational policies and reforms implemented, focusing on projects
for girls’ education in Turkey and discuss the two campaigns. Section 3 describes the
data in detail. Section 4 presents the empirical model while section 5 offers a review of
the results and robustness checks. Section 5 deliberates the findings and section 6
concludes.

2. Projects on Girls’ Education
in Turkey and the Two Campaigns

2.1 Review of Educational Policies and Projects in Turkey

Turkey has gone through multiple changes in the education system in hopes of
improving access to and equality in education over the last two decades. These
changes include construction of schools, recruitment of teachers, social mobilization
campaigns, and modifications to education laws (Yazan 2014). The Basic Education
Law adopted in 1997 increased compulsory education from five to eight years and
aimed to improve the quality of educational instruction andmonitoring.4 Following its
implementation, 1.1 million students enrolled in grades 1 to 8 through a rapid cov-
erage program, increasing primary education from 84.74% in 1997 to 96.49% in 2009
(Aydagul 2007; Kilic 2012). Nevertheless, despite the initial increase in enrollment
following the changes implemented under the new compulsory education system, the
educational gender gap did not shrink and enrollment numbers in poorer regions of the
country did not meet expectations (Kirdar, Dayioglu, and Koc 2015; World Bank
2004). InMarch 2012, compulsory education increased again in a 4+4+4 format to 12
years. Under this new system, compulsory education currently consists of primary
(Grades 1–4), lower secondary (Grades 5–8) and upper secondary levels (Grades 9–
12). However, even with the increase in compulsory education for the second time,

4 Formal education is free of charge in Turkey under the public school system. Parents have
the choice of sending their children to private schools, which are monitored by the Ministry of
National Education.
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studies have shown that by 2011 Turkey had failed to raise the schooling rate in
secondary education to 100% (Sasmaz et al. 2015).

To assist in efforts to raise enrollment rates in basic education, the “Education for
All” campaign in Turkey started with the introduction of the “Come onGirls, Let’s Go
to School (Haydi Kizlar Okula)” project by the Ministry of National Education and
UNICEF in 2003. The campaign primarily focused on increasing enrollment of girls
aged 6 to 14, reaching out to all 81 provinces by 2006 (Cameli 2007; Yazan 2014).
Although the campaign had a statistically significant impact on enrollment rates with
some provinces experiencing increases in enrollment up to 19%, the magnitude of it
was much smaller than expected (Ergun 2012; Yazan 2014).5

Another policy aimed to increase female student attendance was the conditional
cash transfer (CCT) program in Turkey. The CCT program began shortly after the
2001 crisis providing cash transfers to the poorest 6% of the population (Duman
2012). Following the “Come on Girls, Let’s Go to School” campaign’s initial success
in 2003, the government also offered CCTs to initiate families to send their children to
school. The CCTs reached out to almost 856,000 poorest families in three years,
helping educate approximately 1.56 million children (Aydagul 2008). By 2006, the
enrollment rates had risen up to 10.7% with an increase of 5.4% in girls’ attendance
rates (Ucan 2013).

To ease problems in access to education, a busing programwas launched in eastern
and southeastern parts of Turkey. The project aimed to bus students who lived further
than 30 kilometers from schools. With the rise in the number of years of compulsory
education, the number of students bused to school increased dramatically from
127,683 in the 1996–1997 academic year to 621,986 in the 1999–2000 academic
year, with the largest surge observed in the rural areas across Turkey (Kirdar, Day-
ioglu, and Koc 2015).

Lastly, the efforts of the private sector in collaboration with the Ministry of Na-
tional Education played an important role in increasing girls’ enrollment rates in
Turkey. These projects aimed to provide girls access to education by tackling some of
the biggest obstacles that had been restricting access to education across different
regions in Turkey. The private funding mechanisms offered another solution to re-
ducing the gender inequalities widely observed mainly in the poorest regions across
the country. We outline the two biggest campaigns in detail below.

5 Following the launch of this campaign, the gender disparity had only statistically im-
proved in 5 out of 33 provinces (Buyukozturk 2005; Aydagul 2007). Studies have also stated
that the nationwide expansion of the project has in fact led to a reduction in its effectiveness
generating an unfortunate decline in enrollment for girls in primary and secondary schools
(Gumus and Gumus 2013; Aydagul 2007; Buyukozturk 2005).
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2.2 “Dad, Send Me to School” and “Snowdrops” Campaigns

The “Dad, Send Me to School” campaign started in 2005 by the Association for
Supporting Contemporary Life and Dogan Group. The goals of the project ranged
from financing girls’ education to improving the social quality of life and enhancing
social consciousness and structural problems across provinces in Turkey (Tek Girisim
2017). Under financial support, the project builds schools, classrooms and dormi-
tories, and grants scholarships to girls predominantly in grades six, seven and eight
(Tek Girisim 2017). It also offers social living spaces in dormitories, travel oppor-
tunities and collaborations with universities and the private sector to help girls
transition into the labour market following their graduation. The campaign has been
successful in raising public awareness to the issue of gender inequality in education
and in allocating resources to support girls’ education (Tek Girisim 2017).

Overall, the “Dad, Send Me to School” campaign focused on girls who could not
continue their education due to family pressures and financial problems.With the help
of numerous private donations from various institutions and individuals, the campaign
reached out to more than 10,500 girls deprived of educational opportunities in Turkey.
Since its launch, more than 40 million Turkish liras have been collected with 300,000
donors funding girls’ education. These amounts have been used in the construction of
33 girls’ dormitories and 12 schools, and have funded numerous scholarships across
different provinces (BBOG 2016).

Currently, the funding necessary to support a girl’s education through this cam-
paign for one academic year is 900 TL (BBOG 2016). To qualify for funding, girls are
required to attend school, lack adequate financial sources, and excel in their academic
studies with the aim to attend post-secondary institutions. The Association for Sup-
porting Contemporary Life collects private donations through their website and
through multiple bank accounts for this campaign. Donors are asked to continue their
financial support for four consecutive years to guarantee scholarships through girls’
primary, lower or upper secondary education.6

The “Snowdrops” campaign started in 2000 by the Association for Supporting
Contemporary Life to help finance girls who, due to their parents’ economic situation,
had not been able to attend school. As an extension of the Contemporary Girls of
Contemporary Turkey (CGCT) project in 1997, “Snowdrops” began with the hope of
bringing equal educational opportunities to boys and girls by providing financial
support to help girls continue their education.7The initial goal of reaching out to 5,000
girls was extended to 10,000 in 2007 with the inclusion of Turkcell, a mobile telecom

6 A survey conducted to study the impact of the “Dad, Send Me to School” project de-
monstrates that 93% of the girls who have been funded through the campaign want to continue
their education in comparison to 81% of the girls in the same age group (BBOG 2015).

7 CGCT was established to help economically deprived families send their daughters to
school (Kanci 2005; Aydagul 2007). In 1997, the CGCT project started out with a fund to help
educate 17 girls in rural parts of Turkey. With its increasing success, the program then reached
out to more than 237 girls by 1998 (Turkcell 2007).
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operator as the main sponsoring partner.8 Through the campaign, the Association for
Supporting Contemporary Life and Turkcell work jointly to achieve gender parity in
education and contribute to eradicating female illiteracy in Turkey (Turkcell 2007;
Turkcell 2016). Apart from being an extensive social responsibility project, the
“Snowdrops” campaign has become one the biggest projects in Turkey. The campaign
has been endorsed by the publication of a book summarizing the stories, the changing
lives and hopes of the girls who have benefited from the project.9

The “Snowdrops” campaign has offered more than 100,000 scholarships. Due to
Turkcell’s ongoing contribution to the project, donations are accepted through bank
transfers as well as text/SMS messages. Unlike the “Dad, Send Me to School”
campaign, “Snowdrops” does not have a target funding range for its scholarships.
Donors can contribute any cash amount to the project, which then translates to
scholarships for girls in primary, secondary or tertiary education.

Despite their similar goals to help girls continue their education, the two projects
have minor differences. First, the “Dad, Send Me to School” campaign supports girls
who due to lack of financial resources, beliefs and pressures from their families have
had to drop out of school. The project thereby aims to achieve gender equality in
primary, secondary and tertiary education. The “Snowdrops” campaign on the other
hand, focuses on the provision of equal opportunities in education for girls. Second,
“Dad, SendMe to School” relies on private donations sent to bank accounts registered
under the Association for Supporting Contemporary Life, whereas “Snowdrops”
collects funds through bank accounts as well as through text messages.

The two campaigns have funded more than 40,000 students (CYDD 2016). Al-
though these projects have been running for more than 10 consecutive years, there are
no quantitative studies analyzing their impact on girls’ enrollment rates across
provinces in Turkey. This paper quantifies the effects of these two large-scale cam-
paigns and evaluates the end-results.10

3. Data

The provincial data used in this study consist of private funding data and school
enrollment rates for 81 provinces in Turkey. Due to the difficulty in collecting private

8 Turkcell also supports the program through a mentorship campaign launched in 2004
where volunteer mentors are selected as counselors for the new students.

9 Following the launch of the book, a series of concerts took place and an album was
released to further assist the campaign (Turkcell 2007). The proceeds from the book and the
album helped fund 770 additional girls through 4 years of upper secondary education (Turkcell
2007).

10 Among the funds collected in support of education by the Association for Supporting
Contemporary Life under various campaigns, the “Snowdrops” and “Dad, Send Me to School”
projects rank first and second respectively.
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funding data, we include in our analysis the two years, 2013 and 2014, for which data
were available for both campaigns at the provincial level. Below we discuss the in-
dicators in further detail.

3.1 Girls’ Enrollment

To examine girls’ enrollment, we employ net schooling rates at primary, lower and
upper secondary education. The net schooling rate is the ratio of the number of
students of a theoretical age group who are enrolled in a specific level of education to
the total population in that age group.11 The data come from the Ministry of National
Education and the Turkish Statistical Institute and are at the provincial level. To check
for the robustness of our results we also use the number of female students enrolled in
primary, lower and upper secondary institutions. Starting with the 2012–2013 aca-
demic year, primary education consists of the first four years of the 12-year com-
pulsory education. Lower secondary accounts for the second four years of compulsory
education, and upper secondary is composed of the last four years of secondary
education and is grouped into general secondary or vocational institutions.

3.2 The Two Private Campaigns for Funding Girls’ Education

In measuring the effect of the “Dad, Send Me to School” and “Snowdrops”
campaigns, we use the total funds distributed in Turkish liras across 81 provinces. We
also examine the number of scholarships provided under each campaign. The data for
these campaigns are from the Association for Supporting Contemporary Life.

3.3 Other Control Variables

To examine the relationship between girls’ enrollment and the effectiveness of the
two major private funding campaigns, we use a number of variables that take into
account differences in culture, demographics, and resources across provinces. As a
measure of household composition, we use the average size of households. This is
computed by the ratio of the total population of households to the total number of
households. Previous studies have shown that both sibship and the composition of
siblings can influence girls’ access to education significantly. Even though data at the
provincial level do not offer information regarding the number of siblings or the
composition of different households across provinces, the average household size still
provides a description of the size of families.

11 We also check for the robustness of our results using gross schooling rates, which mea-
sure the total number of students in a specific level of education to the population in the
theoretical age group.
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To control for household demographics we use the elderly dependency ratio. This
helps us account for families living with elders. It is calculated as the ratio between the
number of individuals aged “65 and over” per 100 persons at the “15 to 64” age group.
We believe that this variable will help us understand whether homecare for the elders
in the household is a factor, which discourages girls’ enrollment, primarily at the
secondary school level. To control for the gender breakdown across different prov-
inces we use the sex ratio, the ratio of males per 100 females. Similarly, in accounting
for differences in enrollment patterns across densely versus heavily populated areas,
we use population density per square kilometer.

We use the average age of the bride at first marriage to observe whether marriage is
a factor that alters girls’ educational enrollment decisions. Early marriages result in
school dropouts particularly at the secondary level for females. This measure will
show whether an increase in marriage age has an influence on girls’ schooling at
different institutional levels. We also control for the number of doctors per 1,000
people in each province. We believe that this variable will pick up the effects of health
care and will indicate whether increased spending on healthcare through a higher
number of doctors has any spillover effects on girls’ enrollment rates. The number of
divorces per 1,000 people is employed as a measure to observe differences in edu-
cational enrollment for single versus dual parents.

Agricultural production per capita is used as a proxy for families working in
farming and agriculture. Culturally, families engaged in agriculture are perceived to
have a lower probability of sending their daughters to school. The daughters of ag-
ricultural families are more likely to help with household activities and, as a result,
have lower school attendance and higher dropout rates (Rankin and Aytac 2006).12

This variable is included in the regressions to examine the influence of parents’ ag-
ricultural employment on girls’ access to education. It is measured by the value of
agricultural production in 1,000 Turkish liras divided by the total population.

We use road length as a variable to account for the relationship between commuting
to school and girls’ enrollment rates. This variable measures the length of provincial
roads in kilometers. The Turkish Statistical Institute defines provincial roads as
provincial highways, which connect rural areas and towns to other townships, to each
other and to State roads (Turkish Statistical Institute Transportation Statistics 2019).
We believe that the construction of provincial roads may help connect girls, who live
in rural neighborhoods without access to schools, to towns that have schools. This
variable is also employed as an indicator of regional development and modernization.
The number of libraries is used as a measure to account for regional changes to the
level of literacy. GDP per capita is included as the main income variable.

12 The authors find that secondary school attainment of girls and boys in agricultural fa-
milies is lower, representing a clear trend towards keeping children at home to help with
production in farming households. However, agricultural households do not affect the enroll-
ment into primary institutions.
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Finally, we construct regional dummies. Turkey has seven geographical regions.
To account for differences across regions in Turkey, we include these dummies in our
regressions.

4. Empirical Specification

We present an analysis that is based on a model that studies the impact of two
largest private funding campaigns on girls’ enrollment rates in Turkey. The bench-
mark model controls for the average differences across 81 provinces. It allows for the
examination of the effect of these two campaigns together with other socioeconomic
factors on enrollment rates. Our baseline model includes funds from the two projects,
control variables and regional dummy variables. The model to be estimated is given
as:

FEENROLi;t ¼ a1 þ d1Fundingi;t þ
X11
k¼1

bkControlsi;t;k þ
X7
j¼1

qjRegioni;j þ vi;t (1)

where the dependent variable in the above equation is the net female schooling rate
at primary, lower and upper secondary institutions; Fundingi;t is the funding provided
by the “Dad, Send Me to School” or “Snowdrops” campaigns; and the control var-
iables are the average household size, population density, GDPper capita, divorces per
capita, libraries, agricultural production per capita, road length, average age of bride at
first marriage, elderly dependency ratio, sex ratio and doctors per capita. We addi-
tionally estimate the model using the number of scholarships. Similarly, we use the
logarithm of the number of females enrolled at primary, lower and upper secondary
institutions as dependent variables. We include regional dummies to account for
differences across regions in Turkey. In the above equation, our focus is on the co-
efficient of the funding term. We would expect to find positive and significant co-
efficients for funding and scholarships provided under each campaign.

5. Empirical Results and Robustness Checks

5.1 The Effect of the Two Projects on Net Schooling Rates
and Enrollment Levels

Examining the effects of the two projects on primary net schooling rates, our first
set of results in Table 2 reveal positive findings for both campaigns.

Columns (1) – (4) show the positive effect of the funds and scholarships provided
by the “Dad, SendMe to School” and “Snowdrops” campaigns on primary education.
The natural logarithm of GDP per capita is found to have a negative impact on girls’
net schooling rate at the primary level. This negative coefficient could be the result of
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Table 1

Summary Statistics

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

VARIABLES N Mean Standard de-
viation

Min Max

DSMS Scholarships 162 10.52 11.52 0 60
DSMS Funding 162 7,535 8,084 0 40,320
Snowdrops Scholarships 162 49.95 44.90 4 375
Snowdrops Funding 162 35,789 31,474 3,120 252,000
Students per teacher (Primary) 162 17.44 4.049 11 34
Students per teacher (Lower Secondary) 162 15.99 3.750 9 32
Students per teacher (Upper Secondary) 162 14.52 3.117 8 25
Libraries 162 13.82 8.712 2 42
Population density 162 122.1 304.7 11 2,767
Average household size 162 3.822 1.040 2.700 7.700
Elderly dependency ratio 162 13.72 4.579 4.490 27.24
GDP per capita 162 19,090 6,782 7,829 43,645
Road length 162 785.5 452.0 131 3,144
Sex ratio 162 101.5 4.198 96.89 126.1
Average age at first marriage (bride) 162 23.23 0.997 21.40 26.60
Net primary schooling rate (females) 162 97.46 2.731 80.46 100
Net upper secondary schooling rate (females) 162 78.44 12.79 36.47 98.81
Net lower secondary schooling rate (females) 162 93.95 3.598 76.98 98.41
Number of female students in primary
institutions

162 33,195 56,245 1,597 464,973

Number of female students in lower secondary
institutions

162 32,863 55,990 1,664 470,899

Number of female students in total upper
secondary institutions

162 32,487 59,088 1,964 500,456

Number of female students in general upper
secondary institutions

162 17,460 30,596 1,229 263,109

Number of female students in vocational
institutions

162 15,026 28,712 512 257,971

Value of agricultural production per capita (in
1,000 TLs)

162 3.545 1.823 0.0528 10.38

Doctors per capita 162 1.484 0.454 0.724 3.197
Divorces per capita 162 1.350 0.619 0.112 2.795
Female unemployment rate 162 9.554 4.728 1.200 24.80
Employment in agriculture (in %) 162 32.95 12.77 0.500 59.50
Employment in service (in %) 162 44.01 8.144 26.40 71.70
Gini coefficient 162 0.351 0.0310 0.304 0.413
Poverty rate 162 16.80 2.691 13 23.50
Consumption expenditure on education (in %) 162 1.672 0.478 0.600 3.300
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income inequalities across regions, particularly in provinces experiencing large
population growth. Doctors per capita is positively significant suggesting that the
development of healthcare through increases in the number of doctors available raises
girls’ schooling rate at the primary level. Columns (5) to (12) display the effects of the
two campaigns on net secondary schooling rate. We find that both campaigns do not
have a significant impact on girls’ lower secondary schooling. Furthermore, the
campaigns have a negatively significant effect on girls’ upper secondary schooling.
This calls for a detailed analysis of enrollment patterns across upper secondary in-
stitutions. The average household size is negatively significant at the upper secondary
level. This shows that larger families have an adverse impact on girls’ secondary
school enrollment. This finding is in agreement with the literature, which argues that
larger families are more likely to display “son preference” and keep girls out of school
to help with home production and house chores. Provinces with higher income per
capita display greater levels of enrollment at upper secondary education.13 Road
length is found to be negatively significant in three out of four columns for girls’ upper
secondary schooling rate. This shows that parents might be more concerned about
sending their daughters to upper secondary institutions despite the compulsory ed-
ucation laws and further regional development as observed by the construction of new
provincial roads. This result is in agreement with findings in the literature suggesting
that higher levels of compulsory education increase the opportunity cost of sending
girls to school when they have greater contribution to home production (Altinok and
Aydemir 2015; Levison and Moe 1998; Assaad, Levison, and Ziban 2010).

We also check our results using the number of female students enrolled in primary
and secondary institutions as dependent variables.

Taking logarithms of the number of female students enrolled, we find that both
scholarships and funds under the two campaigns increase female enrollment at the
primary and lower secondary level. In fact, as shown in Table 3, a 10% rise in
“Snowdrops” funding brings about a 1.2% increase in the number of girls enrolled in
primary and lower secondary education. Population density, average size of the
household, divorces per capita and road length are all factors positively influencing
the levels of female enrollment in primary and lower secondary education. However,
the negative coefficients for the elderly dependency ratio and the sex ratio suggest that
gender still plays an important role in girls’ enrollment at primary and lower sec-
ondary, and that elders living within the household negatively influence girls’ edu-
cation.

Table 4 reports the results for upper secondary enrollment levels. “Snowdrops”
funding is the only significant variable, demonstrating that a 10% increase in the
funding provided under this campaign can bring a 0.8% increase in girls’ upper
secondary enrollment.

13 Public education is free of charge even at the upper secondary level. However, higher
levels of education lead to greater out of pocket expenses, which explains the significantly
positive effect of GDP per capita on girls’ upper secondary schooling.
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Table 4
Campaign Effectiveness on Female Total Upper Secondary Enrollment Levels

Dependent Variables

(1) (2) (3) (4)
VARIABLES Upper

secondary
enrollment

Upper
secondary
enrollment

Upper
secondary
enrollment

Upper
secondary
enrollment

DSMS 0.00239
Scholarships (0.869)

[0.00275]
DSMS -0.00904
Funding (‐0.209)

[0.0431]
Snowdrops 0.00114
Scholarships (1.583)

[0.000721]
Snowdrops 0.0905**
Funding (2.349)

[0.0385]
Population
density

0.581*** 0.514*** 0.563*** 0.543***

(5.520) (4.294) (5.207) (4.990)
[0.105] [0.120] [0.108] [0.109]

Average
household

0.127 0.148 0.121 0.102

size (1.283) (1.409) (1.269) (1.139)
[0.0988] [0.105] [0.0957] [0.0900]

GDP per capita 0.105 0.0963 0.0904 0.0922
(0.756) (0.631) (0.671) (0.701)
[0.138] [0.153] [0.135] [0.131]

Divorces per
capita

0.137 0.218** 0.142 0.127

(1.486) (2.111) (1.540) (1.393)
[0.0921] [0.103] [0.0922] [0.0911]

Libraries 0.0158 0.0319*** 0.0154 0.0163
(1.503) (2.754) (1.501) (1.552)
[0.0105] [0.0116] [0.0102] [0.0105]

Agricultural
production

-0.110 -0.0735 -0.0891 -0.109

per capita (‐1.403) (‐0.891) (‐1.161) (‐1.455)
[0.0784] [0.0825] [0.0768] [0.0747]

Road length 0.000891*** 0.000688*** 0.000886*** 0.000854***
(4.390) (3.243) (4.347) (4.177)
[0.000203] [0.000212] [0.000204] [0.000205]

Average age at
first

0.0313 0.0518 0.0295 0.0207

marriage (bride) (0.611) (0.842) (0.575) (0.419)
[0.0512] [0.0615] [0.0513] [0.0494]

Elderly
dependency

-0.0396** -0.0502*** -0.0425*** -0.0448***

ratio (‐2.623) (‐2.730) (‐2.701) (‐2.923)
[0.0151] [0.0184] [0.0157] [0.0153]
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To further understand the enrollment patterns at the upper secondary level, we run
our funding and scholarship variables along with our controls on girls’ vocational
school and general upper secondary school enrollment levels to find that only
“Snowdrops” scholarships and funds play a positive effect on girls’ general secondary
enrollment. Neither campaign has a significant impact on enrollment at the vocational
school level. The results reported in Table 5 are consistent with our previous findings.

Table 4 (Continued)

Dependent Variables

(1) (2) (3) (4)
VARIABLES Upper

secondary
enrollment

Upper
secondary
enrollment

Upper
secondary
enrollment

Upper
secondary
enrollment

Sex ratio -0.0318*** -0.0356*** -0.0323*** -0.0329***
(‐3.761) (‐3.345) (‐3.885) (‐3.972)
[0.00845] [0.0106] [0.00833] 0.00828

Doctors per
capita

-0.0466 -0.131 -0.0323 [‐0.0277]

(‐0.572) (‐1.621) (‐0.398) (‐0.353)
[0.0813] [0.0808] [0.0813] [0.0783]

Black Sea 0.0570 0.0617 0.0354 -0.000258
(0.301) (0.287) (0.197) (‐0.00146)
[0.189] [0.215] [0.179] [0.177]

Aegean 0.166 0.0265 0.115 0.0765
(1.253) (0.181) (0.950) (0.608)
[0.133] [0.146] [0.121] [0.126]

Mediterranean 0.190 0.0787 0.156 0.120
(1.386) (0.575) (1.191) (0.926)
[0.137] [0.137] [0.131] [0.130]

Central Anatolia -0.0108 -0.0696 -0.0564 -0.0945
(‐0.0724) (‐0.411) (‐0.399) (‐0.680)
[0.149] [0.169] [0.141] [0.139]

Eastern Anatolia 0.126 0.111 0.0877 0.0549
(0.756) (0.627) (0.534) (0.337)
[0.166] [0.177] [0.164] [0.163]

Southeastern
Anatolia

0.0603 0.0736 0.0250 0.000606

(0.239) (0.281) (0.0991) (0.00246)
[0.252] [0.262] [0.252] [0.247]

Observations 162 128 162 162
R-squared 0.922 0.927 0.923 0.926

Note: t-statistics are in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1) and clustered robust
standard errors at the provincial level are in brackets. Columns (1) – (4) use the natural logarithm
of the number of female students in upper secondary institutions. DSMS is the abbreviation for
the “Dad, SendMe to School” campaign. The regressions are estimated over 81 provinces and 2
years. The estimation period in our regressions is 2013–2014. The regressions use the natural
logarithm of GDP per capita, the natural logarithm of population density, and the natural log-
arithm of the value of agricultural production per capita. The dummy variable for the Marmara
region is dropped as the base category. The above estimations include a constant term, which is
not reported here.
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5.2 Classroom Effects

In light of our benchmark results and given the difficulty in finding control var-
iables affecting girls’ schooling, we believe that examining classroom factors is
important in understanding girls’ schooling decisions across provinces. To do so we
include the number of students per teacher to account for overcrowding effects at the
primary, lower and upper secondary levels. The number of students per teacher is
obtained from the Turkish Statistical Institute and is at the provincial level.

The results from Table 6 show that at the primary and secondary levels, the number
of students per teacher does not have a significant impact on girls’ schooling rate. We
do not observe a significant effect of overcrowding. The rest of the results fromTable 6
mirror those from our benchmark estimations in Table 2.

5.3 Other Robustness Checks

Due to the overlapping period of the two projects, we also estimate their effect on
girls’ enrollment rates including both projects simultaneously. Regressing the funding
and scholarships provided by the two campaigns on primary, lower secondary and
upper secondary enrollment rates, our results show that “Dad, Send Me to School”
funds and “Snowdrops” scholarships have positive and significant effect on girls’
primary schooling, while “Dad, Send Me to School” scholarships and funds have a
negatively significant impact on girls’ upper secondary schooling. The results, not
reported here, show similarities to the benchmark findings from Table 2.14 Including
the scholarships or the funding provided by both campaigns simultaneously does not
change our benchmark findings.

As a final robustness check, we include further controls to account for labour
market conditions, government spending on education and income inequality across
provinces. Tomeasure the former, we use the percentage of employment in agriculture
and service as well as the female unemployment rate. The first two variables control
for the percentage of employment in agriculture and service across provinces. Ag-
riculture is a primary income source for families from rural parts of Turkey.We believe
that the inclusion of this variable offers more information on the structure of em-
ployment across provinces. The female unemployment rate helps capture the diffi-
culties women face in the labour market. Higher unemployment rates might be an
unfortunate signal for families who are considering pulling their daughters out of
secondary education to help with home production and chores. In measuring gov-
ernment spending on education, we use the percentage of consumption expenditure on
education. To account for income inequalities across provinces we include the Gini
coefficient and the poverty rate in our regressions. Unfortunately, due to the lack of
data at the provincial level, the variables discussed above are obtained at the sub

14 The results are available upon request.
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regional level (NUTS 2). In order to use the sub regional data with our provincial
sample, wematch our provinces with the larger regions that are reported under the sub
regional level. Furthermore, for some of our variables, like the Gini coefficient, data is
only available for the 2014 period. Under the assumption that the Gini coefficient does
not change drastically from one year to the next, we create a time invariant measure of
the Gini coefficient and the poverty rates from the regional level data for 2014.

The results from Table 7 show that both campaigns and funds are positively
significant on girls’ primary schooling and negatively significant on girls’ upper
secondary schooling. The poverty rate is negative, but mainly not significant for
primary and upper secondary schooling; however, it is negatively significant for lower
secondary schooling, highlighting the importance of poverty rates in undermining
girls’ education at the lower secondary level. Female unemployment rate is found to
be negatively significant for the “Snowdrops” campaign, suggesting that higher
unemployment rates lead to more enrollment at the primary level.

6. Discussion

The results in this paper show that both campaigns have been successful in ach-
ieving higher primary and lower secondary enrollment for girls during the short time
frame that we analyze. However, the findings for the upper secondary level suggest
that further analysis must be conducted to understand the dynamics for girls’ en-
rollment at secondary institutions. A more detailed investigation into the level of
enrollment across different institutions tells a similar story; campaigns have a sig-
nificantly positive impact on primary and lower secondary education, whereas the
impact is subdued at the upper secondary level. An analysis using gross schooling
rates instead also yields similar results, with the campaigns having a positive impact
on primary and lower secondary, and a negative impact on upper secondary enroll-
ment.

In trying to understand whether the negative effect is rooted in the choice towards
vocational institutions at the upper secondary level, our regressions using enrollment
levels suggest that this is not the case. One possible explanation for the small but
negative impact of the campaigns on upper secondary education could be the cal-
culation of the schooling rate by the Turkish Statistical Institute. Another possibility
could be the lack of monitoring from the two campaigns, which can lead to school
dropouts despite the distribution of funds. Even with the changes in the compulsory
education system over the years, parents have had the ability to homeschool their
children under certain conditions (Ucan 2013). To avoid absenteeism and school
dropouts, Article 56 of National Education enforces 15 Turkish liras in sanctions per
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day of any school dismissal (MEB 2019).15 Nevertheless, given that most families
who refrain from sending their daughters to school are low-income households, it is
unlikely that the sanctions provide a binding mechanism for school enrollment or
completion. Unfortunately, due to the lack of data, we are unable to capture the effect
of the changes in the Turkish education system on girls’ enrollment rates. The new
education reform has increased years of compulsory education; however, given the
limitations of sanctions, parents under the new system can keep their children out of
school following the completion of the first or second four years of schooling. This
option, if exercised, could also explain the decline in enrollment rates at the upper
secondary level in our analysis.

Figure 1: Geographical Heat Maps for the “Dad, Send Me to School” Campaign

15 Monetary penalties are applicable for the first two violations for parents who do not
comply with the compulsory schooling laws. Larger sums of 500 liras have been imposed on
families who do not send their children to school (Ergun 2012). The third and fourth violations
carry the risk of incarceration for up to 6 months (Kirdar, Dayioglu, and Koc 2015).
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Figure 2: Geographical Heat Maps for the “Snowdrops” Campaign

An examination of the geographical heat maps for the “Dad, Send Me to School”
and “Snowdrops” projects reveals minor changes across years in the number of
scholarships provided. The “Snowdrops” campaign, as shown by the more significant
empirical results, has provided a larger number of scholarships across Turkey. The
“Dad, Send Me to School” campaign, on the other hand, is more restricted in the
amount of funds that it has been able to offer during the two years in whichwe conduct
the analysis. Although large provinces like Istanbul have obtained more scholarships,
provinces in the southeastern parts of Turkey also receive funds and scholarships. The
internal migration patterns across provinces in Turkey result in larger populations in
the three biggest provinces. As income inequalities across provinces grow, the number
of girls applying for scholarships under these two projects from wealthier provinces
also increase, which can be observed in our data.

With the limitations in monitoring enrollment and the possibility that the sanctions
in place may not be binding, the educational reform that has increased the years of
compulsory education in Turkey could have led to more potential school dropouts.
Although this is beyond the scope of our analysis, an argument could be made that the
increasing dropout rates due in part to the reform may influence private funding
campaigns and how the funds are distributed across provinces. The current data used
in this study does not offer the opportunity to control for the educational reform on the
private funding campaigns, nor do we have provincial data on girls’ school dropout
rates. However, an examination of our summary statistics table shows that funds do
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not necessarily go to regions with lower primary or secondary schooling rates.
Considering that the dropout rates have a significantly high (negative) correlationwith
schooling rates, a similar argument could be made regarding the relationship between
funding and regions with high dropout rates. The funding mechanisms for both
campaigns run independently from the provincial needs and necessities. Through the
two campaigns, the funds, which are collected from donations in Turkey and abroad,
are directed to scholarships for girls in need, or to the construction of schools,
classrooms and dormitories. An analysis on the effect of these campaigns on school
dropout rates across provinces is beyond the reach of our paper, however, the ex-
amination of education reform on private funding campaigns and school dropout rates
is an important avenue for future research.

Since the launch of these two projects, different media channels including TV
stations, newspapers as well as a mobile telecom operator have supported the As-
sociation for Supporting Contemporary Life in its mission to fund female students,
promote girls’ education and eradicate female illiteracy across Turkish provinces. One
of the main contributors to the “Dad, Send Me to School” campaign, Dogan Group,
sold a national newspaper that was instrumental for the campaign. Following the sale
of this newspaper, Milliyet, the Association for Supporting Contemporary Life and
Dogan Group reached a new protocol in 2011 for the continuation of support in
funding the “Dad, Send Me to School” campaign (CYDD 2015). This agreement
played a critical point in this project; “Dad, Send Me to School” campaign lost an
important publicity aspect, which previously was making its call for funding and
outcomes of these fundsmore visible. However, the campaign put additional efforts to
collaborate with celebrities to introduce commercials that were aired on numerous
channels to reach out to a wider public in anticipation of further funds. Given our
current data coverage, we are unable to capture the effect of the sale ofMilliyet on total
funds collected or on the scholarships provided for girls’ education. However, it is
important to acknowledge that this event may have changed the progression of the
campaign, forcing the Association for Supporting Contemporary Life to find alternate
means to continue its funding efforts.16

Over the last number of years, Turkey has been able to improve the educational
attainment of its population with the share of young adults without upper secondary
education falling by 16% (OECD Education GPS 2018). Nevertheless, the 75%
graduation rate from upper secondary is still concerning, in comparison to the OECD
average of 86% (OECD Country Note 2019). Additionally, 6% of Turkish students
are grade repeaterswith girls beingmore likely to repeat a grade at the lower secondary
level, leading to the highest share of female repeaters across all OECD countries
(OECD Education GPS 2018).17 This could be one of the reasons why we observe
negative effects of the campaigns on the upper secondary schooling rate, but insig-

16 We thank the anonymous referee for raising this point.
17 Girls constitute 58% of all repeaters at the lower secondary level in Turkey (OECD

Education GPS 2018).
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nificant effects for the upper secondary enrollment level. In equalizing access to upper
secondary education across genders, Turkey has to find ways of supporting over-age
girls who remain at a disadvantage in enrollment and completion of secondary ed-
ucation (UNESCO Institute for Statistics 2018).

Recent statistics from the OECD show that public expenditure in education as a
percentage of GDP has increased by 24% since 2010 (OECD Country Note 2019).
Much of this increase in public expenditure is directed towards tertiary education,
which calls the financing of primary and secondary education into question (OECD
Country Note 2019). Private sources account for 25% of total spending on primary
and secondary education, more than twice the OECD average (OECD Country Note
2019). This accentuates the role of private sources such as non-governmental or-
ganizations (NGO) in education financing. NGOs like the Association for Supporting
Contemporary Life have played an important role in girls’ education. Financial re-
straints, monitoring, scaling of the programs and their effectiveness and the lack of
coordination between NGOs and governments are among some of the challenges that
affect the outreach of NGO programs in education. Although not easy, tackling these
issues will help NGOs such as the Association for Supporting Contemporary Life
achieve the desired outcomes from their funding programs on girls’ education.

7. Concluding Remarks

As the role of private sources continues to grow in education expenditure, private
funding campaigns become increasingly important in the context of education. In this
paper, we have analyzed the impact of two major funding campaigns on girls’ edu-
cation across Turkish provinces. Over the last two decades, the “Dad, Send Me to
School” and “Snowdrops” campaigns have played a vital role in highlighting the
inequalities in access to education, and promoting education for girls who have been
deprived the opportunity for various reasons. In understanding the importance of these
two campaigns, we have examined whether private funding, channeled mainly to-
wards girls’ primary and secondary education through the provision of scholarships,
has led to an increase in schooling rates across Turkish provinces.

Controlling for regional, socio-demographic characteristics and other factors that
affect education, our results show that the private funding provided under the two
campaigns has positively influenced girls’ schooling rates at primary and lower
secondary institutions. Our findings yield mixed results for upper secondary
schooling, which calls for a more in-depth analysis of the choice between schools at
this level of education. Examining the effects of student overcrowding, we find that
the student per teacher ratio does not have a significant impact on girls’ primary or
secondary schooling. Looking at the enrollment levels across primary and secondary
institutions, both campaigns display positive and significant effects at the primary and
lower secondary level. Nevertheless, the impact of these campaigns on upper sec-
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ondary institutions is small and mainly insignificant. With the inclusion of further
control variables to account for regional characteristics as well as inequalities, the
poverty rate is shown to have a negative impact, whereas heightened female un-
employment rates have a positive impact on girls’ primary schooling.

The results overall demonstrate the importance of private funding for achieving
gender equality in education. However, the findings for upper secondary education are
somewhat less optimistic. More detailed private funding data would facilitate
studying this issue in detail and help resolve this ambiguity. Our regressions have
included various controls to account for cultural, demographic and social factors that
are influential in girls’ schooling decisions. Nevertheless, given the provincial
structure of the analysis, we are not able to fully capture household effects and control
for family specific factors such as sibship composition, son preference, family income
and employment, and other cultural and social effects. A detailed survey analysis
would help eliminate some of these issues and aid in understanding differences in
primary and secondary school enrollment. Similarly, due to the limited time series
availability of the data, we cannot control for the effect of the educational reform in
compulsory education on girls’ enrollment rates. A longer time series dataset will help
control for this effect and would guide us in our analysis of how these private cam-
paigns influence girls’ enrollment pre and post educational reform.

Private funding for education, particularly girls’ education, will continue to be at
center stage in Turkey. Although media attention has subsided, the two campaigns
continue to collect funds to enhance opportunities for girls’ education. In moving
forward, the two projects can focus more on keeping girls at school during their upper
secondary education; a result which has not been fully achieved in light of our results.
The campaigns, by doing so, could succeed in implementing gender equality in
secondary education, which continues to be a big mission for Turkey. A future step
could include getting girls into tertiary education. As more data become available, the
findings from this paper could be extended to include the cultural, geographic and
ethnic influences of these two large-scale campaigns on girls’ enrollment rates, with a
specific focus on secondary education. Further examination could also be carried out
to better understand the impact of these campaigns on upper secondary and tertiary
education. Additionally, an analysis of completion rates at the provincial level will
help observe the full effect of these campaigns on girls’ educational achievements.
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