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1.1. Introduction
Since the early ages, human has changed places and migrated from his/her lands due to various reasons such as 

acts of god, wars, conflict, famine and poverty. As a matter of fact, migration phenomenon is as old as human 

history. Particularly, developments in the wake of Industrial Revolution caused huge movements of migration, 

resulting in significant changes in social structure. Following numerous incidents such as rise of nation-states, 

decreasing rural population and growing cities, regional and global conflicts based on social, cultural, economic 

and political grounds, it became necessary to examine migration phenomenon in a more systematic manner. UN 

Refugee Agency (UNHCR), established under United Nations, was an attempt to meet this requirement. Interna-

tional regulations have been established and become widespread in a similar process.

Thanks to its unique location, Anatolian lands have hosted various migration waves for centuries. Turkey is a ‘rich’ 

country in terms of migration history, migration diversity and categories. Turkey is a “country of origin” because 

of its emigrating citizens throughout history, and also a “host country” for incoming immigrants (Buz, 2008, p. 

2). In this regard, Republic of Turkey has been a stage for national and international immigration and emigration 

movements since its foundation, as a point of transition.

In the last 15 years, wars and conflicts in regions of Middle East, North Africa, North Black Sea and Caucasus ac-

celerated international migration processes, leading to significant consequences for the countries in the region, 

including Turkey. Above all, wars in Afghanistan and Iraq in the wake of terrorist attacks on World Trade Centre in 

New York on 11 September 2001 accelerated the population mobility in the region. Following ‘Arab Spring’ pro-

cess, Syrian crisis, internal conflicts and ISIL terror led to mass population movements towards Turkey. As of 2011, 

millions of Syrians have entered Turkish territory in masses particularly between 2013 and 2015.

Consequently, human mobility and mass migrations are on the rise due to economic circumstances, wars, terror-

ism, other political reasons and social oppressions in various geographies of the world, as well as to globalisation. 

As a result of such population mobility, immigrants, asylum-seekers and refugees face many problems before, 

during and after migration process. Therefore, migration phenomenon brings along various psychosocial effects 

and adaptation problems depending on time of stay in destination country, characteristics of immigrants etc.; such 

character of migration requires an all-round examination (Buz, 2002, p. 8).

It is important to adopt a multifaceted approach in dealing with the problem also for Syrian immigrants,1 who ac-

tually live in Turkey under temporary protection status. Consideration of multiple aspects of various problems and 

requirements of these individuals is critical in order to be able to prevent possible social conflicts and to conduct 

mutual harmony process in an attentive manner for both immigrants and local community. In the final analysis, mi-

gration has been present yesterday and is present today; it will be present as a controversial phenomenon in the 

future (Atasü Topçuoğlu, 2015, p. 116). In this regard, it is necessary to reinforce and invigorate communities so 

as to provide a strategic, social solidarity network in line with circumstances. During this reinforcement process, it 

is important to provide a platform that reconciles different interests in society, enabling different groups to enter 

into continuous interaction and negotiation (Yan, 2004, p. 65).

1.2. Migration 
The concept of migration is defined in various manners; nevertheless, the concepts of immigrant, asylum-seeker 

and refugee are often subject to confusion. Accordingly, we will primarily try to clarify these concepts.

According to Turkish Language Association (TDK) (2017), migration means “movement of individuals or commu-

nities from one country to another, from a settlement to another for economic, social, political reasons; moving, 

emigration, immigration.” Pursuant to foregoing definition, migration should arise from economic, social, politi-

cal reasons and a change of geographical areas should be in question. In the broadest sense, migration means 

“change of place (in geographical term) by individuals due to various reasons.” Relevant literature comprises vari-

1  The term “Syrian immigrants” signifies all Syrian individuals living under Temporary Protection Status in Turkey.

CHAPTER I:        
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK



CHAPTER I: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK CHAPTER I: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 1110

ous classifications such as internal/external migrations, forced/unforced migrations etc. 

The word “immigrant” can be handled in different manners in different sources. TDK (2017) defines it as “(person, 

family or community) who has left his country to settle in another; incomer” According to another definition, immi-

grant is one who leaves his country for economic reasons and not for justified grounds such as fear of persecution 

(SETA, 2015, p. 17). Change of countries is the common aspect of two definitions; on the other hand, there are 

approaches concentrating on economic grounds. Besides, the word “immigrant” is also employed for individuals 

who migrate or move for any reason within or outside the country.

The term “asylum-seeker” is used for an individual who has applied for obtaining refugee status but whose ap-

plication is yet to be concluded. Asylum-seekers are foreseen to benefit from certain fundamental rights, non-re-

foulement above all. “Asylum-seeker” marks a temporary status (SETA, 2015, p. 17).

The word “refugee” is clearly defined via international conventions. According to Convention relating to the Status 

of Refugees (Geneva Convention) (1951), “refugee is a person who, owing to well-founded fear of being persecut-

ed for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion, is outside 

the country of his nationality and is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of 

that country; or who, not having a nationality and being outside the country of his former habitual residence as a 

result of such events, is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to return to it.” 

Hereby Convention relating to the Status of Refugees, known as Geneva Convention and signed in 1951, is also 

signed by Republic of Turkey with reserve of geographical restriction and enacted by Law no. 359 on 1961. By 

means of Additional Protocol signed in 1967, restrictions in Convention as to geography and time2 were abolished. 

Turkey approved the Protocol with the reserve of previously stipulated geographical concern. In this regard, those 

coming from Europe are considered in refugee status, whereas individuals from countries other than member 

states of Council of Europe are accepted as asylum-seekers (“Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees – 1967 

– New York Protocol,” 04.10.1967).

Accordingly, since Turkey stipulated geographical reservation in consideration of its geopolitical location, the 

refugee definition in Turkey is different to some extent. Law no. 6458 on Foreigners and International Protec-

tion (YUKK) supplements the refugee definition with the indication “as a result of events occurring in European 

countries.” In case immigration is due to events occurring outside European countries, such individuals are granted 

“conditional refugee” status. Such individuals are allowed to reside in Turkey until they are resettled to a third 

country. As for individuals not included under foregoing two statuses but in face of significant threats such as 

death penalty, torture, punishment without right to fair trial upon being returned, YUKK provides them with “sub-

sidiary protection”.

Finally, “temporary protection” signifies the protection provided for foreigners who have been forced to leave 

their country, cannot return to the country that they have left, and have arrived at or crossed the borders of Tur-

key in a mass influx situation seeking immediate and temporary protection (SETA, 2015, p. 25).

1.3. Migration Statistics 
Today, numerous small and large scale migration movements are observed all around the world. In the last 15 

years, migration is on significant rise also under influence of globalisation. According to United Nations High 

Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) data, there are 65.3 million displaced individuals on the globe by the end of 

2015. Among them, 40.8 millions consist of individuals displaced within their country. 21.3 millions of these indi-

viduals are in refugee status. Among individuals in refugee status, 16.1 millions are directly registered at UNHCR, 

while 5.2 million Palestinian refugees are registered by United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Ref-

ugees in the Near East (UNRWA). There are a total of 3.2 million asylum-seekers on the world (UNHCR, 2015, p. 2).

The figures are very high; on the other hand, some regions and countries are much more visible as to mentioned 

2  Geneva Convention covered individuals who became refugees due to events that have occurred before 1951.

mobility. Turkey is the country with highest number of refugees on the world, followed by Pakistan, Lebanon, 

Islamic Republic of Iran, Ethiopia, Jordan and Kenya (UNHCR, 2015, p. 14). As is seen clearly, the countries host-

ing refugees are mostly developing or less-developed ones. Lebanon is the country to host highest number of 

refugees in proportion to population. By end of 2015, 183 of every 1000 persons living in Lebanon are refugees. 

Lebanon is followed by Jordan and Nauru, respectively, with regard to proportion of refugees to population (UN-

HCR, 2015, p. 2). 

During 2014 and 2015, most refugees came from Syrian Arab Republic, Afghanistan and Somalia (UNHCR, 2015, 

p. 15). According to UNHCR, 13.5 million Syrian individuals require humanitarian aid, 6.3 millions of which are 

displaced within their country (UNHCR, 10. 11.2017). In other words, despite warfare conditions, a great deal of 

Syrians migrates to relatively safer and conflict-free regions of the country. In this regard, the individuals living in 

Syria need humanitarian aid as much as those who resettle abroad as refugees.

As for Turkey, UNHCR data reports that 3,285,533 of 5,344,184 Syrian refugees on the globe live in Turkey under 

temporary protection status as of 5 November 2017 (UNHCR, 10.11.2017). In addition, 2016 Turkey Migration 

Report by Directorate General of Migration Management sheds light on mass migration of recent years: Accord-

ingly, there were 182,301 foreigners with residence permit in Turkey back in 2010, whereas the figure soared up 

to 461,217 in 2016. In this respect, three countries with highest citizens to have residence permit in Turkey by 

2016 are Iraq (55,983 persons), Syria (48,738 persons) and Azerbaijan (39,184 persons) (Directorate General of 

Migration Management, 2017, p. 38-39).

Pursuant to mentioned report, there are a total of 56,591 foreigners with work permit in Turkey,2016. Among 

them, 8,014 are Georgian citizens, while 7,053 are Syrians and 3,756 are from People’s Republic of China (Direc-

torate General of Migration Management, 2017, p. 51) 

As for statistics about participation of foreigners in education in academic years 2014 and 2015, 72,178 students 

from 198 countries continue their studies at universities under Council of Higher Education (YÖK) in Turkey (Snou-

bar, 2017, p. 28). By 17 February 2017, number of international students attainted 103,727. These figures are 

lead by Azerbaijan (15,036 students), Syria (14,765 students) and Turkmenistan (10,642 students). In addition, 

there are 2864 instructors employed at universities under YÖK, and 331 of them are Syrian citizens (Directorate 

General of Migration Management, 2017, p. 52). Besides, there are 232,714 students in total who attend schools 

under Ministry of National Education (MEB) in academic year 2016-2017. Among them, 166,482 are Syrian cit-

izens, whereas 23,971 are Iraqi and 12,782 are Afghan citizens (Directorate General of Migration Management, 

2017, p. 44-46). Moreover, 293,039 Syrians attend education in their native language at temporary education 

centres (TEC).

Given the data about Syrian individuals under temporary protection status living in Turkey, the number of indi-

viduals under temporary protection increased significantly since 2011, particularly between 2013 and 2015. 

36.74% of registered individuals consist of individuals between ages of 0-14, while 15-24 year-olds constitute 

23.22%, 25-64 year-olds are equal to 37.96% and 2,08% consist of 65 year-olds and older individuals. 53.32% of 

individuals are male (Directorate General of Migration Management, 2017, p. 75-77).

Great numbers of Syrian individuals are settled in various Turkish cities. Ankara, where the research is carried out, 

hosts 92,848 registered Syrian individuals (Directorate General of Migration Management, 21.12.2017).

Today, only a small part of Syrians live in “tent cities and container cities”. As of March 2018, there are 225,557 

Syrians living in tent cities and container cities founded in 10 provinces, Şanlıurfa, Gaziantep, Kilis and Hatay 

above all (Directorate General of Migration Management, 2017, p. 80).  

When the migration literature is examined, the basic needs of immigrants can be listed firstly as safety, shelter-

ing, nutrition, health, protection from violence and abuse, education and participation in employment. However, 

the primary requirements for Syrian individuals are to learn Turkish, to find a suitable job, to be able to get to the 

house, to be educated, to get away from exploitative situations and to be able to carry out complex bureaucratic 

procedures that are unusual (International Crisis Group, 2016).

In entire Turkey, most services provided for Syrians ground on Temporary Protection Regulation no. 29153 issued 
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on Official Gazette on 22 October 2014. Persons, who are evaluated within the scope of the Directive, are provid-

ed “within the bounds of possibility, health services above all, as well as education, access to labour market, social 

relief and services, and translation and similar services in provinces they are settled.” 

1.4. Syrian Migration
In 2011, the events due to economic, political, social, internal and external dynamics spread all around Syria and 

led eventually to Syrian crisis. The country witnessed serious conflicts and massacres in the process. About 13.5 

million people were displaced and an important part of them had to flee the country. Almost all of the mentioned 

individuals were in need of humanitarian aid.

Most of the individuals, who had to leave Syria, took refuge in Turkey, while the others took shelter in Lebanon, 

Jordan, Iraq and Egypt. Western states, known as developed countries, accepted a very low number of Syrian in-

dividuals.

There are several reasons behind arrival of such a huge mass in Turkey in a short span of a few years: First of all, 

Turkey is the neighbour with longest borders with Syria, and the conflicts spread almost the entire boundary line 

between two countries. The land border in southern Turkey with Syria is about 700 km long. A huge part of Syrian 

side of these frontiers was controlled by ISIL terrorist organisation for a long time, and this fact turned out to be 

decisive in migration process. In addition, severe conflicts occurred in border regions other than those controlled 

by ISIL. Consequently, the long-lasting insecurity of Syrian border regions neighbouring Turkey brought along 

security requirement. Another reason behind the high amount of Syrian migration to Turkey is the presence of 

relationship of affinity between many northern Syrian families and those in Turkey, as well as trade relations or 

the sense of closeness between Syrians and Turkey. Besides, religious grounds played their part in the process. 

Because of its geopolitical position, Anatolia has been a leading actor in migration processes for centuries. In this 

respect, Turkey is situated in a critical location, particularly for transition to Europe. Aegean Sea served as an im-

portant transition to Europe until the Readmission Agreement signed between European Union (EU) and Turkey 

on 16 December 2013. In other words, certain Syrians, just like individuals from other countries, considered using 

Turkey as a passageway to various third countries, European states above all. 

Another remarkable reason is the open door policy declared by Turkey in April 2011. Since the beginning of Syrian 

Civil War, Syrian individuals have been widely accepted by State and citizens of the Republic of Turkey. Since then, 

“social acknowledgement” is extraordinarily high about Syrians in Turkey, despite occasional negative attitudes 

including racism, xenophobia and hatred. Occasional protests and negative incidents are important signals, but 

they do not change the general situation (Erdoğan, 2014, p. 5). On the other hand, European Union countries have 

expressed concerns over sheltering of more Syrians in Europe as of the start of the process (International Crisis 

Group, 2016).

With such high population of immigrants in Turkey, it is vital to ensure interaction and harmony of these individ-

uals with locals. Certain observations put forth a significant part of Syrians in Turkey will never return to their 

country. On the other hand, Turkish society keeps Syrians at bay in cultural terms and disapproves granting Turk-

ish citizenship to Syrians (Erdoğan, 2014, p. 5-6). 

Discussions about Syrians in Turkey as to their return, permanence, acceptance for citizenship, harmony and in-

tegrations, bring along consequences influential on domestic and foreign policy of Turkey in social, economic and 

political terms. At this stage, differences due to language, culture and lifestyle constitute the social aspect of dis-

cussions. Under influence of tough process with regard to social, economic and political issues in Turkey, Syrians 

can be subject to discriminatory attitudes and behaviours. Opportunities for healthy interaction should be created 

so as to prevent differences between Syrians and local community from leading to discrimination.

When Syrian individuals arrived in Turkey, they had some accumulated capital and spent large amounts of money; 

this fact brought along economic boom to some extent. Besides, many enterprises founded by Syrians provided 

Turkish economy with significant contribution in terms of production and employment. On the other hand, certain 

negative effects of migration to economy cannot be overlooked. Rents increased significantly in certain cities, 

and Syrian individuals were subjects of unregistered employment for very low wages. As a result, wages fell in 

labour market; moreover, the unemployment among Turkish citizens increased since they did not consent to work 

for such low wages. In addition, some special conveniences were granted for Syrian immigrants who were found 

enterprises; or even they could have vehicles without changing or having registered their license plates. Such 

treatments caused some eyebrows to raise on national and local extent. As a result, such conveniences were abol-

ished in the course of time. Owing to the abovementioned events directly arising from migration, it is possible to 

observe certain significant symptoms of conflict between immigrants and local community. For now, they can be 

considered as isolated particular events; nevertheless, the conflict may become widespread unless related meas-

ures are taken. Recently, we have seen various facts to reveal such conflict. They are exceptional occurrences, 

but bring along serious concerns.

In consideration of abovementioned controversies, the problem of Syrians in Turkey has long surpassed the thresh-

old where it could be dealt within the scope of “temporariness” and “emergency management policies.” Moreover, 

the strong expectation about return of Syrians to their countries is gradually declining. The concern that “in case 

integration-cohesion policies are applied, Syrians will remain in Turkey and never return” is still a strong argument 

among certain spheres, but it becomes more meaningless every passing day. Indeed, it is impossible for some Syr-

ians to return to their country, partially due to nature of mass migration, regardless of developments in the short 

and medium term in Syria (Erdoğan & Ünver, 2015, p. 72-73).

1.5. Legal Status of Syrians in Turkey 
Individuals migrate due to wars, disturbances, political and social oppression in their country, or even to obtain 

better education, better working conditions and higher life standards. Citizens of a country may be inclined to 

migrate in a nearby country. In this regard, geopolitical position of Turkey has made it destination of mass or 

individual migration because of occurrences and problems particularly in countries in its east and south (SETA, 

2015, p. 9).

Individuals, who want to migrate or take refuge in European and North American states, can temporarily reside 

in Turkey as asylum-seeker due to geographic restriction stipulated by Turkey. Turkey is named as a “transition” 

country and has become a country where the persons, who want to resettle in a third country, reside until the end 

of their waiting period. This fact is also reflected in irregular, or more precisely, illegal migration; Turkey is used as 

a transit country to pass to European countries by land or sea.

Republic of Turkey accepted Geneva Convention of 1951 with reservation of geographic restriction. Accordingly, 

Turkey defines refugee as follows: “Foreigner who as a result of events occurring in European countries only and 

owing to well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particu-

lar social group or political opinion, is outside the country of his citizenship and is unable or, owing to such fear, 

is unwilling to avail himself or herself of the protection of that country; or even stateless person who is outside 

the country of his residence due to such events or does not want to return to country of his citizenship due to 

mentioned fear.” 

Conditional refugee signifies a person who, due to events occurring outside Europe, demands international pro-

tection from Turkey so as to take refuge in a third country on the ground of fulfilling prerequisites in refugee 

definition. Nevertheless, since these statuses are granted on individual basis, it is practically difficult to provide 

each person with separate service in case of a mass migration.

Owing to its location, Turkey receives mass migration in addition to individual migration. Such mass migration in-

cludes Turks emigrating from Bulgaria, Northern Iraqis, those who had to flee Yugoslavia after civil war, and finally 

Syrian immigrants who left their country in the wake of Syrian crisis (SETA, 2015).
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Turkey entered into certain regulations with regard to legal status of immigrants. Settlement Law no. 2410 of 

1934, replaced by Settlement Law no. 5543 in 2006, is a clear example of such regulations. The Law defines 

various immigrant types such as immigrant, free immigrant, settled immigrant, individual immigrant and collective 

immigrant.

Persons within migration process face numerous problems such as risk of losing their assets, their social status 

and struggle of existence in an unfamiliar environment, in addition to bio-psychosocial problems due to obligation 

to leave their home and country (Buz, 2002, 2008). Given that vulnerable groups (such as children, elderly and 

disabled) are much more affected by the process, it becomes even more important to put forth legal regulations 

for such individuals. In this respect, Law no. 6458 on Foreigners and International Protection (YUKK), which com-

prises regulations about migration and protection, has been enacted in 2013. 

According to article 91 of YUKK no. 6458, “temporary protection may be provided for foreigners who have been 

forced to leave their country, cannot return to the country that they have left, and have arrived at or crossed the 

borders of Turkey in a mass influx situation seeking immediate and temporary protection.” The ensuing Temporary 

Protection Regulation was issued in Official Gazette by means of Cabinet Decree on 22 October 2014. According 

to provisional article 1 of the Regulation, “the citizens of the Syrian Arab Republic, stateless persons and refugees 

who have arrived at Turkey seeking temporary protection shall be covered under temporary protection, even if 

they have filed an application for international protection” as of the day before first Syrian immigrants entered 

into Turkey in relation with Syrian crisis, or more precisely, 28 April 2011. 

Pursuant to decree no. 100 in 2004 by United Nations Executive Committee, in order to call an occurrence mass 

refuge, there should be a mass mobility towards an international border, such mobility should continue in a rapid 

manner and the destination country should become incapable of fulfilling individual sheltering procedures. Tem-

porary protection is the form of protection created in order to offer rapid solution to possible problems due to 

mass migration (Directorate General of Migration Management Webpage, Date Accessed: 08.11.2017).

Turkey fulfils three essential elements of temporary protection, which the country provides for Syrians who came 

to Turkey in a mass influx. The first is to accept the incomers within Turkish borders via open border (open door) 

policy; the second is non-refoulement, namely, not to send back immigrants in case they are to suffer persecution 

and oppression upon return; and third rule is to meet fundamental and urgent needs of incoming individuals (Di-

rectorate General of Migration Management Webpage, Date Accessed: 08.11.2017).

On 29 April 2011, 252,000 Syrians moved towards Cilvegözü Border Gate in Hatay and crossed Turkish border; 

this was registered as the first movement of migration from Syrian Arab Republic to Turkey (AFAD, 2014b). In the 

wake of this event, mass migrations gradually increased and very high numbers of Syrian individuals took refuge 

in Turkey in 2013 and 2014. In the final analysis, 3,285,533 Syrian individuals are registered under temporary 

protection status, after their biometric data are obtained (UNHCR, 10.11.2017). 

1.6. Services Provided for Syrians
Many individuals had to flee from the war and clash environment in Syria and come to Turkey. Because of the civil 

war, Syrian individuals lost their homes, jobs, as well as tools and instruments that provided them with income; 

consequently, they became poor. Migration process even deepened the level of poverty they experienced, where-

upon they became more defenceless and vulnerable.

Republic of Turkey covered Syrian individuals under temporary protection status and carried out certain legal ar-

rangements for they can live in line with human rights and international immigrant law in Turkey. The objective is 

to make Syrian individuals benefit from healthcare services, access social welfare systems and continue their edu-

cation. Meanwhile, a current issue is the transfer of administration of sheltering camps hosting certain amount of 

Syrians, as well as of coordination of services provided for Syrians living in the cities, from Disaster and Emergen-

cy Management Authority to Directorate General of Migration Management (Anadolu Agency, 01.12.2017). This 

fact shows that Republic of Turkey, which acted in line with human values and opened its borders for millions of 

individuals since the beginning of Syrian crisis, no more considers the Syrian presence as a humanitarian crisis; ac-

cordingly, Turkey changes policy so as to ensure mutual harmony between Syrian individuals and local community. 

National and international nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) in Turkey also work to make up for deficiencies 

which Turkish government cannot access or afford.

1.6.1. Health Services provided for Syrians 
Essential legal ground for healthcare services provided for Syrian individuals is Law no. 6458 on Foreigners and 

International Protection. According to article 89 of the Law, individuals who are under temporary protection sta-

tus and not covered with any medical insurance and do not have financial means to afford them are subject to 

provisions under Law no. 5510 on Social Security and Universal Medical Insurance. Pursuant to Law no. 5510, Syr-

ian individuals should apply to social assistance and solidarity foundation located at their residential address and 

undergo income test, like citizens of Republic of Turkey. According to results of income test, the health premiums 

of Syrians within G0 class are completely paid by Social Security Institution; whereas monthly premiums of indi-

viduals in categories G1, G2 and G3 are supported in consideration of their respective income level and category. 

Healthcare services, provided for Syrian individuals in Turkey, are conducted under coordination of AFAD. In the 

past, Directorate General of Urgent Healthcare under Ministry of Health was responsible for healthcare services 

provided for Syrians; now, however, Department of Migration Health Services is established within the same Min-

istry. Ministry of Health established Directive no. 29153 on 22.10.2014 for arrangement of healthcare services 

conducted by Ministry units, and the Directive was amended on 04.11.2015. According to the Directive, individu-

als under temporary protection with identity cards, individuals under temporary protection who are not registered 

by Directorate General of Migration Management, and persons who crossed Turkish border injured and who are 

considered under temporary protection can benefit from healthcare services. 

In addition to temporary refuge centres, individuals under temporary protection can obtain services from immi-

grant health centres, and primary, secondary and tertiary healthcare units under Ministry. They do not have direct 

access to services provided by application and research centres under universities or private hospitals. Besides, 

they can make use of health application and research services on the condition of referral in necessary situations 

(emergency health services, intensive care services for adults and newborns, burn injury and cancer treatments). 

Finally, they have access to basic healthcare services provided voluntarily by foundations or associations. 

Within the scope of services provided in healthcare, temporary protection centres offer healthcare and have 

ambulances to be used in situations that require referral to superior institutions. Within the scope of primary 

healthcare, vaccination for children and adolescents are provided, as well as women’s health and gynaecological 

services for women. These services are provided at family practice centres and community mental health centres. 

Secondary and tertiary healthcare units ensure ambulatory treatment at polyclinics or in-patient treatment at 

departments; besides, delivery and operations are carried out in these units. 

The mentioned treatment expenses are covered by AFAD; moreover, the patients can get their medications from 

pharmacies contracted with AFAD. In the beginning, Syrian individuals could attain healthcare services in only 11 

provinces; thanks to relevant arrangements, they now have access to these services in all 81 provinces. Likewise, 

they were previously restricted with health institutions at their residential address; today, however, such restric-

tion is abolished by orienting the patient to an appropriate health institution in case required services are not 

available at the units in his residential address.

Syrian individuals can get primary healthcare services within the scope of voluntary services provided by asso-

ciations and foundations. Permits and audits of health units, established by associations and foundations, are 

subject to approval by Ministry of Health, relevant governor’s office and provincial directorates of health. 

1.6.2. Education Services Provided for Syrians 
It is a duty of Republic of Turkey to meet basic education requirements of Syrians under temporary protection 

status, in line with human rights. In this regard, the responsibility is held by Ministry of National Education (MEB). 
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MEB is responsible for education of Syrians within or outside temporary refuge centres (camps). Article 28 of 

Temporary Protection Regulation, issued in Official Gazette on 22 October 2014, regulates education services 

provided for individuals within mentioned status. Accordingly, the following services may be provided:  

Pre-school education services may be provided to children who are 36-66 months old, where the children who are 

54-66 are prioritised;

Education activities for those at the age of primary and secondary education; 

Language education, vocational courses, skill trainings and hobby courses addressing to all age groups.

Besides, Ministry of National Education and Presidency of Council of Higher Education have regulated the proce-

dures regarding associate, undergraduate, masters and doctorate degrees, as well as certifications and equiva-

lence as to education obtained in Turkey.

Pursuant to instruction letter no. 36219 on 26.09.2016 by Directorate General of Migration Management, Syrian 

children, who are at the age of primary and secondary education and who wait for preregistration, are granted 

temporary protection status by means of governor’s approval so they can have rapid access to education.

Education services for Syrians under temporary protection are based on their respective province of registration. 

Nevertheless, temporary education centres have been established in consideration of high number of Syrians in 

the region and of available facilities. The curriculum of these centres should not contradict the current curriculum 

in Turkey. Likewise, the education periods should go simultaneously with the current seasons (Circular on Conduct 

of Services for Foreigners under Temporary Protection, 18.12.2014).

Temporary education centres are founded for Syrians at the age of primary and secondary education who are 

disconnected from education. The number of these centres has now attained 480 (PICTES, 2017). These centres 

host studies and works to meet educational requirements of Syrians. In 2016, it was decided to shut down tem-

porary education centres. In this context, the temporary education centres, hitherto active, are gradually closed 

(SETA, 2016).

In 2016, “Project for Promoting Integration of Syrian Children to Turkish Education System” was started so as to 

contribute to access of Syrians under temporary protection in Turkey to education, and to support efforts by MEB 

to integrate Syrian students into Turkish education system. There are ongoing works on various areas, including 

education of Turkish and Arabic languages, education of teachers, provision of security and cleaning staff for tem-

porary education centres, supply of stationery, textbooks and education materials for Syrian children, transport of 

Syrian children to school, and courses of support and compensation (PICTES, 2017).

1.6.3. Social Services Provided for Syrians
Syrian individuals under temporary protection status can check in with biometric register at provincial directorates 

under Directorate General of Migration Management and apply to social assistance mechanisms by means of for-

eign identity numbers provided for them. Social welfare mechanisms, which are available for application by Syrian 

individuals, include social assistance and solidarity foundations, municipalities, district governorates, provincial 

directorates of Ministry of Family and Social Policies, and their subsidiary social care centres. Besides, national 

and international qualified nongovernmental organisations, Turkish Red Crescent above all, are among non-public 

institutions to provide social aid for Syrian individuals.

Syrians may apply to social assistance and solidarity foundations for obtaining economic supports such as coal 

aid, educational aid, disabled wage, rent allowance and health benefits. The committee, sent by foundation to 

carry out right-based examinations about requirement level, approves provision of household-based assistance 

to individuals who meet relevant conditions. Aid applications are made to municipalities and district governorates 

for food and coal aid, as well as for clothes and subsistence. Assistance ensured by municipalities and district 

governorates are at local level; accordingly, differences may occur between services. It is possible to request as-

sistance from provincial directorates under Ministry of Family and Social Policies in line with the available means 

of this institution. 

Turkish Red Crescent is the nongovernmental organisation that provides Syrian individuals with highest amount 

of social aid and that is in closest contact with them, including services as to subsistence services in child-friendly 

areas, community centres, temporary protection centres, “Red Crescent Card” aids, food packs and clothing aids, as 

well as various other possibilities.

Turkish Red Crescent supports Syrian individuals living in Turkey, by helping Turkish states institutions and organ-

isations since the start of Syrian crisis in 2011. Turkish Red Crescent backs up humanitarian aid efforts particular-

ly to found tent cities and meet food and non-food requirements of those living in camps.

Influx from Syria to Turkey increases every passing day and the number of Syrians living in Turkish cities sur-

passed the number of those in camps; accordingly, Red Crescent intensified efforts to support Syrians living in 

urban areas. Turkish Red Crescent offers solutions for improvement, by concentrating on field works and social aid 

programmes so as to cover 90% of displaced Syrians, displaced persons from other countries and local community. 

Continuing to support displaced persons at temporary refuge centres (tent cities and container cities), Turkish 

Red Crescent enhances its assistant role in urban area by means of humanitarian aid services including protection 

activities such as  (a) protection, (b) psychosocial support and child-oriented activities, (c) capacity-building and 

reinforcement of community connections, (d) primary healthcare and promotion of healthy lifestyle, (e) food and 

non-food support focusing on urban areas, (f) educational support by means of non-formal education activities, 

(g) reestablishment of family bonds – search of lost persons, communication of family message, (h) support for de-

velopment, education processes and social adaptation of youth and children living in or outside camps, by means 

of youth and child-friendly areas, (ı) providing cash benefits by means of SUY-KIZILAYKART to around 1.3 million 

persons in consideration of various criteria as a part of greatest conditional cash assistance on the world. 

Turkish Red Crescent protection activities include measures and reactions against gender and gender-based so-

cial violence, protection of children, diffusion of information, family reunification, as well as enhancing safety, 

honour, welfare and resistance of vulnerable immigrants. Supports by Turkish Red Crescent are principally en-

sured through social aid, case management and individual assistance. 

1.7. Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre3

Community centres are defined as social service institutions serving for the purpose of social work profession 

towards change and development in society, by incorporating service units in line with community requirements 

(Karataş & Mutlu, 1998, p. 50). Besides, nongovernmental organisations and their affiliated community centres 

carry out efforts so as to provide social services required by individuals and families since they cannot be suf-

ficently given by public sector (Karataş 1997, p. 20). Turkish Red Crescent conducts studies in order to help 

meeting requirements of Syrian individuals. As a part of projects in this scope, the community centres are actu-

alised through International Red Cross & Red Crescent Organisations, as well as via collaboration with relevant 

International Federation and Turkish Red Crescent, so as to provide support for foreign individuals living outside 

temporary refuge centres (i.e. outside camps) and having temporary protection etc. status, as well as for local 

community.

The first-ever community centre by Red Crescent was established in Şanlıurfa in January 2015, followed by Istan-

bul (Sultanbeyli) in August, Konya in December, and Ankara in March 2016. Shortly after first four establishments, 

community centres are founded in provinces of Kilis, Bursa, Izmir, Istanbul (Bağcılar), Adana, Mersin, Gaziantep 

and Hatay. At the moment, there are ongoing works to found community centres in provinces of Kayseri, Mardin, 

Kahramanmaraş and Osmaniye. Prior to foundation of foregoing community centres, Turkish Red Crescent con-

ducted need identification and focus group studies in related regions, exchanging opinions with regional state 

institutions and organisations as well as with other NGOs in order to ensure coordination.

Community centres do not content themselves merely with providing service and participation opportunities for 

3 Hereby chapter is formed on the basis of documents shared by employees of Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre with re-
searchers.
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applicants; instead, these structures supply on-site services to the served. Community centres need to generate 

realistic and applicable projects on the basis of requirements unearthing within community and gradually head-

ing towards real needs (Karataş, 1998, p. 65). In this respect, Turkish Red Crescent aims at making life easier for 

Syrians and other foreign individuals in Turkey by means of community centres. Target group of activities within 

community centres includes all immigrants, particularly women, children, disadvantaged individuals (the old, the 

disabled etc.), most of whom are Syrians. Community centre activities can be classified as psychosocial support 

services, orientation services, education activities, advocacy activities, child-friendly zone activities, voluntary 

activities and social activities. As women studies by Demiröz (2001, p. 285) at Doğukışla Tent City put forth, the 

unbiased acknowledgement by others and comfortable expression of feelings have made difference in the way 

women see life, whereupon they took steps in person to solve their problems. Turkish Red Crescent Community 

centres conduct studies in similar sensitivity.

Within the scope of psychosocial support services, individuals are provided support for eliminating negative and 

destructive effects of experienced conflicts, difficulties during migration process, and problems of settling in a 

new place and culture. Besides, individuals are oriented to psychiatry units for advanced clinical intervention 

if necessary. Group works are carried out if desired or found appropriate by beneficiaries of community centre. 

Group works are considered very important for the individuals, who are subject to similar problems or have under-

gone similar experiences, empower and support one another during group process. The mentioned psychosocial 

support services are conducted by social workers and psychologists employed at community centres.

Within the scope of orientation services, the individuals are guided to relevant Provincial Directorates of Immi-

gration Management for registration, as well as to hospitals, public health centres and family practices to benefit 

from healthcare services, and to welfare programmes provided by Turkish Red Crescent, social assistance and 

solidarity foundations, municipalities, district governorates, social services centres and other relevant nongov-

ernmental organisations in order to benefit from social assistance. Besides, individuals can get assistance about 

official and legal procedures and processes at national and international level upon request. Case follow-ups are 

carried out for individuals given orientation services by community centres; thus, it is possible to monitor any 

changes in their condition after orientation service.

Language courses for Turkish education are the most prominent activity among education services. Importance 

of these courses becomes more evident considering that foreigners living in Turkey can participate better in the 

society and social processes, carry out official and private affairs without needing interpreters, and thus better fit 

in Turkish society in case they speak Turkish. Moreover, Arabic courses are organised for Turkish citizens in com-

munity centres. Other relevant trainings and educations include first aid, hygiene, Arabic writing, Quran, tailor-

ing, handicrafts, dressmaking, hairdressing, beauty services, and computer and culinary courses. These courses/

trainings enable individuals to socialise, develop basic, income-generating skills and spend their leisure time in a 

productive manner.

In addition, within the scope of protocol signed between Ministry of National Education (MEB) Directorate General 

for Lifelong Learning and Turkish Red Crescent, the individuals, who accomplish vocational training courses at 

community centres, are granted MEB-approved certificates; moreover, community centres provide consultancy so 

as to ease their participation into employment.

Advocacy activities are carried out in case individuals cannot attain the rights or services they should pursuant to 

provisions under international law and conventions or national legislation. For example, such efforts include elimi-

nation of arbitrary and structural obstacles against enrolment of a Syrian child who cannot continue his education. 

Child-friendly areas are established as a result of collaboration between UNICEF and Turkish Red Crescent, on the 

purpose of enabling children to enhance their knowledge and spend time with their peers through participation 

in educative activities in a safe environment. The objective is to make children elude the effects of past conflicts, 

difficulties during and after migration process to Turkey and to reduce the effects of trauma they experienced. 

Configuration of child-friendly area was previously implemented by Demiröz et al (2001, p. 294) in Doğukışla Tent 

City with the objective that children make good use of their leisure time, express their problems and develop 

solutions for such problems. In these areas, children are recommended, individually or together with their peers, 

to play, draw and carry out various activities in line with their period of development.

Besides, conditional education aids program is conducted at community centres, supported by UNICEF for Con-

ditional Cash Transfer for Education Child Protection Programme (CCTE + CP) in order to school them. In addi-

tion, household visits are carried out in order to ensure schooling of children who are left out of school or have 

difficulties with attendance; accordingly, negotiations are conducted with parents, who are granted education 

subsistence per child. Within the scope of the same programme, 12 child protection centres have started their 

activities in abovementioned 11 provinces; there are ongoing efforts for establishing child protection centres in 

four provinces.

Social activities provided by community centre aims at integration and adaptation of individuals with the society. 

Karataş (1987, p. 20) defines “adaptation” as “being in reconciliation with a society” to the extent that a group 

can continuously participate in institutions and relations of such society. City tours for women, as well as plays, 

contests and football tournaments for children are organised in this respect. 

In addition, home visits are another common practice by community centres. The objective of home visits is to 

go to neighbourhoods near community centre, to visit households of individuals, introduce them the community 

centre and to carry out social investigation. Besides, in case situations such as child marriage or child labour are 

observed during home visits, such incidents are reported to relevant institutions. Home visits also include preven-

tive studies and consultancy services.

Besides, within the scope of Special Needs Fund, it is possible to supply medical instruments and devices over-

looked during routine evaluations by Social Security Institution, and to meet, for once, intercity transport expens-

es pursuant to relevant assessments.

According to shared Turkish Red Crescent date, total expenditure by 12 community centres in Turkey is about 

33.7 million TL by January 2018. In the same period, the centres attained 257,439 persons; 76,358 individuals 

benefited from protection efforts, 79,006 from support works, 49.586 from social and cultural activities, 12,418 

from livelihood improvement activities and 40.071 persons benefited from child, youth and voluntary works. A 

total of 255 persons were employed at community centres in the process.

Within the scope of community centres project, the objective is to reach minimum 7,000 individuals at each 

centre, to increase number of community centres to 16 by the end of 2018, and to ensure active participation of 

Turkish and foreign volunteers of Turkish Red Crescent in activities and projects conducted at community centres.

Community centres are important so as to provide effective services to the relatively less-served and disadvanta-

geous sections of cities (Karataş et al, 2003, p. 269). Accordingly, Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre 

was founded on 8 March 2016 in Uluğbey, an area with intense Syrian population within the district of Altındağ 

in Ankara province. 

In addition to general services provided at community centres, the foreign individuals at Turkish Red Crescent An-

kara Community Centre are given consultancy for daily life affairs such as grocery shopping, house renting, invoice 

payment etc. Besides, the centre offers mediation services for solution of problems between foreigners and local 

community or other foreign individuals, if necessary. Moreover, in line with request of local men, Turkish courses 

are given to two groups of 18 persons each from 6 p.m. to 9 p.m. on two days.
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2.1. Problematic of the Research
In the wake of occurrences in Syria in 2011, many Syrian individuals took refuge in Turkey; they initially stayed in 

camps in border towns, before resettling in all 81 provinces of Turkey. In the process, the number of Syrian indi-

viduals living in Turkey gradually soared, attaining 3,285,533 according to official figures (UNHCR, 10.11.2017).

Syrian immigrants, who came to Turkey due to civil war, are incorporated under temporary protection status. 

Syrian individuals have been living in Turkey for about six years; they try to integrate with local community and 

get involved in mutual adaptation processes on the one hand. Besides, they live by dealing with disadvantages 

due to their current position of immigration. In this regard, various programmes are developed in order to meet 

requirements of Syrian individuals and families, solve their problems, reduce relevant challenges and make their 

life easier. Significant services are provided for Syrian immigrants within the framework of collaboration and co-

ordination by numerous institutions of Republic of Turkey, including Ministry of Family and Social Policies (ASPB), 

Ministry of National Education (MEB), Ministry of Interior, Ministry of Health and Turkish Red Crescent above all. In 

addition, several services are ensured by means of organisations under the umbrella of United Nations, such as In-

ternational Organization for Migration (IOM), United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees and UNICEF, as well 

as various nongovernmental organisations within bodies under European Commission. In this context, Turkish Red 

Crescent is a remarkable nongovernmental organisation working to serve for Syrian immigrants; accordingly, the 

organisation has established community centres in various locations all around Turkey.

Community centre is a service model carrying out activities so as to comprehend challenges and requirements of 

population sets in a particular location, as well as to meet such requirements and resolve problems. The objective 

is to reach population groups in a given region by means of various activities and courses established at commu-

nity centres.

Hereby study concentrates on Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre, one of the community centres 

opened by Turkish Red Crescent in various provinces, as well as on individuals getting service from this centre. 

Serving in Altındağ district, Ankara province, Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre tries to understand 

and solve difficulties and requirements faced by Syrians and other foreign individuals and families in adapting 

their environment; accordingly, the Centre offers supportive, facilitative and problem-solving activities for they 

can deal with challenges and become empowered. 

The problematic of hereby study is to find out opinions, expectations and satisfaction levels of Syrian individuals 

under temporary protection status who get service from Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre, as well 

as to demonstrate socio-demographic characteristics, problems and requirements of these individuals. Addition-

ally, the objective is to carry out on-site examination of community centre activities and assessments by benefi-

ciaries with regard to these services.

2.2. Objective of the Research
The principal objective of hereby research to put forth fundamental socio-demographic and socioeconomic char-

acteristics, general requirements and expectations, and satisfaction levels of Syrian individuals obtaining service 

from Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre. In line with foregoing objective, the research will seek 

answers to following questions: 

1) What are the essential socio-demographic characteristics of Syrian individuals obtaining service from Turkish 

Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre?

2) What is known about children living in the households of Syrian individuals obtaining service from Turkish Red 

Crescent Ankara Community Centre?

3) What is known about employment status of Syrian individuals obtaining service from Turkish Red Crescent 

Ankara Community Centre?

CHAPTER II:    
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4) What is known about housing conditions of Syrian individuals obtaining service from Turkish Red Crescent 

Ankara Community Centre?

5) What is known about state of health of Syrian individuals obtaining service from Turkish Red Crescent Ankara 

Community Centre?

6) What is known about Syrian individuals obtaining service from Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre 

with regard to spending and capability of using social aid systems?

7) What is known about psychosocial condition and life experience of Syrian individuals obtaining service from 

Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre?

8) What are opinions and satisfaction levels of Syrian individuals obtaining service from Turkish Red Crescent 

Ankara Community Centre about the latter? 

2.3. Significance of the Research
First of all, there is strikingly low number of studies in relevant literature about Syrian immigrants under tempo-

rary protection status in Turkey and services provided by Turkish Red Crescent Community Centres founded in 

2016. Moreover, the importance of hereby research becomes even more prominent given that there is no previous 

study about beneficiaries of Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre. There is not a single study about as-

sessment of provided services by Syrian individuals. Data from hereby research is considered to put forth expec-

tations, problems and requirements of Syrian immigrants in a better manner and to lead way for service providers.

Secondly, the scope of data and information about Syrian immigrants living in Altındağ district, Ankara province, is 

very limited. Hereby research supplies various data about basic socio-demographic characteristics, requirements 

and expectations of Syrian immigrants living in the region. The comprehension of essential socio-demographic 

characteristics, living conditions and requirements of these individuals are very important in planning services 

to be provided for them in the future. The manifestation of such data, lacking in literature, is another factor that 

renders hereby research important.

Finally, the analysis on opinions and satisfaction of beneficiary Syrian immigrants about Turkish Red Crescent 

Ankara Community Centre founded in 2016 is considered to contribute to planning the future and services of 

the Centre, enhancing its productivity, revealing its strengths and weaknesses, and foreseeing possible future 

challenges and opportunities. In this regard, the research has importance as to contribution it shall provide for the 

institution itself, as well as for other organisations which serve Syrians and other foreigners.

2.4. Assumptions of the Research 
In hereby research, it is assumed that the sample represents all persons attending courses in the time of data 

collection at Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre and that the respondents have answered questions 

in utmost sincerity.

2.5. Restrictions of the Research
Due to language barrier between community centre beneficiaries from whom data is collected and the research 

team, the study is carried out in mixed model and no qualitative aspect is included.

2.6. Definitions
Community Centre is an institution affiliated to Directorate for Immigration and Refugee Services under Directo-

rate General of Turkish Red Crescent, and located in Uluğbey Neighbourhood, Ankara, in order to provide service 

for Syrian and other foreign individuals under temporary protection status, as well as for local community.

2.7. Research Model
Hereby research, which aims at analysing basic socio-demographic and socioeconomic characteristics, general 

requirements, problems and expectations of Syrian individuals getting service from Turkish Red Crescent Ankara 

Community Centre, as well as their satisfaction levels about Community Centre, has made use of “screening mod-

el”. Screening model is the research approach which intends to describe a past or present situation as it is (Karasar, 

2012, p. 77).

2.8.Research Population and Working Set 
Research population consists of Syrian individuals living in Turkey under temporary protection status. Working set 

of the research consists of Syrian individuals enrolled for services provided at Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Com-

munity and getting services in regular manner. Regular attendance criterion requires attendance to at least one of 

courses during last three weeks before data collection date. Enrolment and attendance charts are obtained from 

Community Centre for the period of May 2017; it is found out that 143 Syrian individuals regularly attend the 

Centre. The research team tried to reach entire working set. 109 persons, who voluntarily accepted to participate 

in the research, are put to interview forms.

2.9. Data Collection Tools 
Data from hereby research is collected by means of a structured interview form. Interview form comprises ques-

tions about following points as to Syrian individuals getting service from Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community 

Centre:

Basic socio-demographic information,

Children of these individuals,

Employment status,

Housing condition, 

State of health, 

Spending and capability of using social aid systems,

Questions about psychosocial condition and life experience;

Opinions and satisfaction levels about Community Centre. 

The interview form is established by researchers in the wake of preliminary interviews with community centre 

staff and Syrian individuals obtaining service from the Centre. Pilot scheme was implemented on five Syrian 

individuals by means of interpreter and in company of a researcher, before Turkish interview form is finalised. 

Following these trials, the ‘dysfunctional’ questions are excluded and relevant corrections are made on Turkish 

interview form. Then, interview form is translated into Arabic by interpreters in the institution. In the process, 
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a Syrian individual has provided support in order to eliminate possible misunderstandings due to language and 

culture differences. Thus, interview form is concluded to be ‘functional’, whereupon the Arabic interview form is 

finalised. Interview form consists of 169 questions in total, with 34 essential questions.

2.10. Data Collection Process
Face-to-face interview method is employed during data collection process from Syrian individuals enrolled at and 

attending regularly to Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre. Interview method is preferred in data col-

lection process since, above all, a great deal of participants are undereducated. Besides, researchers are convinced 

that face-to-face interview will yield more appropriate data.

Necessary permissions were obtained from Turkish Red Crescent in order to carry out the research. Interview 

forms are applied at Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre between 04.05.2017 and 26.05.2017.

During entire data collection process, at least two researchers were present during filling of interview forms. Be-

sides, a social worker provided assistance as interpreter. For eight illiterate participants, the interview form was 

read aloud by interpreter in company of a member of research team, whereupon it was filled also by the interpret-

er. Literate participants filled the form in person, in company of a member of research team and an interpreter. 

Interpreter and other staff from the institution contributed to data collection process as well.

2.11. Data Analysis
Data collected via interview form are computerised by means of SPSS v.23 package software between 05.06.2017 

and 10.07.2017, and they were put to statistical analysis.

Frequency distributions, average and standard deviation values, minimum and maximum values, median and most 

common values are calculated as to collected data. Within the scope of research, chi-square test is employed so as 

to analyse the significance between distributions of categorised variables.

2.12. Term and Means 
Hereby research is conducted between 04.05.2017 and 15.11.2017. Expenses related with reproduction of ques-

tionnaires, design and printing of research reports are covered by Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre. 

Besides, researchers directly participated in entire process. They have covered transport and other similar costs 

at their own expense.

CHAPTER III: FINDINGS AND 
INTERPRETATION
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3.1. Basic Socio-demographic Information
Hereby chapter presents findings with regard to basic socio-demographic information about participants.

Chart 1. Distribution of Participants per Gender 

Freq. %

Female 84 77.1

Male 25 22.9

Total 109 100.0

According to Chart 1, 77.1% of participants are women. This fact apparently grounds on two, interrelated reasons: 

First of all, most courses opened by the institution (e.g. tailoring, hairdressing, make-up and handicrafts) are in-

tended for women. Secondly, the service hours of institution mostly coincide with working hours (8.30 a.m. – 5.30 

p.m.) and men usually work or seek income generating jobs during that time. Study by Karataş & Karataş (2001, p. 

105) on community centre also shows that the majority of beneficiaries consist of women and children.

A significant part of male samples are adolescents who attend high school and voluntary activities at the centre 

simultaneously, particularly to computer courses. There are also adult men who cannot attend courses during 

working hours due to employment, but who come to the centre for special Turkish language courses between 6 

p.m. and 8 p.m. Turkish course is the only class offered by institution for adult men and older individuals. According 

to Demiröz (2000, p. 198), long working hours make language learning difficult for immigrant men. 

Chart 2. Distribution of Participants per Age 

Freq. %

17 or below 16 14.7

18 - 24 29 26.6

25 - 34 36 33.0

35 - 44 17 15.6

45 or above 11 10.1

Total 109 100.0

Average ± Std. Deviation 29.04±11.48

Median Age 28

Most Frequent Age 16 - 31

Lowest Age 14

Highest Age 63

Distribution of participants per age shows they are mostly in early and medium adulthood. Age categories ground 

on the study by Charlotte Bühler as to five biological periods of human life (Onur, 2000, p. 63). Pursuant to Chart 

2, 14.7% of participants are individuals younger than 18 years old. The courses in the centre primarily address 

adults; therefore, the number of participating children is relatively lower. 26.6% of participants are between 18-

24 years old. 33% are between 25 and 34, while 15.6% are between 35 and 44. Only 10.1% of participants are 

45 years old or elder. The average age of participants is 29.04. Median age is 28, with the youngest at 14 and 

oldest at 63. 16 and 31 are the most common ages.

Young men and women, who get service from institution, benefit from computer courses, as well as from com-

puter labs outside class hours; besides, young women also attend hairdressing and make-up courses in line with 

their gender role. Adult women benefit from tailoring, hairdressing, make-up and Turkish classes, while adult men 

exclusively make use of Turkish courses. 

There are various data on age distribution of Syrian individuals in Turkey. According to study called “Syrian Women 

in Turkey” by AFAD, 44.3% of Syrian women in Turkey are between 19 and 54 years old. This group is followed by 

girls of 2-6 years with 16.8%. The rate of women older than 65 is merely 2.5% (AFAD, 2014c, p. 20). According 

to data in “Study Report on Population Movements from Syria to Turkey” by AFAD, 42.4% of Syrian individuals 

in Turkey are between 18-54 years old, while 16.8% are between 7-12, 16.5% are between 2-6, and 16.3% are 

between 13-18 years old (AFAD, 2014a, p. 56). According to study called “Syrians in Turkey: Social Acceptance 

and Cohesion” by Erdoğan (2014, p. 4), about 53% of Syrian individuals in Turkey are younger than 18 years old, 

while 75% consist of women and children.

In the light of foregoing data, an important part of beneficiaries consist of adults between 18-54 years; as the 

mentioned researches put forth, this fact complies with the age group of Syrians under temporary protection 

status in Turkey. Nevertheless, there is a shortage of efforts particularly towards older individuals even though 

their number is low. 

Chart 3. Distribution of Participants per Marital Status 

Freq. %

Married 70 64.2

Single 21 19.3

Divorced 11 10.1

Widow/Widower 6 5.5

Separated 1 0.9

Total 109 100.0

Pursuant to Chart 3, 64.2% of participants are married, 19.3% never married, 10.1% are divorced and 5.5% are 

widow or widower. 

Marital status of Syrian individuals is examined in other studies as well. According to “Syrian Women in Turkey” by 

AFAD (AFAD, 2014c, p. 27), 66.7% of Syrian women in Turkey are married, while 27.8% are single. 0.9% of women 

are divorced. Again, pursuant to Study Report on Population Movements from Syria to Turkey by AFAD (AFAD, 

2014a, p. 67), 66.6% of incoming Syrians are married, 30.2% are single, 2.7% are widow or widower, and 0.5% 

are divorced. Likewise, the findings of “Syrian Asylum-seekers in Turkey, Field Study 2013” by AFAD (AFAD, 2013, 

p. 10) reveal that about 70% of Syrian asylum-seekers, who are 15 or older, are married. Finally, according to Re-

search on Capacity Building in Support of Young Refugees (İNGEV, 2016, p. 6) prepared by Human Development 

Foundation (İNGEV) for presentation at World Humanitarian Summit, 24.4% of the respondent youth between 

15-24 are married, while 12% of them have children.

The rates of married individuals in abovementioned studies and researches are in parallel with the rates of mar-

riage in our research. The difference between our research and others is that we have found out higher rate of 

divorced individuals. This may be associated with the fact that divorced women can more easily attend courses at 

community centre without suffering restrictions by their husband, as well as with consultancy services provided 

by psychologists and social workers at the centre. 

Consequently, according to Marriage & Divorce Statistics presented by Turkish Statistical Institute (TÜİK), divorce 

rate in Turkey is 7.5%; therefore, the rate is higher among participants of our research than Turkey average 

(TÜİK, 2016). Even though other studies indicate a very low divorce rate among Syrians, hereby research shows 

a proportion above Turkey average; this might be directly associated with the services provided by institution for 

making life easier for vulnerable individuals who are divorced.

Chart 4. Marriage Status of Participants

Freq. %

First marriage 79 92.9

Multiple marriages 6 7.1

Total 85 100.0
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Note: Hereby chart includes individuals who have once married or are still married.

Pursuant to Chart 4, 92.9% of participants continue their first marriage. Nevertheless, a detailed analysis on 

responses in interview forms shows that among respondents, three married women have indicated that their 

husband is married with multiple women.

Chart 5. Principal Living Place of Participants

Freq. %

Rural 9 8.3

Urban 100 91.7

Total 109 100.0

Chart 5 yields data about where participants spend most of their life. Accordingly, 91.7% of participants spend 

best part of their life in urban areas. City-based individuals show great interest in community centre, while coun-

try-based individuals are less common. Therefore, community centres should take these findings into account in 

planning their services.

Chart 6. Distribution of Participants per Educational Status 

Freq. %

Illiterate 8 7.3

Literate 10 9.2

Primary School 18 16.5

Secondary School 26 23.9

High School 34 31.2

University 13 11.9

Total 109 100.0

Syrian regular beneficiaries of Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre are from different educational 

backgrounds. As is seen on Chart 6, 31.2% of participants are high school graduates, while 23.9% and 16.5% are 

graduates of secondary and primary school, respectively. On the other hand, 11.9% of participants have a bache-

lor’s and master’s degree. Besides, 9.2% are literate without any diploma, while 7.3% are illiterate.

According to “Study of Syrian Refugee Children” (2012, p. 15) by Bahçeşehir University, 4.21% of Syrian families 

have not attended school; 20.7% are primary school graduates, 35.79% graduated from secondary school, while 

29.12% are high school graduates and 9.83% have a bachelor’s or higher degree of education. Pursuant to Syrian 

Women in Turkey, a research by AFAD in 2014 (AFAD, 2014c, p. 25), 20.9% of Syrian women are illiterate, 35.1% 

are primary school graduates, while 6.2% have graduated from university. In other words, 64% of women have 

primary or lower educational background. Same statistics are found to be 14.4%, 33.8% and 10.5% for men, 

respectively. Then again, according to results of Study on Population Movements from Syria to Turkey by AFAD 

(AFAD, 2014a, p. 63), the educational background of individuals, who have come from Syria to Turkey, is as fol-

lows: 15.4% of Syrians are illiterate, 7.4% are literate, 34.8% are primary school graduates, 22.1% have graduated 

from secondary school, while 11.5% are high school graduates and 8.7% have bachelor’s or higher degree. 

In the light of foregoing research results, the findings of study by Bahçeşehir University comply with ours. Nev-

ertheless, the educational levels of Syrians who benefit from community centre are relatively higher than those 

revealed in AFAD surveys. In this context, women with better educational background who are accordingly more 

competent in joining society are more interested in courses at community centre. This fact hints the need for 

education rises as the level of education gets higher. Consequently, community centre should strive toward en-

hancing participation of persons with relatively lower education level to the courses.

Finally, the data about educational backgrounds resemble statistics by TÜİK (TÜİK, 2013) as to educational level 

of Turkish citizens in Republic of Turkey.

Chart 7. Number of Persons in Household

Freq. %

4 or less 34 31.2

5 or more 67 61.5

No response 8 7.3

Total 109 100.0

Average ± Std. Deviation 5.56±2.31

Median 5

Most frequent number of household members 5

Lowest and highest number of persons 2 - 13

According to Chart 7, 61.5% of participants live in household that consist of five or more persons. 5.56 persons 

live in each household in average, and most common number of individuals is five. The smallest household con-

sists of two persons, while the biggest hosts 13 individuals. 

According to “Study on Capacity Building in Support of Young Refugees” (İNGEV, 2016, p. 5) by Human Develop-

ment Foundation (İNGEV), the average number of within households of Syrian youth is 6.6. Again, Syrian Refugee 

Livelihood Monitor (İNGEV, 2017, p. 2) study by İNGEV shows the average number of persons living in a Syrian 

household is 6.2. Pursuant to findings of Syrian Asylum-seekers in Turkey, Field Research 2013 by AFAD (AFAD, 

2013, p. 35-37), average number of individuals per household is 8.57. In varying proportions, Syrian asylum-seek-

ers consider their house is sufficient in terms of size (42.3%), comfort (43.7%) and safety (79%). “Children Working 

on the Streets of Ankara: Challenges and Requirements” by Karataş et al (2016) shows the average number of 

individuals in households of Syrian children is 8.60. The average size of household found in our research is smaller 

than that found by Karataş et al, presumably because almost all participants in hereby research are city-based.

Compared to other relevant studies, the findings of our research reveal smaller households. This finding seems di-

rectly related with the fact that beneficiaries of community centre constitute a particular socio-demographic set. 

As indicated above in the chart of education level data, individuals in lower socio-demographic layers of commu-

nity have greater difficulty in access to provided services; therefore, beneficiaries of the Centre have a relatively 

stronger position among Syrians under temporary protection. Nevertheless, Syrian individuals usually live in large 

households. Evidently, this fact leads to difficulties in terms of livelihood particularly in urban life.

Chart 8. Average Monthly Income of Households of Participants

Freq. %

500 TL or below 20 18.3

501 - 1000 TL 40 36.7

1001 - 1500 TL 33 30.3

1501 TL or above 9 8.3

No response 7 6.4

Total 109 100.0

Average ± std deviation 994.11 TL ± 564,21 TL

Median household income 1000 TL

Most frequent household income 1000 TL

Lowest and highest household income 0 – 3000 TL

Chart 8 presents data with regard to average household incomes of participants. About two thirds of participants 

are in the range of 501-1500 TL; 18.3% of households earn less than 500 TL, while 8.3% are above 1500 TL. On 

the other hand, the average monthly household income is 994.11 TL, median household income is 1000 TL and 

the most common household income is also 1000 TL. Some participants indicated they have no income whatso-
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ever. The highest reported household income is 3000 TL. Another striking point is that seven participants did not 

want to disclose their incomes and refrained from answering the question. This might be arising from concerns 

that such disclosure may prevent them benefiting from social assistance mechanisms, financial aids above all. 

According to Field Survey 2013 on Syrian Asylum-seekers in Turkey by AFAD (AFAD, 2013, p. 31), the average 

income of Syrian individuals for the last month is 230.9 USD (429.5 TL). 56% of participants earn 249 USD (463.1 

TL) or less per month. Pursuant to study called Children Working on the Streets of Ankara: Challenges and Require-

ments by Karataş et al (Karataş et al, 2016, p. 58, 76), the average monthly income of households in which Syrian 

children live is found to be 1301.35 TL.

Pursuant to August 2017 data by Confederation of Turkish Trade Unions (Türk-İş) (TÜRK-İŞ, 2017), the hunger 

threshold for a family of four in Turkey is 1,505 TL, while poverty threshold is 4,901 TL. Besides, the net mini-

mum wage for the first half of 2017 is 1,404.06 TL (ÇSGB, 2017). In this regard, average income of participants 

is 994.11 TL; as Chart 7 shows, an average of 5.56 individuals live in a household; therefore, a great deal of our 

participants are under hunger threshold, while none is above poverty threshold. As Buz & Aygüler (2017, p. 180) 

put forth, this fact brings along numerous economic challenges for household members, especially with regard to 

housing, participation in social processes and education; consequently, their capability in mentioned areas are in 

decline.

3.1.1. Summative Comments
Women constitute 77.1% of participants. Therefore, women are more frequent beneficiaries of community centre. 

The average age of participants is 29.04, and they primarily consist of youngsters between 15-25 and adults 

between 25-65. It is observed that adult women are the most common beneficiaries of community centre, while 

services are provided as well for young men and women. On the other hand, there is only limited number of ser-

vices towards older individuals.

64.2% of participants are married, while 10.1% are divorced. 91.7% of participants have spent most of their life 

in city. There are participants from different educational backgrounds; nevertheless, the general educational level 

is relatively high and matches with educational statistics by TÜİK.

The average number of individuals in households of participants is 5.56. In this regard, participants live in crowd-

ed households. Finally, average monthly income of participants is 994.11 TL. Given the size of households, most 

participants are below hunger threshold, while all of them are below poverty threshold.

3.2. Data about Children
Hereby section provides data with regard to children living in households of participants.

Chart 9. Whether Participants have children

Freq. %

Yes 59 67

No 10 11.4

No response 19 21.6

Total 88 100.0

Chart 9 shows whether participants, who have or are still married, have children. In this regard, 67% of mentioned 

participants have a child, while 11.4% don’t. Among respondents, 21.6% refrained from answering the question 

due to various reasons.

Chart 10. Number of Children of Participants

Freq. %
1 child 6 10.2
2 children 19 32.2
3 children 12 20.3
4 children 12 20.3
5 or more children 10 17.0
Total 59 100.0
Average ± Std. Deviation 3.24 ± 1.72
Median number of children 3
Most frequent number of children 2
Lowest and highest numbers of children 1 – 8

* 21 unmarried and 19 irresponsive participants are not included.

Chart 10 presents data about number of children of individuals who have a child. Among them, 32.2% have two 

children, 20.3% have three and 20.3% have four. 17% of participants have five or more children. Only 10.2% of 

participants have one child. In the light of general figures, the average number of children is 3.24, median number 

of children is 3, and most common number of children is 2. Participants have minimum one child and maximum 

eight children.

According to Erdoğan & Ünver (2015, p. 22), there are about 1,123,000 minor Syrians in Turkey. Pursuant to 

Study of Syrian Refugee Children by Bahçeşehir University (2012, p. 9), the average number of children in Syrian 

families is 5.67. As for Children Working on the Streets of Ankara: Challenges and Requirements by Karataş et al 

(2016, p. 69), the average number of siblings of Syrian children is 6.94.

By comparison with foregoing data, the average number of children of community centre beneficiaries is lower 

than average number of children of Syrian individuals in other researches.

Chart 11. Whether Participants had a child after arrival in Turkey 

Freq. %

Yes 17 19.3

No 66 75

No response 5 5.7

Total 88 100.0

According to Chart 11, 75% of participants who have or are still married have not had a child after coming to Tur-

key. 

During Syrian Women in Turkey Survey by AFAD (AFAD, 2014c, p. 59-60), participants, including both men and 

women, were asked whether there are any pregnant in their household, and 13.2% of respondents informed there 

is at least one pregnant woman in their household. In the same research, participants were asked whether there 

are any individuals who have given birth in their household in Turkey, and 8.2% replied in the affirmative. Accord-

ing to study report named “Perspectives, Expectations and Suggestions of the Turkish Business Sector on Syrians 

in Turkey” by Turkish Confederation of Employer Associations (TİSK) (Erdoğan & Ünver, 2015, p. 23), 150,000 to 

200,000 Syrian children are born in Turkey. Another research (Mutlu et al, 2016, p. 14) puts forth that 200,000 

Syrian children were born in Turkey between 2011 and 2016.
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Chart 12. Number of School-age Children (5-18 years old) per Household of Participants

Freq. %

None 28 29.2

1 child 16 16.7

2 children 26 27.1

3 children 13 13.5

4 or more 13 13.5

Total 96 100.0

Average ± Std. Deviation 1.69 ± 1.45

Median number of children 2

Most frequent number of children 0

Lowest and highest number of children 0 – 6

Pursuant to Chart 12, there are no schoolchildren at the age of 5-18 in 29.2% of households of participants. 

27.1% of participants have two schoolchildren in their household. 16.7% have one, while 13.5% have three and 

again 13.5% have four or more schoolchildren. The average number of school-age children is 1.69; median number 

of schoolchildren is 2. There is no school-age child in some households, whereas the household with most school-

age children comprises six. Almost one third of households have no school-age children.

According to research report “Perspectives, Expectations and Suggestions of the Turkish Business Sector on 

Syrians in Turkey” by TİSK (Erdoğan & Ünver, 2015, p. 22), there are 650,000 Syrian children at the age of com-

pulsory education in Turkey. Pursuant to “A Road Map for the Education of Syrians in Turkey: Opportunities and 

Challenges” by SETA (2016, p. 9), total number of Syrian children in Turkey is 1,277,018, with 912,044 school-age 

children (5 – 18 years old) and 364,974 children between ages of 0 and 4. According to study “Overshadowed in 

Ambiguous Environments: Syrian Refugee Children and Risk of Statelessness” by Mutlu et al (2016, p. 19), there 

are 415,000 Syrian children between ages of 0 and 4, while number of Syrian schoolchildren between 5 and 17 

years old is around 708,000.

Chart 13. School Attendance among Children in Households of Participants 

Freq. %

Attending 115 70.98

Non-attending 47 29.02

Total 162 100

Chart 13 examines total number of school-age children in households of participants, as well as whether these 

children attend the school. There are a total of 162 children in these households. 70.98% of these children attend 

school. Answers by participants in interview forms are meticulously analysed to reveal distribution of school at-

tendance rates per household. Accordingly, the proportion of children attending the school declines as the number 

of children gets higher in a household. Especially, all or some of school-age children in households with three and 

more children do not attend school. For example, all children attend school in 30.77% of households with three 

school-age children, while only some of them attend the school in 61.53% of such households. This means that 

some siblings are kept away from education and included in labour force of the household for that others can 

attend school. On the other hand, the child attends school in 75% of households with one school-age child. In 

addition, the school-age children in some households both attend their school and work at the same time.

According to “Syrians in Turkey: Social Acceptance and Cohesion” (Erdoğan, 2014, p. 18), the school attendance 

rate among Syrian children is about 15%. In “A Road Map for the Education of Syrians in Turkey: Opportunities 

and Challenges” by SETA (SETA, 2016, p. 19), attendance rate is found 25% outside camps and 90% therein. The 

report “Overshadowed in Ambiguous Environments: Syrian Refugee Children and Risk of Statelessness” by Mutlu 

et al (2016,p. 28) shows similarly that 90% of Syrian children living in camps in Turkey are enrolled at school, but 

the rate of school attendance is very low among them.

In this respect, the findings from other researches about Syrian children are less positive compared to attend-

ance rates of children in households of participants getting service from community centre. In other words, even 

though 30% of school-age children of Syrians obtaining service from Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community 

Centre do not attend the school; this rate is still relatively lower than other Syrians living in Turkey (except for 

those in camps).

On the other hand, attendance rate is very high among Syrians living in camps due to various reasons, such as 

more effective fight against child labour, absence of basic expenses for rent, heating, electricity and water in 

camps, and higher accessibility of schools. Besides, attendance rates are higher since the schools in camps are 

temporary education centres. Temporary education centres provide service for school-age Syrian children and 

youth in and outside camps. They offer education in Arabic in line with Syrian curriculum, and cover primary and 

secondary education. Nongovernmental organisations also contribute to funding of these temporary education 

centres.

According to SETA (2016, p. 22), 82,503 students attended 36 TECs within camps in 2016, while 166,399 stu-

dents attended 389 TECs outside camps in the same period. In the process, 62,537 Syrian children attended pub-

lic schools. On the other hand, 293,039 attend TECs in 2017, while the number of those attending MEB schools 

soared up to 166,482. The rapid rise in number of children attending MEB schools is worth noting.

Construction, equipment and conduct costs of temporary education centres in and outside camps in Turkey are 

essentially covered by the government; nevertheless, certain international (IOM, 2017, p. 3; UNICEF, 2015, p. 2) 

and national NGOs provide contribution as well. However, despite all mentioned efforts, a relevant research (IN-

GEV, 2017, p. 2) puts forth that 31.3% of 5 year-old and older Syrian refugees have never undergone any formal 

education so far.

3.2.1. Summative Comments
Consequently, according to general data about children within households of participants, most participants have 

children and there are average 3.24 children per household; nevertheless, the average number of children is lower 

in comparison to other Syrians living under temporary protection status in Turkey. Almost three fourths of partic-

ipants informed they did not have a child after immigration to Turkey.

Average number of school-age children per household is 1.69. On the other hand, there is no school-age child in 

one third of households. 30% of school-age children in households do not attend school. In this context, there is 

a fall in number of school-attending children as the number of children goes higher in a household. Especially in 

households with three or more school-age children, some children are detached from education and dragged into 

child labour for the others can continue their education. Pursuant to research findings, a significant deal of school-

age children cannot attend school. Nonetheless, the attendance rates are higher compared to other school-age 

Syrian children living under temporary protection status in Turkey.

In the final analysis, the first remarkable point is that in contrary to popular wisdom, the rate of childbearing 

among Syrians is relatively low after arrival in Turkey. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct studies so as to focus 

on and eliminate biased, exclusivist and marginalising language and discourse.

The other issue is related with attendance rates of children and child labour. In this regard, families should be 

strengthened in economic terms and their awareness about education should be raised so as to prevent children 

from being detached from school. At this stage, conditional education aids, conducted by Turkish Red Crescent 

under support of UNICEF, ensures schooling of high numbers of children.
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3.3. Data about Employment Status 
Hereby section provides data about employment status of participants.

Chart 14. Employment Status of Participants back in Syria 

Freq. %
Employed 29 26.6
Unemployed 80 73.4
Total 109 100.0

Chart 14 shows employment status of participants back in Syria. According to the chart, 73.4% of participants 

were unemployed in Syria. This data is probably associated with the fact that 77.1% of trainees in our research 

are women. After a detailed examination on responses by participants in interview form as to their employment 

status in Syria, 26.2% of women and 40% of men were employed back in their homeland. Nevertheless, it is worth 

remembering that among unemployed men, a significant part consists of adolescent high school students young-

er than 18.

According to Capacity Building in Support of Young Refugees (İNGEV, 2016, p. 8), 73% of Syrian youngsters indi-

cated they were student in Syria, while 18% indicated they used to work therein. When the participants are sorted 

as to gender, the rate of studentship is 82% among women and 65% among men, while rates of employed women 

and men are 3% and 32%, respectively. In this context, Syrian women are not sufficiently involved in working life 

due to gender roles, whereas men abandon their education at an early age for work. Data from our research reveal 

a similar form based on the gender. Therefore, the number of employed persons is closely related with abundance 

of women in sample group.

Chart 15. Occupations of Participants back in Syria

Freq. %
Women

Housewife 51 60.7
Student 13 15.5
Jobs requiring higher education 10 12
Craftsperson or tradesperson 8 9.6
Farmer / Farm labourer 2 2.4
Total 84 100

Men
Student 16 64
Jobs requiring higher education 5 20
Craftsman or tradesman 4 16
Total 25 100

Chart 15 presents the answers by participants to open-ended questions regarding their occupations in Syria. The 

classification is based on occupational classification by Boratav (Nesanır, 2007). Findings are divided per gender 

so as to ensure clear display of occupations among women and men. Accordingly, 60.7% of women were unem-

ployed in Syria and call themselves “housewife”. 15.5% of women were student and 12% were in occupations 

requiring higher education (teacher, technician, architect, lawyer etc.) back in Syria. Among participating women, 

9.6% were craftswomen or tradeswomen, while 2.4% used to work as farmer or farm labourer. 

As for employment status of men in Chart 15, it is not surprising that 64% of them were student (high school or 

university) in Syria since they primarily consist of minor individuals. 20% of male participants used to have occupa-

tions requiring higher education (teacher, engineer etc.) and 16% were craftsperson or tradesperson back in Syria.

The rate of employment in occupations requiring higher education and as craftsperson or tradesperson is higher 

than farm labour and farming among both women and men, presumably because a significant part of participants 

are city-based. Within the scope of hereby research, a great deal of man, who filled interview forms, are adoles-

cents attending school. This fact is compliant with their responses about occupation.

Finally, the repercussion of gender roles on employment is clearly observed in the chart. An important part of 

women are not participating into employment, but they call them “housewife”. Therefore, these women consider 

themselves as an extension of patriarchal structure, by internalising a set-up where domestic labour is unrequited 

and by making themselves exist within such structure.

Chart 16. Employment Status of Participants in Turkey

Freq. %

Employed 12 11

Unemployed 97 89

Total 109 100.0

Chart 16 informs about employment status of participants in Turkey. Accordingly, 11% of participants are cur-

rently employed in Turkey. Among these 12 persons, 8 are male; this seems to support the argument that partic-

ipating Syrian men are more involved in working life than women. An attentive analysis on answers in interview 

forms shows that the four women, who are active in working life in Turkey, carry out occupations such as tailoring 

and hairdressing. As for men, they usually work in Ulubey, famous for furniture sector in Ankara, as workers at 

furniture and carpenter shops. 

26% of participants were employed back in Syria; following the migration process, this rate declined to 11%. The 

critical point is that women, who were employed back in Syria, are no more involved in working life after coming 

to Turkey. One fourth of participating women were employed in Syria; nevertheless, this rate fell down to 1/20 

in after migration to Turkey. In other words, 4/5 of women who were employed in Syria are no more involved in 

professional life after migration. Women, who are already disadvantageous due to gender, lost their power in the 

heavy process of migration and became even more disadvantageous because of unemployment.

Among Syrian youth who participated in “Capacity Building in Support of Young Refugees” survey by İNGEV (2016, 

p. 12), 39% have regular jobs without social security, 5% have regular jobs with social security, 3% have irregu-

lar jobs, 29% are students, 12% call themselves as “housewife” and 12% are unemployed. According to another 

study by İNGEV (2017, p. 2), the rate of irregularity as to employment of Syrian individuals is found about 98%. 

Pursuant to survey by ORSAM (2015, p. 8), some Syrian individuals established small businesses such as bakery, 

shoemaker, market; nevertheless, the exact number of these enterprises cannot be identified since they are often 

in shadow sector. 

There are data also about employment status of Syrian women. According to “Syrian Women in Turkey” by AFAD 

(2014c, p. 29), 56.7% of participants define themselves as “housewife”, while 30.2% indicate they have no job. 

The rate of teachers and nurses is 4%, while proportion of tailors and hairdressers is 1.4%.

The results of survey by the Research Centre on Asylum and Migration (ARCAM, 2013, p. 10) show that Syrian 

individuals want to adapt into host community by means of working. Likewise, “Syrians in Turkey: Social Accept-

ance and Cohesion” by Erdoğan (2014, p. 17) reveals that Syrians want to be granted right to work, whereupon 

they will no more be a burden to Turkey. Within the scope of “Syrian Women in Turkey” (AFAD, 2014c, p. 65), 

participants were asked whether they want to attend any vocational course or school, and affirmative answers 

attained 55.5%. Finally, according to “Population Movements from Syria to Turkey” by AFAD (2014a, p. 138), 77% 

Syrian individuals informed they are looking for a job in Turkey and 46.9% indicated they would like to attend a 

vocational course.
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Chart 17. Whether There are any Employed Persons in Households of Participants

Freq. %

Yes 100 91.7

No 9 8.3

Total 109 100

Chart 17 examines whether there are any employed persons in households of participants. Even though the em-

ployment rate is low among participants, at least one individual is employed in 91.7% of their households. Four 

of participants are the only employed person in their respective household. Nine participants, on the other hand, 

indicate there is no employed person in their household.

Chart 18. Number of Employed Persons in Households of Participants

Freq. %

None 9 8.3

1 79 72,5

2 16 14,7

3 5 4,5

Total 109 100

Average ± std deviation 1.16 ± 0.63

Median 1

Most frequent value 1

Lowest and highest value 0 - 3

Chart 18 presents information as to number of employed persons in households of participants. As is seen, there 

is one employed person in 72.5% of households, while two persons are employed in 14.7% of them, followed by 

three employed individuals with 4.5%. As already indicated in Chart 17, 8.3% of participants have informed there 

is no employed individual in their household. Average number of employed persons is 1.16 and median value is 

1. The most frequent response about number of employed persons is 1, while there are maximum 3 employed 

individuals in a household. 

Survey by Human Development Foundation (2017, p. 3) shows average number of Syrian individuals yielding 

income for household is 1.4. In this regard, their findings are coherent with ours.

In the light of findings of hereby research, the average household income rises in parallel with rise in number of 

employed persons in household. Nevertheless, the total income is far below poverty threshold even in the house-

holds with higher number of employed. Under official working conditions, the monthly income of an individual 

equals to minimum wage at least. Therefore, Syrian individuals cannot get out of poverty despite high number of 

employed persons in a household, presumably because they have to work in unofficial, low-wage, discontinuous 

and vulnerable jobs.

Chart 19. Other Employed Persons in Households of Participants in their Own Words 

Freq. %

Husband/My Husband 40 38.5

My sibling 19 18.3

Father/My father 18 17.3

Male child 18 17.3

Uncle/uncle-in-law 4 3.8

Nephew 3 2.9

Mother 2 1.9

Total 104 100.0

In the scope of research, participants were asked to name the employed persons in their household except for 

themselves. Answers by participants to this open-ended question are classified and listed in Chart 19. The most 

frequent response is “husband/my husband” with 38.5%. 18.3% of participants informed their siblings are em-

ployed. At this stage, the diversity of age groups of these “siblings” is worth noting. In households of more than 

one family, “sibling” may signify different relatives such as aunt, uncle etc. In support of the foregoing response, 

four adolescents said that their “uncles/uncles-in-law” are employed and yield income for the household. 

In this context, adult males (father, uncle, uncle-in-law etc.) are the principal earners in households. Besides, male 

children are another important group in yielding income. In parallel with the aforementioned contributions by non-

schooled children to household economy through income yielding jobs, 17.3% of participants replied “male child” 

and 2.9% replied “nephew”. In other words, about one fifth of individuals, who undertake income yielding task in 

household, consists of adolescent males.

Income responsibility is primarily undertaken by males; nevertheless, few number of women participants are in-

volved in economic activity. In this respect, adult women are predominantly in question. 

On the basis of foregoing data, it is observed that the rate of involvement of Syrian women in working life is low 

not only among participants; rather, the number of working women is very low within households (families and 

close relatives) of participants as well. Thereupon, it is important to establish various courses to provide women 

with income-yielding skills for higher involvement in employment, as well as to develop policies so as to enhance 

their participation in professional life. Abolishment of working restrictions for Syrians under temporary protection 

status can be evaluated in this perspective.

3.3.1. Summative Comments
Almost one fourth of participants used to be employed back in Syria. This low rate is directly associated with the 

high number of women participants and with the fact that adolescents constitute a significant part of male par-

ticipants. Accordingly, 26.2% of participating women and 40% of men had a job in Syria. Most male participants 

indicate they used to be student back in Syria. On the other hand, one fifth of participants inform they used to 

work in positions requiring higher education in their homeland. Then again, an important 12% of women had jobs 

requiring higher education back in Syria. 

Besides, it is found out that 11% of participants are involved in working life in Turkey. Among them, eight are men 

and four are women. In this context, the rate of involvement in employment was already very low among women 

back in Syria; however, this rate became even lower following migration process. Four fifths, namely, 80% of wom-

en employed back in Syria have been detached from employment during migration process to Turkey.

There is at least one employed individual in 91.7% of households where participants live. Average number of 

employed persons per household is 1.16. Household income increases in line with number of employed persons 

therein; nevertheless, none of the participants can surpass poverty threshold.

As for the groups that yield income for household, they predominantly consist of adult males. Besides, adolescent 

males constitute one fifth of income-yielding individuals. A low number of adult females are also involved in in-

come-generating activities.

In this context, the high number of city-based participants can be associated with their studentship, craftsman-

ship and trading that require higher education and are common in urban life.

The foregoing findings reveal that migration process has prevented Syrian individuals from continuing their work-

ing life. In this regard, women are particularly affected, as they experienced difficulties of migration in a more 

severe manner, whereupon their disadvantageous position in the society is clinched. Another point to consider 

is that majority of employed individuals consists of males. This fact increases dependency of women on men on 

every aspect of life, economy above all.

The higher number of employed persons in a household means higher household income; nonetheless, even such 

higher income cannot take Syrian individuals above poverty threshold. Indeed, individuals work in low-wage, 
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unofficial positions that require unskilled labour. Given the presence of well-educated and skilled Syrians among 

these individuals, human capital is apparently wasted.

Some of the participants, who were student back in Syria, had to work after arrival in Turkey so as to cope with 

arising economic difficulties, whereupon they had to leave educational life. Migration process prevents students 

from continuing their education and having diploma and qualified jobs; in turn, Syrian individuals cannot elude 

their disadvantageous position and get in a vicious circle in terms of poverty.

3.4. Data about Housing Conditions of Participants
Hereby section provides information as to housing conditions of participants.

Chart 20. Types of Dwelling Participants Live in

Freq. %

Apartment 47 43.1

Shanty 35 32.1

Housekeeper’s Flat 27 24.8

Total 109 100.0

Chart 20 presents information as to types of dwelling the participants live in. As is seen, 43.1% of participants 

live in apartments, while 32.1% reside in shanties and 24.8% are settled in housekeeper’s flat. On the ground of 

average number of household members given in Chart 7, Syrian must be living under crowded, unfavourable con-

ditions since three thirds of them reside in shanties and housekeeper’s flat. Therefore, such dwellings presumably 

lead to an environment that restricts freedom and privacy.

According to “Children Working on the Streets of Ankara: Challenges and Requirements” by Karataş et al (2016, 

p. 58, 72), 42.5% of Syrian children live in shanties, 52.5% live in apartments and 5% dwell in tents or derelict 

buildings. Pursuant to findings of “Syrian Women in Turkey” (AFAD, 2014c, p. 42), 72.7% of Syrian women reside 

in houses or apartments, 16.1% live in uncompleted buildings or ruins, whereas 10% dwell in hovels with plastic 

roof. Compared to data from survey by AFAD, individuals getting regular service from community centre are rela-

tively in better economic condition than other Syrians.

Chart 21. Number of Rooms in Dwellings of Participants

Freq. %

1 1 1.1

2 19 21.6

3 42 47.7

 4 or more 26 29.5

Total 88 100.0

Average ± std deviation 3.06 ± 0.77 

Median 3

Most frequent number of rooms 3

Lowest and highest number of rooms 1 – 5

Chart 21 provides data about number of rooms in houses of participants, including lounge. Accordingly, 47.7% of 

participants have three-room houses, while 21.6% of houses comprise two rooms. There are four or more rooms 

in 29.5% of houses. Only one participant informed his/her dwelling consists of a single room. Average number of 

rooms is 3.06, while both median and most common value are 3. There are minimum one and maximum five rooms 

in the houses of participants.

According to “Children Working on the Streets of Ankara: Challenges and Requirements” by Karataş et al (2016, p. 

58, 73), the average number of rooms in dwellings of Syrian children is found as 2.82. 

Given that an average of five individuals live in a household and in case they prefer to use a lounge as common 

space, they need to take shelter in remaining two rooms of a three-room dwelling without having any individual 

living spaces.

Chart 22. Whether Other Families Reside in Houses of Participants

Freq. %

There is another family living in the house 36 35.0

There is no other family living in the house 67 65.0

Total 103 100

Chart 22 shows figures about whether participants live together with another family in their house. In the light of 

relevant data, 35% of participants share their dwelling with another family. Likewise, according to survey by the 

Research Centre on Asylum and Migration (ARCAM, 2013, p. 10), several Syrian families join each other to rent a 

house in relatively cheaper districts of the city and pay the rent jointly. Besides, those who want to participate in 

unofficial employment in agricultural regions are settled in unused country cottages or storehouses in rural areas.

Chart 23. Household Goods and Basic Needs of Participants (N= 109)

Yes (N) % No (N) %

Available Infrastructure

Electricity 107 98.2 2 1.8

Water 107 98.2 2 1.8

Coal-burning stove 79 72.5 30 27.5

Natural gas 40 36.7 69 63.3

Internet 25 22.9 84 77.1

Household Goods

Carpet 99 90.8 10 9.2

Washing Machine 95 87.2 14 12.8

Television 90 82.6 19 17.4

Refrigerator 89 81.7 20 18.3

Curtain 81 74.3 28 25.7

Bed 71 65.1 38 34.9

Wardrobe 69 63.3 40 36.7

Sofa bed/sofa 62 56.9 47 43.1

Computer 5 4.6 104 95.4

Dishwasher 3 2.8 106 97.2

Chart 23 provides data about available infrastructure and household goods in the houses of participants. Exam-
ination on infrastructure shows that almost all participants have access to electricity and water supply at home. 
Nevertheless, two participants indicate they have neither electricity nor water supply. At this stage, considering 
that each individual is valuable, the lack of domestic electricity and water supply means restriction of access to 
basic human needs.

Ankara is a metropolis where winter is long and severe. Therefore, the data about basic heating tools such as 
coal-burning stove and natural gas become even more important. In this regard, 72.5% of participants have a coal 
stove at home, while 36.7% have access to natural gas. A more detailed analysis on interview forms reveals that 
in 18 houses, coal stove is used for heating despite availability of natural gas. This can be explained with econom-
ic conditions. First of all, participants might be using coal stoves on the ground of lower cost. Secondly, public coal 
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aids might be encouraging Syrian individuals to use coal stoves instead of natural gas.

Within the scope of available infrastructure, only 22.9% of participants have internet access at home. At a time 
when information technologies are extremely widespread and advanced, it is worth noting that only one fifth of 
participants have internet access in their house.

Again, the data in Chart 23 about household goods of participants show that 90.8% of houses have carpet, 87.2% 
have washing machine and 82.6% possess television. On the other hand, 81.7% of participants have refrigerator 
and 74.3% of them have curtain at home. In other words, about one fifth of participants do not have a refrigerator, 
while one fourth of them lack curtains at home.

Considering the relation between nutrition and physical well-being, food may lead to negative effects on human 
health unless it is stored under appropriate conditions. Therefore, lack of refrigerator may affect health of Syrian 
individuals. Individuals, who do not eat properly, are more inclined to catch disease. Consequently, this may cause 
troubles in their daily routines.

For every human being, home is a private space against individuals outside the family; in this respect, lack of 
curtains in 25.7% of houses causes lack of privacy for individuals and families at home. Given that 32.1% of 
participants live in houses at the same altitude with street, such as shanties, it becomes particularly difficult to 
preserve privacy, leading to a kind of abuse of right.

Only 4.6% of participants have a computer at home, while the rate of dishwasher is even lower with 2.8%. Con-
sidering the scarcity of such consumables that cannot be included among basic needs and that can be obtained 
upon higher wealth in household, it is understood that a significant part of participants survive on minimum living 
conditions.

Some other studies also comprise data about available facilities in dwellings of Syrian individuals. For example, 
Syrian youth were asked about available infrastructure and household goods in their house within the scope 
of “Capacity Building in Support of Young Refugees” (İNGEV, 2016, p. 11). 83% of participants indicated they 
have refrigerator and washing machine, while 63% have television, 61% have internet connection and 20% have 
computer at home. The findings of mentioned research are compliant with ours; nonetheless, the higher rate of 

internet access and computer possession in İNGEV research can be explained on the ground that the latter con-

centrates on the youth.

3.4.1. Summative Comments
Apparently, three fifths of participants are settled in dwellings such as shanty or housekeeper’s flat. The average 

number of rooms per dwelling is 3.06. Besides, 35% of participants share their house with another family. Finally, 

about 1/5 of participants inform they have no refrigerator at home, while about 1/4 of participants lack curtains.

Consequently, as participants live in smaller households, and due to high number of persons in each household 

and common usage of a single household by multiple families, individual spaces are very small and life quality 

gets lower. Refrigerator, which is one of the essential durable consumer goods needed in a house, is absent in 

one fifth of dwellings. Such lack has a negative effect on health and nutrition requirements of individuals. On the 

other hand, since households are small and many of them lack furnishings such as curtains, it is apparently diffi-

cult to ensure privacy. In this respect, participants survive on minimum conditions only to meet their basic needs.

3.5. Data about State of Health of Participants
Hereby chapter provides data about state of health of participants.

Chart 24. Whether there are Individuals with Chronic Disorder in Household

Freq. %

Yes 52 50.5

No 51 49.5

Total 103 100.0

Chart 24 analyses whether there are any individuals with chronic disorder in household of participants. According-

ly, there is an individual with chronic disorder in 50.5% of households. 

The research “Children Working on the Streets of Ankara: Challenges and Requirements” by Karataş et al also pro-

vide data about the issue. According to this research, the rate of Syrian children with a chronic disease in family is 

25.6%, while there is a disabled person in households of 30.8% of children (Karataş et al, 2016, p. 58, 70).

Chart 25. Whether Participants Can Benefit from Medical Institutions when Necessary 

Freq. %

Yes 56 51.4

Partially 44 40.4

No 9 8.3

Total 109 100

If not, why? (n=53)*

Language / Communication 46 86.8

Economic reasons 15 28.3

*For reasons of non-utilisation, responses only by those who replied “no” or “partially” are taken into consideration 

(N=53). Each participant is allowed to choose and tick multiple reasons.

Chart 25 provides data about whether participants can benefit from medical institutions when necessary. Accord-

ingly, 51.4% of participants indicate they can benefit from health institutions if necessary. On the other hand, 

40.4% of participants can partially benefit from medical services, while 8.3% cannot utilise the services at all. In 

this context, the reasons behind non-utilisation by 53 participants who answered “partially” or “no” are analysed. 

Thereupon, 86.8% (N=46) of participants refer to language and communication problems, while 28.3% (N=15) 

bring forward economic reasons.

A detailed analysis on the foregoing data shows that half of participants (N=26), who inform there is an individual 

with chronic disease in household, cannot make use of medical services at all or only in partial manner. In this 

respect, it is crucial to focus on economic reasons and language/communication problems, which are brought for-

ward as grounds for non-utilisation of medical services.

According to Study Report on Population Movements from Syria to Turkey by AFAD, 59.5% of Syrians benefit from 

health services, while 40.5% cannot. Besides, among individuals benefiting from medical services, 81.4% have 

indicated they are satisfied with the services (AFAD, 2014a, p. 90-92). The rates of individuals who say they can 

benefit from medical services are similar in research by AFAD and ours. Another study including the same ques-

tion is Study of Syrian Refugee Children by Bahçeşehir University. In this research, Syrian individuals are asked 

whether they are happy with medical services in Turkey. 28.16% of participants are found to be “very happy”, 

25.63% are “happy”, while 27.8% are “partially unhappy” (Bahçeşehir University, 2012, p. 13). 

According to statistics as to utilisation rate of health services among Syrian individuals, 797,450 surgical oper-

ations have been carried out on Syrian individuals in Turkey, 20,956,267 ambulatory care services have been 

provided, while 918,694 hospital referrals are made and 184,390 births are realised by 31 December 2016 (Di-

rectorate General of Migration Management, 2016, p. 82).
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Chart 26. Comparison between Socio-demographic Data and Utilisation of Medical Services 

Variables

Utilisation of Medical Services when Neces-

sary 
X2 p

Yes No/Partially not

N % N %

Gender

Male 18 72.0 7 28.0
5.524 .019

Female 38 45.2 46 54.8

Age

Under 25 27 60 18 40

2.402 0.30125-34 17 47.2 19 52.8

35 or above 12 42.9 16 57.1

Income

500 TL or below 8 40 12 60

3.292 0.193501-1000 TL 22 46.8 25 53.2

1001 TL or above 26 61.9 53 48.6

Education

Primary or below 14 38.9 22 61.1
3.355 0.067

Secondary or above 42 57.5 31 42.5

Chart 26 analyses the utilisation of medical services among participants depending on their gender, age, income 

and education. Chi-square test is applied in order to analyse the relation between utilisation of medical services 

when necessary and data about gender, age, income and education. A significant connection is revealed between 

gender and utilisation of medical service when there is need (X2 (1) = 5.524, p<0.05). 

In this context, 72% of males indicate they can access health services when necessary, while only 45.2% of fe-

males can benefit from the same. In other words, about half of women cannot benefit or can partially benefit from 

medical services when necessary. Therefore, inequality based on gender causes disadvantage even in most basic 

human needs such as health.

According to Chart 26, no statistically significant relation is found between age, income and education and utilisa-

tion of medical service when required (p>0.05). Even though there is no statistical significance, age, income and 

education levels make certain difference in mean ranks as to utilisation rate of medical service when necessary.

In this respect, the rate of benefiting from health services when necessary is 60% among individuals under 25 

years old, 47.2% among those between 25-34 and 42.9% among those who are 35 or older. Therefore, being 

older has a negative effect on access to health services. Young individuals are more advantageous, presumably 

because they are more capable in learning and using Turkish language. In this sense, it is vital that Syrian indi-

viduals of all ages under temporary protection status should get Turkish education and make effective use of the 

language.

Likewise, income status is influential on utilisation of medical services. The rate of utilisation of medical services 

when necessary is 40% among individuals with a monthly income of 500 TL or below, 46.8% among those with 

income between 501-1000 TL, and 61.9% among persons who have 1001 TL or higher monthly income. It is very 

evident that the higher income level brings along higher rates of benefiting from health services when required. 

Actually, transportation expenses are needed to access hospital; besides, it is necessary to pay the uncovered 

sections for prescription drugs and also for examination in some cases. Therefore, Syrian individuals with lower 

income may not always afford health services even though it is necessary.

Then again, there is a relation between lack of necessary utilisation of health services and educational back-

ground. The rate of benefiting from medical services is 38.9% among individuals with primary or lower educa-

tional background, whereas it is 57.5% for those with secondary or higher educational background. Therefore, 

the empowering effect of education in every aspect of individual life becomes apparent. Individuals with better 

educational background can access necessary knowledge and information, participate in the society in various 

manners and get more easily into interaction with their environment. Consequently, it becomes easier for them to 

access and benefit from medical services. For example, the incapability of an illiterate Syrian individual in reading 

a pamphlet about health services makes it harder for her/him to access such service.

3.5.1. Summative Comments
First of all, there is an individual with a chronic disorder in almost half of the households. In addition, 40.4% of 

participants can benefit partially from health services when necessary, while 8.3% of them cannot make use of 

such services at all. Problems as to language and communication, as well as economic troubles, are put forth as 

fundamental reasons behind the lack of utilisation.

Advanced analyses reveal that socio-demographic variables are influential on capability to access health services 

when necessary. In this context, male participants benefit from medical services at a higher rate than females. 

Almost half of females can utilise partial or no medical service. Besides, aging is found to have a negative effect 

on utilisation rate of health services. Besides, the rate of utilisation of medical services rises in parallel with high-

er level of income and education.

In the final analysis, gender, age, income and educational background have an important impact on capacity of 

benefiting from required medical services. In this regard, it is necessary to provide support especially for women, 

elderly, as well as for individuals with weaker educational background or lower income. It should be noted that 

access to medical service, which is a fundamental right, is directly related with economic conditions, and lack of 

language and communication skills.

3.6. Data about Expenses of Participants and their 
Utilisation of Social Aid Systems 
Hereby chapter provides data regarding expenditures by participants, as well as their capability of benefiting from 

social aid systems.

Chart 27. Top Three Expense Items of Participants 

Yes % No % Total %

Rental 86 78.9 23 21.1 109 100

Nutrition 79 72.5 30 27.5 109 100

Transport 51 46.8 58 53.2 109 100

Heating 38 34.9 71 65.1 109 100

Clothing 33 30.3 76 69.7 109 100

Health 23 21.1 86 78.9 109 100

Entertainment 10 9.2 99 90.8 109 100

Education 7 6.4 102 93.6 109 100

Chart 27 yields data about the three items on which the participants spend the most. Within the scope of the 

research, participants are asked to choose three items without any ranking between them. Thereupon, Syrians 

getting service from Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre spend most money on rent, nutrition and 

transport. 78.9% of participants indicate rental fees as the highest costing expense item, while nutrition comes 

second with 72.5%. Therefore, about three fourths of participants consider rental fee and nutrition costs as a 

notable expense item. They are followed by transport expenses, as indicated by half of participants. 
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According to Chart 27, 34.9% and 30.3% of participants consider heating and clothing, respectively, among prom-

inent expense items. Expenditure as to heating and clothing are underlined by less participants compared to rent, 

nutrition and transport. As a matter of fact, the aids of coal and clothing for Syrians by NGOs, municipalities and 

host community play their part in this regard. Likewise, health is considered within top three expense items only 

by 21.1% of participants presumably thanks to free medical service policy by Turkish government for Syrians.

It is striking that education expenses are at the bottom in the Chart. Only 6.4% of participants consider education 

among most prominent expense items.

According to Max-Neef, leisure time is one of the basic needs that consist of nine categories (Max-Neef, 1991, p. 

214). Every individual has right to have fun and make quality use of spare times. In this regard, it is significant 

that among participants getting service from Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre, only 9.2% indicate 

entertainment as their top expense item.

Chart 28. Institutions and Persons providing Participants with Social Aid (N=109)

Yes (N) % No (N) %
Municipality 90 82.6 19 17.4
NGOs and UN (Red Crescent, UNHCR etc.) 36 33 73 67
District Governorate (Social Assistance and Solidarity 
Foundation - SYDV) 23 21.1 86 78.9

Philanthropists 8 7.3 101 92.7

Chart 28 presents data as to institutions and persons that provide participants with social aid. Accordingly, 82.6% 
of participants indicate they get assistance from municipalities, while 36% obtain aid from NGOs, UN institutions 
and Red Crescent etc., 21.1% from social assistance and solidarity foundations under district governorates, and 
7.3% is assisted by various philanthropists. 

Among Syrian youth who participated in the research “Capacity Building in Support of Young Refugees”, 22% 
informed they get assistance, while 78% indicated they get no help (İNGEV, 2016, p. 18). According to findings of 
“Syrian Asylum-seekers in Turkey, Field Survey 2013” by AFAD (2013, p. 11), only 40% of Syrian asylum-seekers 
in camps can obtain assistance from humanitarian aid institutions, while the figure declines to 15% for those 
outside camps. In addition, another study by İNGEV (2017, p. 2) reveals that the majority of Syrian refugees do 
not live on reliefs in kind or in cash by an institution. The reliefs constitute a regular source of income for only 6% 
of households.

In our research, the higher number of Syrians getting social aid compared to their counterparts in other studies 
might be explained through several reasons. To begin with, Altındağ district of Ankara, where the community 
centre is located, also hosts service departments of numerous nongovernmental organisations, Turkish Red Cres-
cent above all. Secondly, Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre organises home visits in the district and 
informs Syrian individuals about social aid mechanisms in the process. Likewise, Altındağ Municipality provides 
highest amount of support for participants and municipal efforts towards Syrian individuals leads to a higher num-
ber of beneficiaries. Finally, it is important that community centre is a common space for Syrian individuals around 
where they can both get information and interact with other Syrians undergoing similar processes. Accordingly, 
more Syrians will apply for aids and thus obtain assistance in case they are properly informed about such aids by 

institutions and inform each other about them.

Chart 29. Types of Social Aid Received by Participants (N=109)

Yes (N) % No (N) %

Food aid 71 65.1 38 34.9

Coal aid 61 56 48 44

Educational aid 17 15.6 92 84.4

Clothing aid 13 11.9 96 88.1

Financial aid 6 5.5 103 94.5

Chart 28 look as types of social aid received by participants. The most common types are aids in kind such as food 
and coal. 65.1% of participants responded they get food aid, while 56% receive coal aid. Besides, 15.6% of partic-
ipants expressed they get assistance for education, while 11.9% are provided clothing aid. Reliefs for education 
are particularly worth mentioning. Children should stick by education system so as to ensure a systematic solution 
to the problem of working children in the streets. Therefore, educational aids play a critical part in resolving this 
problem. Finally, only 5.5% of participants state they get financial aid. Nevertheless, participants might be delib-
erately giving a negative answer to this question in fear of losing financial aids provided for them by NGOs and 
international organisations.

Syrian youth is asked whether they get any aids within the scope of “Capacity Building in Support of Young 
Refugees” (İNGEV, 2016, p. 16). Among Syrian youth, 43% get medical aid, 38% receive medicine aid, 33% have 
educational assistance, 26% have food aid, 22% get financial aid, and 21% obtain clothing aid and aid in kind. 
Likewise, report on “Works by NGOs for Syrian Refugees in Turkey” by ARCAM (2013, p. 11) puts forth that many 
Syrian families living in provinces of Gaziantep, Hatay and Kilis meet their grocery expenses by means of food 
packs from municipalities and NGOs. According to another research by İNGEV (2017, p. 4), 66% of Syrian individ-
uals, who benefit from regular or irregular social aids, are “Red Crescent Card” users. 

The foregoing data underlines importance of social aids for Syrian individuals. Besides, it is clear that NGOs un-
dertake notable responsibility with regard to social aid so as to access many households. Red Crescent Card by 

Turkish Red Crescent is indicated as a source of aid by many, which shows the functionality of this practice.

3.6.1. Summative Comments
Rent, nutrition and transport constitute top three expense items among participants. In this regard, the relatively 
low expenses on heating and clothing can be associated with aids in kind provided by SYDV and NGOs. Besides, 
relatively lower expenditure on health may be related with the free health services policy by Turkish government 
for Syrian immigrants. Finally, participants are found to get various aids from different bodies, institutions and 
NGOs, municipalities above all.

Given the unfavourable housing conditions, Syrians require support particularly as to rent and nutrition. In this 
respect, the services should be designed in such manner that these individuals are not dependent on social aids; 
besides, it is necessary to organise current assistances. 

3.7. Data about Psychosocial Condition of Participants
Hereby chapter includes data as to psychosocial condition of participants.

Chart 30. Adverse Events Suffered by Participants during and after Civil War (N=109)

Yes (N) % No (N) %

Adverse events during war

Witnessing armed conflict 96 88.1 13 11.9

Exposure to negative effects of war 69 63.3 40 36.7

Death of a family member 66 60.6 43 39.4

Family fragmentation 61 56 48 44

Exposure to oppression, coerce etc. in Syria 51 46.8 58 53.2

Kidnapping of a family member in Syria 38 34.9 71 65.1

Exposure to physical violence such as battery, beating etc. in Syria 29 26.6 80 73.4

Exposure to situations such as abuse in Syria 15 13.8 94 86.2

Adverse events after war 

Being far from homeland 103 94.5 6 5.5

Disintegration from relatives 97 89 12 11

Impoverishment 96 88.1 13 11.9

Living in a different culture 91 83.5 18 16.5

Detachment from own culture 79 72.5 30 27.5
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Chart 30 includes data as to adverse events suffered by participants during and after the war. Accordingly, 88.1% 

of Syrians have witnessed an armed conflict in Syria. Therefore, about nine tenths of immigrants, regardless 

of their gender, age, economic, disabled or patient status, directly witnessed shootout back in their homeland. 

Evidently, decision for migration is directly influenced by these processes. Moreover, 60.6% of participants lost 

at least one family member in the civil war. Besides, 56% of participants saw their families fragmented during 

war; while 34.9% indicate that a family member is kidnapped in the process. The figures show how frequently 

Syrians experienced traumatic incidents in the process. At this stage, since children, who are the most vulnerable 

group, may feel impacts of traumatic effects further into their life, it is critical to develop policies to ensure their 

psychosocial well-being.

In addition to mentioned deep wounds in psychosocial well-being, a significant part of participants were subject 
to various attacks on their physical integrity during war process in Syria. 46.8% of participants state they have 
been exposed to situations such as oppression and coerce, while 26.6% suffered physical violence such as bat-
tery, beating, and 13.8% were subject to various abuses. 

Two points are worth considering at this stage. Firstly, the severity of difficulties faced by participants during war 
cannot be compared to those suffered by an individual in a prosperous country. Therefore, it should be remem-
bered that the perception levels among participants as to physical, psychological and sexual violence may differ, 
since social perception depends on individual, as well as on cultural and social environment. More precisely, we 
think that Syrian individuals simplify the adverse situations they underwent. Secondly, we should also take into 
account that the participants might not share these traumatic events so as to avoid a second trauma. Therefore, 
we consider that their responses as to physical, psychological or sexual violence express far less than what they 
actually experienced. In this regard, the results of study by ARCAM (2013, p. 11) shows that current psychological 
support and posttraumatic programmes are not sufficient for Syrians who have witnessed bombings, been injured 
or lost their relatives. Therefore, participants should be supported by means of qualitative and therapeutic inter-
views. 

On the other hand, 63.3% of participants inform they have been subject to adverse impacts of war in Syria. In this 
regard, a significant deal of Syrians is relatively resilient despite mentioned negative experiences.

As for post-war incidents, 94.5% of participants express they are far from their homeland and 89% indicate they 
are detached from their relatives. Social work studies and disciplines treat an individual within his respective en-
vironment and consider empowering of an individual as a determinant of social welfare. In this respect, the quality 
of relationships with family, relatives and neighbours are crucial in terms of solidarity. 88.1% of participants assert 
they are impoverished. This is directly related with losing their respective levels of income and prosperity back in 
Syria, as well as with deepening of such mood due to loss of past relations with family, relatives and neighbours. 

Finally, 83.5% of participants say they live in a different culture and 72.5% express they are detached from their 
culture. Traumas suffered by Syrians due to detachment from their culture have a negative impact on and compli-
cates their adaptation process in a new society. 

Apart from hereby research, there are other studies on adverse experiences of Syrian individuals because of civil 
war. “Study of Syrian Refugee Children” by Bahçeşehir University (2012, p. 21, 25, 26) concentrates on the same 
issue. According to this research, 30% of participants have suffered physical violence, 74% lost a valuable member 
of family, while 79% witnessed battle and armed conflict in Syria. Likewise, among respondents of “Syrian Women 
in Turkey” (2014c, p. 35), 35.3% and 27.9% of women have witnessed death and injury of their relatives, respec-
tively. Besides, 38% of Syrian women indicate that at least one member of their family stayed in Syria, whereupon 
their family disintegrated. “Population Movements from Syria to Turkey”, another study by AFAD (2014a, p. 80), 

reveals that the rate of individuals who lost a family member in Syria is found 28.8%.

Chart 31. Rate of Witnessing Armed Conflict per Gender 

Witnessed armed conflict 
X2 pYes No

Gender N % N %
Female 71 84.5 13 15.5

4.393 0.036
Male 25 100 0 0

Chart 31 applies a chi-square test in order to reveal the relation between gender and witnessing armed conflict. 

A statistically significant relation is identified between gender and witnessing armed conflict [X2 (1) = 4.393, 

p<0.05].

According to foregoing analysis, all male participants witnessed armed conflict, while the rate is 84.5% among 

females.

Chart 32. Exposure to Physical Violence in Syria per Gender

Exposure to physical violence in Syria 

X2 pYes No

Gender N % N %

Female 14 16.7 70 83.3
18.527 0.000

Male 15 60 10 40

Chart 32 shows the results of chi-square test applied to unearth the relation between gender of participants and 

exposure to physical violence, such as battery or beating, in Syria. A statistically significant relation is identified 

between gender and exposure to physical violence, such as battery or beating, in Syria [X2 (1) = 18.527, p<0.05].

Pursuant to foregoing analysis, male participants have been exposed to physical violence more often than fe-

males. Accordingly, 60% of male participants suffered physical violence in Syria such as battery and beating, 

whereas the rate is 16.7% for females.

Chart 33. Exposure to Psychological Violence in Syria per Gender

Exposure to psychological violence in Syria

X2 pYes No

Gender N % N %

Female 33 39.3 51 60.7
8.282 0.004

Male 18 72 7 28

Chart 33 presents results of chi-square test in order to reveal the relation between gender and exposure to 

psychological violence, such as oppression and coerce, in Syria. A statistically significant relation is identified be-

tween gender and exposure to situations such as oppression or coerce in Syria [X2 (1) = 8.282, p<0.05].

According to Chart 33, exposure to psychological violence is more common among male participants than females. 

72% of male participants were victims of psychological violence such as oppression or coerce in Syria, while the 

rate is 39.3% for women.

Chart 34. Exposure to Sexual Violence in Syria per Gender 

Exposure to sexual violence in Syria

X2 pYes No

Gender N % N %

Female 7 8,3 77 91,7
9,093 0,003

Male 8 32 17 68

Chart 34 shows the results of chi-square test applied to unearth the relation between gender of participants and 

exposure to sexual violence, such as harassment, in Syria. A statistically significant relation is identified between 

gender and exposure to sexual violence, such as harassment, in Syria [X2 (1) = 9.093, p<0.05].

Pursuant to foregoing analysis, male participants have been exposed to sexual violence more often than females. 

Accordingly, 32% of male participants suffered sexual violence, such as harassment, in Syria, whereas the rate is 

8.3% for females.
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Chart 35. The Most Frequent Problems Faced by Participants in Turkey

Yes (N) % No (N) %

Economic problems 99 90.8 10 9.2

Language problems 84 77.1 25 22.9

Housing 73 67 36 33

Psychological problems 46 42.2 63 57.8

Educational problems 40 36.7 69 63.3

Social exclusion 27 24.8 82 75.2

Health problems 25 22.9 84 77.1

Safety 17 15.6 92 84.4

Hygiene 3 2.8 106 97.2

Chart 35 shows responses by participants as to problems they face most often in Turkey. An analysis on these 

answers shows that 90.8% of participants face economic problems, while 77.1% of them are suffering from 

language problems. These data are directly related with results in the chart about reasons for non-utilisation of 

medical services. Therefore, economic problems and language/communication problems are the two most impor-

tant issues highlighted by Syrians.

67% of participants inform they have difficulties about housing; this reply matches with data in the chart about 

housing conditions. Besides, 42.2% of participants express they suffer psychological problems. In this context, 

the rate is below expected, given the situations such as traumatic experiences, impoverishment and detachment 

from social environment and culture. On the other hand, 36.7% of participants inform they have educational dif-

ficulties. Education-related problems among about one third of respondents may evolve into different troubles in 

the future.

24.8% of participants indicate they suffer social exclusion. The rate is relatively low; nevertheless, the exposure 

of one fourth of Syrians to social exclusion points out to certain problems in functioning of integration processes. 

In parallel with these findings, “Syrian Refugee Livelihood” by İNGEV (2017, p. 4) shows that the rate of Syrians, 

who say they spend time together both with Syrian and Turkish citizens, is only 21%. It is worth noting that Syr-

ians living in Turkey often socialise with other Syrians. About 74% of Syrians in Turkey think they have, in some 

way, adapted to Turkish society. Consequently, it is necessary to establish more comprehensive and inclusive 

policies.

Only 15.6% of participants talk about safety problems. Therefore, in consideration of their poverty and housing 

conditions, the participants might be living in better conditions than in Syria at least in terms of safety. This may 

be an indicator that they begin to feel more secure. 

Finally, 22.9% of participants inform about health problems. This figure is compliant with data as to number of 

individuals with chronic disorder in households and non-utilisation of necessary medical services. Nevertheless, 

22.9% is a high percentage when it comes to health problems. Only 2.8% of participants express they have diffi-

culties as to hygiene.

Chart 36. How Participants Cope with Problems in Turkey 

Yes (N) % No (N) %

I resort to Allah 91 83.5 18 16.5

By help of Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre 32 29.4 77 70.6

Thanks to my relatives living in Turkey 19 17.4 90 82.6

Through support of family members 18 16.5 91 83.5

Thanks to my Turkish neighbours 13 11.9 96 88.1

Via aid from Turkish government and institutions 13 11.9 96 88.1

Through international organisations in Turkey 12 11 97 89

I get support from other Syrians 8 7.3 101 92.7

I get support from my relatives who stayed in Syria 4 3.7 105 96.3

Chart 36 presents coping methods of participants with problems they face in Turkey. The most striking data in 

the chart is that 83.5% of participants resort to Allah as a coping method. The spiritual aspect plays a critical role 

in this regard. 

The spirituality method is followed by Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre as a means of coping, 

underlining the importance of the Centre for beneficiaries. 29.4% of participants point out Turkish Red Crescent 

Ankara Community Centre as a method to overcome their problems. As Karataş (2003) puts forth, immigrants are 

different in terms of social and cultural structure, family structure and relations, language and education. As a 

result, Syrian individuals normally face challenges with regard to adaptation. Therefore, in case centre activities 

are rendered more comprehensive and more efficient, they will play an important part in reaching Syrians yet to 

establish a connection with the institution, whereupon such individuals will be able to cope with problems in Tur-

key, to empower and adapt to this new environment. 

According to Chart 36, 17.4% of participants get support from their relatives living in Turkey, while 16.5% are 

supported by family members and 11.9% receive support of their Turkish neighbours. 7.3% of participants re-

ceive support of other Syrians, while 3.7% are supported by their relatives who stayed in Syria. In this respect, 

detachment of participants from their family, relatives and social environment has a direct negative impact on 

their coping skills.

11.9% of participants cope with their problems by means of aids by Turkish government and institutions, while 

11% get support of international organisations in Turkey for the same purpose. In this regard, government agen-

cies and NGOs are highly influential on Syrians in coping with problems.

Nevertheless, 23.9% of participants indicate they cannot cope with their problems. In this regard, it is critical to 

carry out psychosocial interventions to empower participants, and to enhance their coping skills and functionality.

3.7.1. Summative Comments
Participants have been exposed to various traumatic incidents, such as witnessing armed conflict, and kidnapping 

or loss of a family member. Moreover, most participants have been subject to various types of physical, psycho-

logical and sexual violence, whereupon their psychosocial well-being is damaged. Accordingly, it is observed that 

the rate of exposure to physical, psychological and sexual violence is higher among male participants. 

Besides, following the migration process, the family, environment and neighbour relations of participants are 

damaged, whereupon their social capital has declined. As a result, their coping skills with poverty got gradually 

weaker. Finally, they had to cope with challenges of living in a different culture.

Apparently, the problem of Syrian individuals in Turkey is mostly economic; nevertheless, they have troubles with 

regard to language, communication and housing. Despite traumatic experiences, only 42.2% of participants indi-

cate they are suffering psychological problems. A look on their coping methods highlights spirituality, as well as 

support from community centre.
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3.8. Data as to Life of Participants in Turkey
Hereby chapter provides information about life of participants in Turkey.

Chart 37. Time of Life of Participants in Turkey and Ankara 

Turkey Ankara

Freq. % Freq. %

Less than 2 years 27 24.8 30 45

2-3 years 49 45 54 46.8

More than 3 years 26 23.9 16 8.2

Total 102 100.0 100 100.0

Average ± Std. Deviation 2.60 ± 1.12 2.37 ± 1.02

Median 3 2.5

Most frequent value 3 3

Lowest & highest value 0.50 - 5 0.50 – 4 

Chart 37 informs for how long participants have been in Turkey and Ankara. As for data about Turkey, the average 
sojourn time of participants in the country is 2.60, whereas median and most frequent values are 3. Participants 
have been in Turkey for minimum six months and maximum five years. 45% of participants reside in Turkey for 
two or three years, while 24.8% are in Turkey for less than two years, and 23.9% are in the country for more than 
three years. Therefore, participants have arrived in Turkey in various periods since the beginning of Syrian Civil 
War. Accordingly, most participants immigrated in Turkey after 2013-2014, the most intense period of migration 
from Syria.

Other studies have also analysed the time Syrian individuals lived in Turkey. According to “Capacity Building in 
Support of Young Refugees” (İNGEV, 2016, p. 7), 39% of Syrian youth have been living in Turkey for less than a 
year, while 29% are in the country for between one and two years, and 32% are in Turkey for more than two years. 
Data from this research is coherent with data from our research.

As for data about sojourn time of participants in Ankara, the average time is 2.37 years, while median value is 2.5 
and the most common time span is 3 years. Participants are in Ankara for minimum six months and maximum four 
years. 46.8% of participants reside in Ankara for two to three years, while 45% are in the city for less than two 
years and only 8.2% are in Turkish capital for more than three years. Accordingly, participants must have resided 
in other provinces and/or camps in Turkey before settling in Ankara.

In “Children Working on the Streets of Ankara: Challenges and Requirements”, Karataş et al (2016, p. 83) examined 
how long Syrian individuals have been living in Ankara. According to their findings, the average sojourn time is 
2.56 years for Syrian mothers, 2.40 for children and 2.10 for fathers. There is parallelism between these findings 

and ours.

Chart 38. Satisfaction Level about Life in Turkey among Participants 

Freq. %
Satisfied 85 88.4
Dissatisfied 20 11.6
Total 104 100
If satisfied, why* (N=85)
Peace/Safety 74 87.0
For having accepted us 7 8.3
For it is a Muslim country 4 4.7
If dissatisfied, why ** (N=20)
Language reasons 11 55
Poverty / Dearness in Turkey 5 25
Homesickness 4 20

* Answers by participants satisfied with life in Turkey are taken into account (N=85). 

** Answers by participants dissatisfied with life in Turkey are taken into account (N=20).

Chart 38 analyses satisfaction levels among participant with living in Turkey, together with their reasons. 88.4% 

of participants expressed their satisfaction for living in Turkey. Accordingly, pursuant to “Population Movements 

from Syria to Turkey” by AFAD (2014a, p. 138), 85.6% of Syrian individuals want of learn Turkish, 77% looks for 

a job in Turkey, while 46.9% want to attend a vocational course in Turkey. Therefore, an important part of Syrian 

individuals are content with life in Turkey and plan staying in the country.

Among participants content with life in Turkey, the war-free environment and safety is the main reason with 87%. 

At this stage, participants have varying perceptions of safety. Their perceptions include various aspects such as 

peace, prosperity, order, fair treatment, feeling oneself as a human, “absence of bombings” etc. According to “Syr-

ian Women in Turkey” by AFAD (2014c, p. 32, 38), 94.6% of Syrian women came to Turkey for security reasons. 

According to another AFAD study, namely, “Report on Population Movements from Syria to Turkey” (2014a, p. 

136), 94.5% of Syrian individuals feel secure in Turkey. Consequently, security can be considered as the essential 

motive behind satisfaction of Syrian individuals for living in Turkey.

Besides, 8.3% of participants indicated the reason for their satisfaction with life in Turkey is based on their ac-

ceptance by Republic of Turkey. In this regard, there are emphases on reputability of Turkish state and kindness 

of Turkish community, as well as on respect. 

Finally, four participants think the Muslim majority in Turkey is an indicator of satisfaction for them. According to 

“Syrian Women in Turkey” (AFAD, 2014c, p. 33), 1.8% of participants informed that religious reasons were influen-

tial on their arrival in Turkey. Therefore, religion is apparently not a fundamental factor as to decision of migration 

to Turkey. 

On the other hand, the majority of unsatisfied participants points out to language and communication. In addition, 

reasons of dissatisfaction include poverty, lack of involvement in working life and homesickness.

Chart 39. Relation between Gender & Age Variables and Life Satisfaction in Turkey 

Level of Satisfaction with life in Turkey 

X2 pSatisfied Dissatisfied

N % N %

Gender

Female 69 86.3 11 13.8
6.115 0.013

Male 16 64.0 9 36.0

Age

Under 25 26 60.5 17 39.5
19.823 0.000

25 or above 59 95.2 3 4.8

Chart 39 analyses the relation between gender and age of participants and their levels of satisfaction for living in 
Turkey. For this purpose, chi-square test has been employed. A statistically significant relation is found between 
gender (X2 (1) = 6.115, p<0.05) and age (X2 (1) = 19.823, p<0.05) and level of satisfaction with life in Turkey. 

In the light of data via Chart 39, satisfaction levels with life in Turkey are higher among women than men. 86.3% 
of female participants are content for living in Turkey, while the rate is 64% for males. On the other hand, adults 
and older individuals at or above 25 are more satisfied with life in Turkey than the younger. 95.2% of individuals 
at or above 25 are content with living in Turkey, while the rate is 60.5% for those below 25.

In this context, we think that the precarious, discontinuous and low-wage employment has a negative impact on 
adult males who undertake the task of “bread winner.” As for young men, the obligation to leave education for 
working life appears as an important factor. Among younger males and females who continue their education, this 
understanding might be affected by malfunctions in the process of social adaptation and integration, as well as 
other problems in school environment such as peer bullying.
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Chart 40. Whether Participants want to return to Syria in the Future 

Freq. %

Yes 79 76

No 25 24

Total 104 100

Chart 40 gives information as to whether participants want to return to Syria in the future. Therefore, 76% of par-

ticipants indicate they want to return to Syria in the future. The grounds or prerequisites for their return include 

end to war, establishment of secure conditions, homesickness or longing the family. On the other hands, 24% of 

participants do not want to go back to Syria in the future. These participants do not want to return since they 

consider Syria is not safe, the infrastructure in Syria is destructed, they lost their properties, their children attend 

school in Turkey and they don’t think Syria will be a safe country again.

There are various researches about will of Syrian individuals to return to their country. According to “Study Report 

on Population Movements from Syria to Turkey” by AFAD (2014a, p. 44), 7.1% of Syrian individuals do not consider 

returning home, whereas 64% of respondents consider going back to Syria once the upheavals are over. Within 

the scope of “Syrian Women in Turkey”, the respondents were asked whether they think of returning to Syria. 

58.5% of women want to return to Syria once the disorder in the country is over, while 23.1% wait for a change 

of government as a prerequisite. 1.6% of participants do not want to return to their homeland at all (AFAD, 2014c, 

p. 68). Finally, 52% of participants in the research by İNGEV (2017, p. 5) indicated they “anticipate a future for me 

and my family in Turkey”.

Our and other findings show that a significant part of participants plans to return to Syria in case the war and 

conflict in their homeland comes to an end. A small section, on the other hand, intends to stay in Turkey.

Chart 41. Whether Participants have any First-Degree Relatives still living in Turkey or outside Syria 

Freq. %

Yes 62 60.8

No 40 39.2

Total 102 100

Chart 41 analyses whether participants have a first-degree relative still living in Turkey or outside Syria. Ground-

ing on these data, it is seen that about three fifths of participants have a first-degree relative in Turkey or another 

country other than Syria.

Chart 42. Whether Participants want to settle in Europe if possible 

Freq. %

Yes 20 20

No 80 80

Total 100 100.0

Chart 42 yields data about whether participants want to settle in Europe if possible. 80% of participants indicated 

they do not want to resettle in Europe even if they could. 

Various researches on Syrians living under temporary protection status in Turkey reveal similar results on this 

subject. Syrian youth were asked where they want to live in the future within the scope of the study “Capacity 

Building in Support of Young Refugees”. Accordingly, 35% of respondents said “definitely Syria,” 16% said “defi-

nitely Turkey”, while 2% replied “definitely Europe”. Among respondents, 24% responded “Syria or Turkey”, 11% 

said “Syria or Europe”, and 2% answered “Turkey or Europe”, whereas 9% reserved their judgment (İNGEV, 2016, 

p. 24). The following year, İNGEV conducted another research called “Syrian Refugee Livelihood Monitor” (2017, 

p. 5), wherein 42%of participants said they want to move to a European country, while 44% answered they defi-

nitely don’t want to resettle in Europe. Finally, 21.1% of the respondents in the research “Syrian Women in Turkey” 

plan to settle back in Syria in the future, whereas 12.8% want to move to another country (AFAD, 2014c, p. 68).

3.8.1. Summative Comments
Participants have been living in Turkey for 2.60 years in average, while they are in Ankara for 2.37 years in average. 
They arrived in Turkey in various periods; nevertheless, a high proportion of participants came to Turkey in 2013-
2014.

A remarkable 88.4% of participants indicated they are glad for living in Turkey. In this regard, their fundamental 
grounds are war-free environment and sense of safety. Some participants are content because “Turkey accepted 
them.” 

The reasons behind dissatisfaction with life in Turkey are language and communication problems, impoverishment, 
lack of involvement in employment, adverse working conditions and homesickness.

Variables of gender and age are influential on satisfaction with life in Turkey. The rate of satisfaction with life in 
Turkey is 86.3% among women and 64% among men. Among adults and elderly above 25, the rate of satisfaction 
is 93.2%, whereas the figure falls to 60.5% among youth. At this stage, the dissatisfaction of young participants 
can be associated with detachment from educational life due to obligation of working, or even with exposure to 
social exclusion and peer bullying among students. Moreover, challenges in working life play their part particularly 
in dissatisfaction of male participants.

76% of participants want to return to Syria due to homesickness, in case safety conditions are in place. The reasons 
behind reluctance for returning to Syria include the lack of belief in restoring of safety, destruction of infrastructure 
and desire to have children continue their education in Turkey.

A huge part of Syrians living in Turkey (80%) do not plan going to and settling in Europe even if they could. Cultural 
factors and closeness to Syria might be influential on this opinion. Moreover, they might be affected by the ev-
er-growing xenophobic extreme right movements in Europe and their frequent display on media.

3.9. Data about Participants in regard to Turkish Red 
Crescent Ankara Community Centre
Hereby chapter provides information about participants in regard to Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community 

Centre.

Chart 43. Number of Courses Attended by Participants at Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre

Freq. %

1 59 64.8

2 or more 32 35.2

Total 91 100

Chart 43 includes data as to number of courses attended by participants at Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Com-

munity Centre. Thereupon, about one third of participants attend multiple courses. This fact shows satisfaction 

among participants as to courses and the Centre, as well as that the courses are established in line with expec-

tations of participants.

Chart 44. How Participants became aware of Community Centre (N=109)

Yes (N) % No (N) %
Through an acquaintance 54 49.5 55 50.5
Through my neighbours 27 24.8 82 75.2
Via social media (Twitter, Facebook etc.) 15 13.8 94 86.2
Through visits by institution staff 13 11.9 96 88.1
Through banners and pamphlets 8 7.3 101 92.7
By means of other institutions 3 2.8 106 97.2
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Chart 44 provides information about how participants became aware of Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community 

Centre. Accordingly, 49.5% of participants became aware of the institution through an acquaintance, while 24.8% 

heard about it from neighbours. In this respect, the role of beneficiaries in relating and promoting the Centre is 

worth noting. 

On the other hand, 13.8% of participants became aware of the Centre through social media, while banners and 

pamphlets informed 7.3% respondents, and 2.8% heard about it through referral by other institutions. The strik-

ing point is the low rate of participants who became aware of the Centre through other institutions. Turkish Red 

Crescent Ankara Community Centre should rather improve collaboration with other institutions, government agen-

cies above all, as well as social assistance and solidarity foundations in order to be more effective. 

Finally, the rate of individuals who became aware of the institution through home visits by Centre staff is 11.9%. 

Therefore, even though home visits by Centre personnel are effective, they should become more widespread so 

as to reach greater masses.

Chart 45. Purpose of Participants in Benefiting from Community Centres (N=109)

Yes (N) % No (N) %

To meet other Syrians 46 42.2 63 57.8

To participate in training activities 45 41.3 64 58.7

To get information and support about education 43 39.4 66 60.6

To get information and support on legal issues 32 29.4 77 70.6

To spend time outside 28 25.7 81 74.3

To get information and support on medical services 20 18.3 89 81.7

To apply for social aid 18 16.5 91 83.5

To get information and support on social aids 14 12.8 95 87.2

To benefit from family reunification 10 9.2 99 90.8

Chart 45 concentrates on the purposes of participants in benefiting from community centre. According to rele-

vant data, in addition to courses provided at Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre, participants attend 

the facilities so as to meet other Syrians (42.2%), take part in training activities (41.3%) and spend time outside 

(25.7%). 

Another important point is the consultancy and provision of information and support by the Centre for Syrians. 

In this regard, 39.4% of participants benefit from the institution so as to get information and support about edu-

cation/trainings, followed by legal purposes with 29.4% and demand of information about medical services with 

18.3%. Besides, 12.8% of participants attend the centre so as to obtain information and support about social aids.

Finally, 16.5% of participants say their intention in reaching the institution is to apply for social aid, while 9.2% 

of respondents seek family reunification.

Chart 46. Whether there is any other Community Centre Trainee in the Family of Participants 

Freq. %

Yes 44 40.4

No 65 59.6

Total 109 100.0

Chart 46 informs whether there are any other individuals attending the courses at Turkish Red Crescent Ankara 

Community Centre in the family of participants. In this regard, there is another individual attending the courses 

in families of 40.4% of participants. The figures underline satisfaction with courses; besides, this means Centre 

services diffuse and are promoted through attending individuals.

3.9.1. Summative Comments
It is observed that a significant part of participants is aware of Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre by 

means of their neighbours or other acquaintances. Almost two fifths of respondents have another family member 

attending the courses; this fact highlights the role of beneficiaries in promoting the institution.

On the other hand, collaboration with other agencies, institutions and NGOs should be improved so as to promote 

the Centre. Besides, it would be useful to generalise home visits by Centre staff.

Apart from courses, participants come to Community Centre to socialise and establish social bonds, and to get 

information and support about various issues. 

Consequently, course/training activities are important at Community Centre; besides, the Centre has a role in re-

inforcing social bonds, in addition to its empowering function as to education.

3.10. Opinions and Satisfaction Levels of Participants 
about Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre
Hereby chapter provides data as to opinions and satisfaction levels of participants about Turkish Red Crescent 

Ankara Community Centre.

Chart 47. Opinions of Participants about Physical Structure of Community Centre 

Definitely disagree Disagree Indecisive Agree Definitely agree

Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct.

Centre is sufficiently clean. 3 2.8 3 2.8 4 3.7 14 12.8 85 78.0

I can take my child to the Centre. 8 7.3 4 3.7 9 8.3 14 12.8 74 67.9

Centre offers sufficient physical area. 7 6.4 4 3.7 10 9.2 20 18.3 68 62.4

Centre classrooms are functional. 4 3.7 2 1.8 15 13.8 21 19.3 67 61.5

I can spend time in the garden of Centre. 9 8.3 8 7.3 12 11.0 17 15.6 63 57.8

I think the disabled persons can benefit from the Centre. 6 5.5 8 7.3 21 19.3 11 10.1 63 57.8

I can easily access the Centre. 15 13.8 7 6.4 5 4.6 21 19.3 61 56.0

The Centre incorporates sufficient space to allow me talk 
to other beneficiaries.

11 10.1 9 8.3 17 15.6 16 14.7 56 51.4

The Centre incorporates sufficient space for leisure. 15 13.8 7 6.4 19 17.4 15 13.8 53 48.6

I would like to see a private room for interview with 
Community Centre staff.

9 8.3 8 7.3 22 20.2 24 22.0 46 42.2

Chart 47 comprises information about physical structure of Community Centre. 90.8% of participants find the 

Centre sufficiently clean, while 80.7% say they can bring their children to the Centre. In this regard, it is possible 

to assert that child-friendly areas in the Centre are very functional and meet requirements of beneficiaries.

According to 80.7% of participants, the physical area within Community Centre is sufficient, while 80.8% find the 

classrooms functional. In addition, 75.3% of participants can easily access the Centre. These opinions are directly 

related with the fact that Community Centre is founded in Uluğbey, a district with high population of Syrian immi-

grants, whereupon most participants live in the vicinity of the institution. In addition, 67.9% of participants think 

the disabled individuals can also benefit from the Centre. Nevertheless, researchers do not think that Community 

Centre is accessible enough due to lack of a ramp for the disabled individuals and parents with pushchair. Actually, 

this finding is reflected in relatively low approval of conditions for the disabled, compared to other answers about 

physical structure of the Centre.

73.4% of participants indicate they can pass time in the garden of Community Centre, while 66.1% have enough 

space to chat with fellow beneficiaries. 62.4% can find areas for leisure therein. Therefore, even though partic-

ipants have the opportunity to socialise with other trainees, we can say there is higher requirement for spaces 
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intended for socialisation and cohesion.

Finally, 64.2% of participants would like to have a private room for interview with Community Centre personnel. 

Such requirement reveals a very remarkable problem, particularly considering that the interviews by psycholo-

gists and social workers at the Centre require utmost privacy and silence.

In the final analysis, Community Centre is in good condition in physical terms; nevertheless, certain arrangements 

are needed especially in favour of groups with special needs (the old, pregnant, the disabled, nursing mothers 

etc.). For example, there is no lactation room within Centre; likewise, the building lacks a ramp that would ease 

access by disabled individuals and parents with pushchair. Secondly, it is necessary to increase number of physical 

spaces for vocational studies, to expand and improve spaces for socialisation, and to enlarge the Centre in general 

terms, given the high population of Syrians in the region. It would be useful also to rearrange the current physical 

structure that hinders establishment of new courses and prevents more beneficiaries from spending time therein, 

as well as to increase number of such spaces. 

Chart 48. Opinions of Participants about Courses provided at Community Centre 

Definitely Disagree Disagree Indecisive Agree Definitely Agree

Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct.

Course trainers are tolerant and respectful to 

me.
5 4.6 4 3.7 8 7.3 6 5.5 86 78.9

Course trainers are fair toward beneficiaries. 7 6.4 2 1.8 7 6.4 16 14.7 77 70.6

Courses start on time. 4 3.7 9 8.3 13 11.9 22 20.2 61 56.0

Course trainers try to help me. 9 8.3 8 7.3 13 11.9 27 24.8 52 47.7

Course materials are sufficient. 7 6.4 3 2.8 17 15.6 30 27.5 52 47.7

I would like to see establishment of courses in 

different areas.
5 4.6 9 8.3 27 24.8 23 21.1 45 41.3

Number of provided courses is sufficient. 8 7.3 20 18.3 19 17.4 25 22.9 37 33.9

Waiting period is too long during course 

applications.
20 18.3 13 11.9 15 13.8 24 22.0 37 33.9

Classes are too crowded. 37 33.9 17 15.6 26 23.9 12 11.0 17 15.6

Chart 48 shows opinions of participants about courses and trainers at Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community 

Centre. 84.4% of participants think the trainers are tolerant and respectful towards them, while 85.3% of ben-

eficiaries find course trainers fair. According to 72.5% of respondents, trainers try to help Syrian individuals. In 

the light of foregoing data, trainees are generally happy with course trainers. 76.2% of participants indicate the 

courses start on time; according to 75.2%, course materials provided by Community Centre are sufficient, while 

56.8% think the number of courses at the Centre is sufficient.

According to 62.4% of participants, it is necessary to establish new courses in various domains. When the re-

sponses of participants to open-ended questions are analysed by researchers, it is observed that they want more 

courses to be established so as to help them in having a profession and earning income. Besides, younger individ-

uals particularly want supportive courses and study groups to be established for a positive impact on their aca-

demic success in disciplines such as physics, chemistry and biology. According to 55.9% of participants, the wait-

ing period during course application is too long. Finally, 26.6% of beneficiaries thank the classes are too crowded.

Pursuant to foregoing data, it is possible to conclude that the participants are generally content with the courses 

organised by Public Education Centre under District Directorate of National Education in Altındağ as well as with 

Turkish courses provided by the same institution in collaboration with Yunus Emre Institute. Participants have 

generally expressed positive opinions about trainers. Nevertheless, it is clearly necessary to establish new cours-

es in various domains and to increase number of the current ones, and thus to reduce the waiting periods for ap-

plications. Given that all courses are provided at Community Centre, the mentioned problems are related with the 

limitedness of physical areas as indicated in the chart about physical structure of Community Centre. Therefore, 

the need for improving physical possibilities of the institution is underlined once again.

Chart 49. Opinions of Participants about Community Centre Personnel

Definitely Disagree Disagree Indecisive Agree Definitely Agree

Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct.

Community Centre behaves in line with privacy and 
confidentiality.

5 4.6 - - 4 3.7 5 4.6 95 87.2

The Centre provides service for everyone, regardless 
of their race and sect.

6 5.5 2 1.8 4 3.7 6 5.5 91 83.5

Centre staff is tolerant and respectful to me. 7 6.4 2 1.8 - - 10 9.2 90 82.6

Centre staff tries to help me. 6 5.5 5 4.6 6 5.5 16 14.7 76 69.7

Centre staff is fair to beneficiaries. 9 8.3 1 .9 11 10.1 19 17.4 69 63.3

I had a warm welcome on my first visit to the Centre. 12 11.0 2 1.8 11 10.1 24 22.0 60 55.0

Centre staff cares about my problems other than my 
reason for application.

8 7.3 8 7.3 12 11.0 29 26.6 52 47.7

Centre staff tries to meet my requirements and 
requests in a rapid manner.

5 4.6 9 8.3 15 13.8 29 26.6 51 46.8

Sufficient amount of time is allocated for my 
interviews.

14 12.8 3 2.8 18 16.5 27 24.8 47 43.1

I occasionally have communication problems with 
Centre staff.

34 31.2 18 16.5 13 11.9 18 16.5 26 23.9

Chart 49 incorporates data on opinions of participants about community centre personnel. According to 91.8% of 

participants, the Centre staff abides by privacy and confidentiality. Then again, 91.8% of beneficiaries think the 

personnel are tolerant and respectful to them. 89% indicates the beneficiaries are provided service regardless of 

their religion, language, race and sect. According to 84.4% of respondents, Centre personnel tries to help them, 

while 80.7% consider Centre personnel is fair to beneficiaries. 77% of participants had a warm welcome on their 

arrival at the Centre. It is very clear that Community Centre personnel work in a positive mindset, as is required 

from all humanitarian service institutions.

74.3% of participants inform that the personnel care about problems other than their subject of application. Ac-

cording to 73.4% of respondents, the personnel strive to meet their requirements and requests in a rapid manner, 

while 67.9% think they are granted sufficient time for interviews.

Finally, 40.4% of participants inform about occasional communication problems with Community Centre staff. In 

general, the opinions about institution staff in Chart 49 are very positive; nevertheless, the indication of com-

munication problems can be explained through difference of languages between beneficiaries and personnel. In 

this respect, it is necessary to bring in more employees who speak Arabic, or even to provide Arabic education for 

current staff. Besides, it is important to attach higher importance to Turkish classes for Syrian immigrants and to 

work towards expanding the number of beneficiaries of these courses.

Chart 50. Opinions of Participants about Functioning of Community Centre 

Definitely Disagree Disagree Indecisive Agree Definitely Agree

Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct.

I can easily access Centre personnel. 5 4.6 4 3.7 7 6.4 15 13.8 78 71.6
There is a first application point within the 
Centre.

4 3.7 2 1.8 17 15.6 17 15.6 69 63.3

I can easily access Centre Director / official. 9 8.3 5 4.6 17 15.6 29 26.6 49 45.0
I know the staff to seek support in case of any 
problem.

14 12.8 7 6.4 15 13.8 24 22.0 49 45.0

It takes a long waiting period to benefit from 
Centre services.

12 11.0 13 11.9 19 17.4 28 25.7 37 33.9

Home visits by the institution are sufficient. 28 25.7 12 11.0 26 23.9 19 17.4 24 22.0

Chart 50 allows for opinions of participants about functioning of Community Centre. 85.4% of participants can 

easily access Centre personnel, while it is easy to come up to Centre director for 71.6%. Therefore, participants 

can directly communicate their problems, requests and requirements to entire Community Centre staff.
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78.9% of participants say there is a first application point at the Centre, while 67% know whom to ask for help in 

case of a problem. Finally, 59.6% of respondents think the waiting period for benefiting from Centre services is 

too long, while home visits by Centre are sufficient in the eyes of 39.4%.

In consideration of data in Chart 50, we obtain relatively positive replies as to functioning of Community Centre; 

nevertheless, there are certain points that require improvement. For example, data are mostly positive about 

issues such as access to personnel. However, the answers provide relatively more negative data when it comes 

to waiting period for services and home visits by the institution. Apparently, the long waiting period for getting 

service and insufficiency of home visits by institution are directly related with the low number of employed staff 

and vehicles. In this regard, it would be useful to recruit employees with appropriate qualities to pay home visits.

Chart 51. Satisfaction Levels of Participants about Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre

Definitely Disagree Disagree Indecisive Agree Definitely Agree

Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct.

I recommend Community Centre to others. 3 2.8 1 .9 5 4.6 6 5.5 94 86.2

I feel good at the Centre. 3 2.8 5 4.6 4 3.7 13 11.9 84 77.1

I feel secure at the Centre. 6 5.5 2 1.8 5 4.6 12 11.0 84 77.1

The Centre cares about security (against 
theft, attack etc.).

2 1.8 8 7.3 7 6.4 20 18.3 72 66.1

Caterings at the Centre are sufficient. 9 8.3 10 9.2 11 10.1 32 29.4 47 43.1

I would like to spend more time at the Centre. 16 14.7 11 10.1 16 14.7 21 19.3 45 41.3

Chart 51 includes data as to satisfaction levels of participants about Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community 

Centre. 60.6% of participants want to spend more time at Community Centre, while 89% feel good therein. In 

addition, 84.6% think the Centre cares about security, whereupon 88.1% of participants feel secure at the insti-

tution. Accordingly, 91.7% of participants indicate they recommend others to come to Community Centre. Besides, 

according to 72.5% of participants, the caterings (tea, coffee etc.) at the Centre are sufficient. 

Community centres differ from other institutions providing direct service, since they have multipurpose pro-

grammes and practices that are modifiable in line with requirements of target group (Karataş & Çamur Duyan, 

2002, p. 2). In case the requirements of target group, namely, Syrian individuals, change in the course of time, the 

community centre will need to change its programmes and practices so as to maintain high level of satisfaction 

among beneficiaries. 

3.10.1. Summative Comments
In the light of foregoing data, the satisfaction level of participants is generally high about Turkish Red Crescent 
Ankara Community Centre. It is fair to say that the participants feel good and secure at the Centre and recommend 
it to others. Given that almost all participants left Syria for safety reasons, it is very valuable for both Syrian indi-
viduals and the institution that the beneficiaries feel secure at community centre.

In consideration of data as to opinions and satisfaction levels of participants about Turkish Red Crescent Ankara 
Community Centre, they have generally expressed very positive views about institution, Centre personnel, cours-
es and trainers. It is understood that Syrian beneficiaries are very content with and appreciate the services and 
possibilities offered by Community Centre. Nevertheless, there are still some points to improve.

First of all, Syrian individuals feel good and safe at the Centre and are so content with the Centre they can rec-
ommend it to others. Indeed, Community Centre has a critical place in their daily life. Secondly, participants can 
easily come up to Centre staff. However, it is important for the institution to increase number of qualified staff 
and vehicles for more home visits, as well as to establish a more precise in-house division of labour. Thirdly, it is 
necessary to overcome language barrier in order to ensure better communication between Centre staff and Syrian 
individuals. On the other hand, participants deliver positive opinion about trainers and course services provided 
by the institution. Nevertheless, it is apparently required to increase number and kinds of courses. Finally, the 
physical means and possibilities of the Centre should be improved and expanded, and it should be rearranged in 
such manner that it becomes available for older and disabled individuals.

CHAPTER IV: CONCLUSION & 
RECOMMENDATIONS
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Consequently, community centre has an important place in the life of participants. Services provided at the Centre 
enables them to gain skills and spend time. Besides, Community Centre personnel work unselfishly in order to 
help beneficiaries. 

4.1. Conclusion 

109 beneficiaries of Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre participated in hereby research on satisfac-

tion, problems, requirements and expectations of Syrian individuals under temporary protection status as to Com-

munity Centre. 77.1% of participants are female. The average age is 29.04 years. Participants consist of youth 

and adult individuals between 14 and 63 years. Adult women, young males and young women are prominent 

beneficiaries of the Centre. Among participants, there are also few adult men who attend Turkish class. 64.2% of 

participants are married, while 10.1% are divorced. The general level of education among participants is relatively 

high.

Households of participants comprise 5.56 individuals in average, with an average monthly income of 994.11 TL. 

Accordingly, participants are poor individuals living in relatively large households. Household income rises in par-

allel with number of employed persons within; nevertheless, Syrian individuals are still below poverty threshold. 

There are 3.24 children in households of participants in average, while 1.69 of them are school-aged. 30% of 

school-age children do not attend school; besides, the higher number of children in a household leads to decline in 

number of children attending school. In other words, certain children are detached from education so that others 

can continue their studies.

Among participants, 26.2% of women and 40% of men were employed back in Syria. A great deal of males who 

were not employed in Syria was actually students. About one fifth of male participants used to work in jobs re-

quiring higher education in Syria. The same figure is 12% among females. 

12 participants, with eight males and four females, have participated in working life in Turkey. The rate of em-

ployment was already low among women back in Syria; nevertheless, the figures have declined even more in the 

wake of migration process. Four fifths of women, who were employed in Syria, are detached from working life 

after migration to Turkey. In other words, the migration affected women more severely. 

There is at least one employed individual in 91.7% of households participants live in. Adult men constitute the 

majority of income earners in households. In addition, one fifth of earners are adolescent males. 

It is observed that some of the participants, who used to be students back in Syria, had to work upon arrival in 

Turkey so as to cope with economic troubles, whereupon they were detached from education life. Therefore, mi-

gration process prevents students from continuing their studies and getting their diploma or a qualified job. As a 

result, these individuals cannot elude their disadvantageous position.

Majority of participants reside in dwellings such as shanty or housekeeper’s flat. The average number of rooms in 

dwellings is 3.06. 35% of participants share their house with other families. Participants live in smaller houses; 

besides, due to high number of household members and common use of dwelling with other families, living spaces 

are apparently very restricted. This fact brings along lower quality of life. 

40.4% of participants can partially make use of medical services when necessary, while 8.3% cannot benefit from 

health services at all. Language and communication problems, as well as economic troubles, cause non-utilisation 

of medical services. Socio-demographic variables are also influential on capacity to access medical services when 

required. It is easier for males, youth and those with relatively higher income or education to access health ser-

vices when necessary.

Rent, nutrition and transport are top three expense items of participants. Participants receive various aids from 

different agencies, institutions and NGOs, municipalities above all.

Participants have undergone highly traumatic experiences such as witnessing armed conflict and loss of a family 

member. Moreover, an important part of participants have been subject to various types of physical, psychological 

and sexual violence, whereupon their psychosocial well-being was damaged. Besides, family, environmental and 

neighbour relations of participants suffered from migration process. 

A huge 88.4% of participants indicated they are content for living in Turkey. Absence of war and feeling of safety 

are essential grounds for their satisfaction. On the other hand, their justifications for dissatisfaction with life in 

Turkey are language and communication problems, impoverishment, lack of involvement in employment, adverse 

working conditions and homesickness.

76% of participants want to return to Syria in case safety conditions are in place. The reasons put forth for reluc-

tance to go back to Syria include the conviction that safety can never be restored, the destruction of infrastruc-

ture and the will of individuals that their children continue education in Turkey. It is also revealed that a huge part 

of Syrians living in Turkey (80%) do not want to go to and resettle in Europe even if they could. 

A significant part of participants became aware of Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre through their 

neighbours or other acquaintances. Apart from course and trainings, the participants attend Turkish Red Crescent 

Ankara Community Centre in order to socialise and establish social bonds, and to get information and support on 

various issues. Consequently, training/course activities at the Centre are important; besides, Community Centre 

has a socialising impact on beneficiaries.

As for opinions and satisfaction levels of participants about Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre, they 

mostly express very positive opinions about the institution, personnel, courses and trainers. It is observed that 

Syrian beneficiaries are very happy with and appreciate the services and possibilities provided by Community 

Centre. Accordingly, Community Centre apparently has an important place in their life. Services at the Centre 

provide participants with the opportunity to acquire skills and spend time. According to respondents, the Centre 

personnel work unselfishly in order to assist beneficiaries. 

4.2. Recommendations

• Community Centre should prepare activities, trainings and schedules in order to raise awareness 
among women as to their gender roles. 

• Studies are required so as to bring women into view in working life and to incorporate them into 
certain income-generating activities.

• School attendance among children is related with child labour. In this regard, families should be 
empowered in economic manner so as to prevent detachment of children from school.

• It is necessary to raise awareness among families about importance of education in order to ensure 
attendance of children to school and to prevent child labour. 

• Supportive mechanisms, such as educational aid, should be generalised so that children can attend 
school.

• Community Centre should design activities and studies that will help children to reduce eventual 
impacts of their traumatic experiences back in migration process, and that will improve their psy-
chosocial well-being.

• A wheelchair ramp should be installed at the entrance of Community Centre for comfortable access 
by disabled individuals and parents with baby.
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• The spaces in Community Centre should be rearranged in order to improve accessibility by the old 
and the disabled.

• Necessary efforts should be carried out so as to eliminate essential reasons behind non-utilisation 
of medical services, such as economic and language/communication problems.

• Women, older individuals, persons with lower educational level and lower income should be support-
ed in financial and language/communicative terms.

• Syrians should be supported for improvement in rent and housing conditions. Nevertheless, such 
contributions should cover all the poor within society so as to prevent social conflict and to ensure 
social justice.

• Services should be redesigned in order to save Syrian immigrants from dependence on social aid.

• The organisations, which administrate aids and assistances, should be coordinated and the aids 
should be rearranged.

• IT-related courses should be increased and diversified so as to attract more youngsters to Commu-
nity Centre.

• Various courses should be opened for male adults can benefit more from the Centre.

• Psychosocial support services towards working adult men should become widespread.

• Courses should be opened for older individuals in order to enhance their utilisation of Community 
Centre.

• Courses, which will enable women to go out of their gender role, should be opened in various fields.

• Courses should be diversified so as to help Syrians in earning money and evade poverty.

• A comprehensive education of literacy should be planned in order to eliminate language and com-
munication troubles, since they are the origin of many challenges faced by Syrians.

• Special services and programmes should be designed for divorced individuals.

• Psychological support and posttraumatic support programmes should be designed for individuals 
who have undergone traumatic incidents such as disintegration of family.

• Activities should be conducted in order to enable participants make use of outputs of trainings for 
generating income.

• Interaction with other agencies, institutions and NGOs should be improved for promoting Commu-
nity Centre.

• Home visits by Community Centre personnel should increase.

• Community Centre should increase the number of qualified employees and vehicles for higher num-
ber of home visits so as to reach more Syrian individuals.

• Community Centre personnel should overcome language barrier so as to ensure better communica-
tion with Syrian individuals.

• It is necessary to concentrate on Arabic education of Community Centre personnel.

• More Arabic-speaking employees should be recruited.

• Physical possibilities of the Centre should be improved and expanded.

• Community Centre activities should be extended and increased.

• Works towards reinforcement of cultural adaptation, social integration and harmony should be 
planned.

• Individuals should be supported so as to improve their coping skills.

• It is especially necessary to focus on and work towards eliminating biased, exclusivist and margin-
alising language and discourse against Syrians.

• Community centre should reschedule certain services and courses so as to cover all population sets 
in the surroundings for higher social acceptance and harmony.

• Community centre should plan works about mediation and conflict resolution in order to prevent dis-
putes between local community and Syrian individuals, and to improve social acceptance and harmony.
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APPENDIX

English Interview Form

Voluntary Consent Form

Dear Participant,

Hereby study is carried out by instructors from Department of Social Work, Institute of Social Sciences, Hacettepe 

University.

The objective of hereby research is to evaluation of services provided by Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community 

Centre by its beneficiaries so as to generate recommendations for prospective service planning. Another objective 

is to identify problems and requirements of beneficiaries. Your responses will enable assessing services provided 

by Community Centre; thus, they are very important since they will contribute in development of mentioned ser-

vice process. 

It takes about 30 minutes to answer the entire questionnaire. Your responses to questions in interview from shall 

be kept confidential by us and used only for scientific purposes. Participation in the research is based on voluntar-

iness. Please feel free to ask anything about research form before starting to fill it. You may leave the research at 

any time without any excuse. You should answer questions in a sincere and complete manner for accurate results. 

Please do not write your name on interview form.

Thanks in advance for your interest and support.

Contact Details:

Prof. Dr. Kasım KARATAŞ – kkaratas@hacettepe.edu.tr

Asst. Prof. Dr. Filiz DEMİRÖZ – fdemiroz@hacettepe.edu.tr

Res. Asst. Mustafa Çağrı AYAP – mcagriayalp@hacettepe.edu.tr

Res. Asst. Cemre BOLGÜN – cemrebolgun@hacettepe.edu.tr

Res. Asst. Edip AYGÜLER – ayguleredip@hacettepe.edu.tr

mailto:kkaratas@hacettepe.edu.tr
mailto:fdemiroz@hacettepe.edu.tr
mailto:mcagriayalp@hacettepe.edu.tr
mailto:cemrebolgun@hacettepe.edu.tr
mailto:ayguleredip@hacettepe.edu.tr
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INTERVIEW  FORM
1. Gender: (  ) Female        (  ) Male      2. Age: ______

3. Civil Status (  ) Married   (   ) Single   (   ) Divorced   (  ) Widow/Widower   (  ) Separate  

3.1. Is this your first marriage? (  ) Yes    (  ) No

3.2. Do you have any other spouse/co-wife?   (  ) Yes, I have another spouse/co-wife.    (  ) No 

4. What is your educational background? (Tick the educational level you completed most recently)

   (  ) Illiterate      (  ) Literate    (  ) Primary school    (  ) Secondary school     (  ) High school     (  ) University 

5. How many individuals live in your household? _____ 6. How many children do you have in total? ____

7. Did you have a child after coming to Turkey? (  ) Yes, I had __ child/children.    (  ) No

7.1. How many of your school-age children actually attend the school? ____

8. Where did you spend most of your life?  (  ) Village     (  ) City

9. Were you employed in Syria?   (  ) Yes   (  ) No 9.1. What was your occupation in Syria? ________

9.2. Are you employed now?  (  ) Yes    (  ) No 9.3. For how long? _______

9.4. In which sector/where are you working? ______ 9.5. Are you insured? (  ) Yes    (  ) No

9.6. Did you work elsewhere in Turkey before?    (  ) Yes     (  ) No 

9.7. How many hours do you work per day? ______

10. Are there any other employed individuals in your household?   (  ) Yes, there is/are ___ employed individual(s)    (  ) No

10.1. Who are employed (specify)? a.__________ b.____________ c.____________ d.___________

11. What is your average monthly income? ________ 12. What is the average monthly income of your household? ____

13. Please mark your top three expense items. 

Nutrition (  )   Heating (  )     Clothing (  )   Transport (  )   Rent (  )   Health (  )   Entertainment (  )   Education (  )   Other….

14. What kind of dwelling are you living in? 

(  ) Apartment block   (  ) Shanty   (  ) Housekeeper’s flat   (  ) Other

15. How many rooms are there in your house? _______

16. Are there other families living in the same house with you?   (  ) Yes   (  ) No

17. Which of the following is/are present in your house? (You may choose multiple options)

Electricity (  )

Water (  )

Natural gas (  )

Coal stove (  )

Refrigerator (  )

Television (  )

Washing machine (  )

Dishwasher (  )

Computer (  )

Internet (  )

Sofa bed/sofa (  )

Bed (  )

Curtain (  )

Carpet (  )

Wardrobe (  )

18. Can you go to a medical institution in Turkey when you get sick/when necessary? (If yes, proceed to Q19)

(  ) Yes              (  ) Partially       (  ) No

18.1. Why cannot you go to medical institutions? 

(  ) Economic reasons    (  ) Language and communication-related reasons    (  ) Other

19. Is there any chronic patient in the household?     (  ) Yes      (  ) No

20. Tick the organisations/institutions from which you get social aid. 

Municipalities                                           (  ) Yes       (  ) No District Governorate (SYDV)         (  ) Yes       (  ) No

NGOs (Red Crescent, UNHCR etc.)         (  ) Yes       (  ) No Philanthropists                               (  ) Yes       (  ) No

Other __________________________________________

20.1. What kind of social aids you get? (You may choose multiple options)

(  ) Food      (  ) Cash benefits      (  ) Educational      (  ) Coal      (  ) Food    (  ) Other ____________________

21. Which of the following did you experience during or after the war? I did I did not

Exposure to physical violence such as battery or beating in Syria (  ) (  )

Exposure to incidents such as oppression or coerce in Syria (  ) (  )

Exposure to incidents such as abuse in Syria (  ) (  )

Witnessing armed conflict (  ) (  )

Kidnapping of a family member (  ) (  )

Disintegration of my family (  ) (  )

Exposure to impacts of war (  ) (  )

Death of a family member in war (  ) (  )

Separation from my relatives (  ) (  )

Detachment from my culture (  ) (  )

Being far from my homeland (  ) (  )

Impoverishment (  ) (  )

Living in a different culture (  ) (  )

22. Name the three most frequent problems you face in Turkey.

Economic problems (  )

Psychological problems (  )

Housing (  )

Language problems (  )

Security (  )

Educational problems (  )

Social Exclusion (  )

Health Problems (  )

Hygiene (  )

Other ………………………..

23. How do you cope with problems? (You may choose multiple options.) 

(  ) I resort to Allah                                                             (  ) I get support of my family members

(  ) I cannot cope with them                                                (  ) I get support from other Syrians

(  ) By help of my relatives living in Turkey                       (  ) By help of my relatives who stayed in Syria

(  ) By help of my Turkish neighbours                                (  ) Thanks to international organisations in Turkey

(  ) Via aids by Turkish government and other institutions  (  ) Thanks to Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre

(  ) Other _____________________________________________________________________ 

24. How many years have you been living Turkey? ___ 25. How many years have you been living in Ankara? _____

26. Do you communicate with other Syrians living in Turkey? (If no, please proceed to Q-27)

      (  ) Yes       (  ) No 

26.1 How do you communicate with other Syrians living in Turkey?

(  ) Social media (Facebook – WhatsApp etc.) (  ) Telephone (  ) Face-to-face Other ______________

27. Are you content to live in Turkey?               (  ) If yes, why ___________________________________   

                                                                           (  ) If no, why____________________________________

28. Do you think of returning to Syria in the future?

(  ) If yes, why______________________________________  (  ) If no, why___________________________________

29. Would you like to settle in Europe if possible?   (  ) Yes       (  ) No

30. Do you have any first-degree living in Turkey or elsewhere outside Syria?   (  ) Yes      (  ) No

31. How long have you been getting service from Turkish Red Crescent Ankara Community Centre? _____ months

31.1. How did you become aware of the Community Centre?

(  ) Acquaintances

(  ) Social media

(  ) Other………………………

(  ) I saw on banners and pamphlets

(  ) Neighbours

( ) Visit by Community Centre personnel

(  ) Other institutions 

32. Among the following services provided by Community Centre, tick the ones you obtain. (You may choose multiple options)

(  ) Application for social aid (  ) Attend courses/trainings

(  ) Information and support about legal issues (  ) Meeting with other Syrians

(  ) Information and support about educational issues (  ) Attend education activities

(  ) Information and support about medical services (  ) Spend time outside

(  ) Information and support about social welfare institutions (  ) Make use of family reunification

(  ) Other …………………………………………………………….

32.1. How many courses/trainings did you attend at Red Crescent Community Centre? ______________

32.2. Did any of your family members, except for you, attend courses?    Yes (  )           No (  )

33. The following section includes several phrases about the services you get from Red Crescent Community Centre. Choose the best option 

for you among those indicated below. 

1. I definitely disagree

2. I partially disagree

3. I am indecisive

4. I partially agree

5. I definitely agree
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Waiting period is too long 

during course applications.

1 2 3 4 5 Community Centre behaves in line with 

privacy and confidentiality.

1 2 3 4 5

Number of provided courses 

is sufficient.

1 2 3 4 5 Centre staff tries to help me. 1 2 3 4 5

Courses start on time. 1 2 3 4 5 Centre staff tries to meet my require-

ments and requests in a rapid manner.

1 2 3 4 5

Course trainers try to help 

me.

1 2 3 4 5 Centre staff cares about my problems 

other than my reason for application.

1 2 3 4 5

Course materials are suffi-

cient.

1 2 3 4 5 I occasionally have communication prob-

lems with Centre staff.

1 2 3 4 5

I would like to see establish-

ment of courses in different 

areas.

1 2 3 4 5 I can easily access Centre Director / of-

ficial.

1 2 3 4 5

Classes are too crowded. 1 2 3 4 5 Course trainers are fair toward benefi-

ciaries.

1 2 3 4 5

I had a warm welcome on my 

first visit to the Centre.

1 2 3 4 5 Course trainers are tolerant and re-

spectful to me.

1 2 3 4 5

Home visits by the institu-

tion are sufficient.

1 2 3 4 5 I know the responsibility of staff within 

the Centre.

1 2 3 4 5

It takes a long waiting pe-

riod to benefit from Centre 

services.

1 2 3 4 5 I know the staff to seek support in case 

of any problem.

1 2 3 4 5

Sufficient amount of time is 

allocated for my interviews.

1 2 3 4 5 Since I do not know division of labour at 

the Centre, I cannot make sure whom to 

apply. 

1 2 3 4 5

Caterings at the Centre are 

sufficient.

1 2 3 4 5 There is a first application point within 

the Centre.

1 2 3 4 5

I would like to spend more 

time at the Centre.

1 2 3 4 5 Centre classrooms are functional. 1 2 3 4 5

I feel secure at the Centre. 1 2 3 4 5 Centre is sufficiently clean. 1 2 3 4 5

I feel good at the Centre. 1 2 3 4 5 Centre offers sufficient physical area. 1 2 3 4 5

I can take my child to the 

Centre.

1 2 3 4 5 I would like to see a private room for 

interview with Community Centre staff.

1 2 3 4 5

I can easily access the Cen-

tre.

1 2 3 4 5 The Centre incorporates sufficient space 

for leisure.

1 2 3 4 5

The Centre provides service 

for everyone, regardless of 

their race and sect.

1 2 3 4 5 The Centre incorporates sufficient space 

to allow me talk to other beneficiaries.

1 2 3 4 5

I recommend Community 

Centre to others.

1 2 3 4 5 I can spend time in the garden of Centre. 1 2 3 4 5

Centre staff is tolerant and 

respectful to me.

1 2 3 4 5 I think the disabled can make use of the 

Centre.

1 2 3 4 5

Centre staff is fair to bene-

ficiaries.

1 2 3 4 5 The Centre cares about security (against 

theft, attack etc.).

1 2 3 4 5

I can easily access Centre 

personnel.

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

34. In addition to the foregoing, we would like to hear any other points you particularly want to indicate …………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

Thanks for answering the questions and contributing to the research!

Arabic Interview Form
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