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1. INTRODUCTION

Globally, the Republic of Turkey is among the most significant countries for pop-
ulations in refugee-type situations. In 2018, Turkey had 4 million foreign people
who were officially recognized by the Turkish authorities as in need of special
protection. These people are usually called refugees by the media, researchers
and common people; however, because of legal particularities, a majority of
them are not refugees in the eyes of Turkish and international law. In Turkey,
the Law on Foreigners and International Protection differentiates between ref-
ugee status, conditional refugee status and subsidiary protection. Those people
under temporary protection—such as Syrians in Turkey—are thus technically not
refugees (Koca 2016). Nevertheless, this research report uses the term “refugee”
for Syrians under temporary protection and for other Syrian migrants in Turkey.

The background of the complexity for defining refugees is based on legal and
political issues. Turkey is a signatory to the 1951 Convention relating to the sta-
tus of refugees (United Nations 1951) and to its 1967 Protocol. However, Turkey
maintains geographical limitations to the convention—namely, only European
nationals can become refugees in Turkey. Such practices actually took place dur-
ing the Cold War, when people fled from Eastern Europe and were accepted as
refugees in Turkey. Since 1994, people from outside Europe have been allowed
to apply for temporary protection in Turkey. In addition, nonrefoulement is be-
ing applied; that is, they are not sent back to the country from which they es-
caped. Non-Europeans, to whom the refugee determination process applies and
who were found via the inspection in Turkey to be in need of international pro-
tection, are resettled in a third country in collaboration with the United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). Until the inspection is finished,
these people are granted temporary protection in Turkey (Koca 2016; Memi-
soglu & Ilgit 2017). Meanwhile, they are provided with free health care, other so-
cial services and possibilities to obtain a work permit under specific conditions.

For some time, Turkey has been receiving people seeking protection. How-
ever, large numbers of protection seekers are a recent phenomenon. Before the
initiation of unrest in the Syrian Arab Republic (in the following, Syria) in the
spring of 2011, there were 58,000 international protection-claiming status-hold-
ers in Turkey (Erdogan 2017). That number is less than 2% when compared to the
situation in 2018. The rapid growth in the number of refugees in Turkey is due
to, on the one hand, the war in Syria and, on the other hand, the response of
Turkey’s government to the war—that is, to allow Syrians to come freely to Tur-
key. Now, Syrians constitute 90% of all registered people in refugee-type condi-
tions in Turkey (UNHCR 2018c). Much has happened in the refugee situations in
Turkey in recent years that requires analysis.

In 2018, Turkey provided the most significant refuge for fleeing Syrians, at
least in terms of numbers. Since 2013, the number of Syrian refugees in Tur-
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key has grown each day by the hundreds and thousands. Today, Syrians are the
largest refugee population in the world, and half of them now reside in Turkey
(UNHCR 2018c). Due to the prolongation of the war and the presence of many
Syrians who have been in Turkey for several years, the refugee situation has be-
come a demographic issue. In fact, about every second Syrian refugee (45%) is
underage, and one out of five (20%) is a preschool-aged child (Unutulmaz 2017).
Currently, demographic developments are influencing more than immigration
to increase the number of Syrian refugees in Turkey.

The national authorities aim to regulate the internal mobility of Syrians in
Turkey. Specific identity cards (kimlik in Turkish) provide access to social services
in the designated province for each registered Syrian (Baban et al. 2017, I@leyen
2018). However, Syrian refugees have different wishes for where they want to
stay in Turkey. Those changing their places of residence informed the Turkish
authorities and were able to reregister to other locations with a new identity
card. Others moved without contacting the authorities. Some wanted to move
forward to other countries. As in all countries throughout the world, Turkey has
irregular migrants, among whom are Syrians.

Internationally, Turkey has been acclaimed for its decision and practice to
host millions of Syrian refugees. For example, Germany and Turkey have near-
ly the same population sizes, but Turkey has several times more refugees than
Germany. In fact, Turkey hosts more Syrian refugees than the total number of
all refugees hosted by European Union member states. The role of Turkey in
helping fleeing Syrians has prevented the situation from escalating to a human-
itarian disaster with a high number of casualties. In addition, the European Un-
ion has agreed to contribute financially to Turkey to provide refugee support.
However, the aid received from the European Union covers only a small part of
the total costs. Some scholars argue that the European Union wants to partially
externalize the asylum-seeker and refugee issues and the costs to the countries
outside the Union, as implied by the 2016 EU-Turkey agreement (Bialasiewicz &
Maessen 2018; Faist 2018).

Nevertheless, there has been criticism about the poor socioeconomic positions
of many Syrians in Turkey and their limited political rights (Koca 2016; Yildiz &
Uzgoren 2016; Baban et al. 2017; 1qduygu & Diker 2017). Recently, the presence of
Syrians has become increasingly politicized inside Turkey, eliciting various stanc-
es and opinions from political parties and stakeholders. The country has experi-
enced challenging periods in recent years, and the presence of millions of refugees
has made many issues even more sensitive. One particular forthcoming challenge
relates to the situations in northern Syria and the issue of resettling Syrians from
Turkey into these territories, in which Turkey seems to have specific interests.

The tightened external border of the European Union has created circum-
stances in which many Syrians cannot enter the European Union. The EU-Tur-
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key agreement of March 2016 states, among other things, that “all new irregular
migrants crossing from Turkey to the Greek islands as of 20 March 2016 will be
returned to Turkey; for every Syrian being returned to Turkey from the Greek
islands, another Syrian will be resettled to the European Union; Turkey will take
any necessary measures to prevent new sea or land routes for irregular migra-
tion opening from Turkey to the European Union” (European Commission 2016).

In addition, the prolonged war in Syria means that Syrians cannot return
safely to their country. The short stays and transit travel of Syrians are trans-
forming into longer stays without guarantees of their ending. Therefore, many
Syrians have started to consider Turkey as a country in which they will spend
the rest of their lives. The vast majority of Syrian refugees have learned Turkish,
most children go to Turkish schools and many Syrian men have found employ-
ment, though often in precarious conditions and with low salaries. The inclu-
sion and integration processes have started; however, these processes are con-
sidered beneficial but also harmful to some refugees from the perspectives of
others. The topic of this research report attempts to fulfill the need to better
understand the everyday lives of Syrians in Turkey.

1.1. Research project

This research report, which focuses on refugees and migrants in Turkey, belongs
to the activities of the research consortium Urbanization, Mobilities and Immi-
gration (URMI, see www.urmi.fi). It was funded by the Strategic Research Coun-
cil at the Academy of Finland and led by Professor Jussi S. Jauhiainen, from the
Geography Section at the University of Turku, Finland.

The broader migration-related research project is about the asylum pro-
cesses in and near the countries of origin of the asylum seekers, refugees and
migrants; their asylum journeys toward their destination countries; and their
lives in the destination countries (see Jauhiainen 2017a; 2017c; 2017d; Jauhiainen
& Eyvazlu 2018; Jauhiainen, Gadd & Jokela 2018; Jauhiainen & Vorobeva 2018).

The research reports published earlier have focused on different phases of
the asylum journey: life in or near the country of origin, the journey between the
origin and the destination and life in the destination countries. The context of
the research funding makes Finland a specific country that should be studied as
a destination country for asylum seekers in this research project.

In the 2010s, the number of arriving asylum seekers in Finland has been lim-
ited and regular, around 5,000-6,000 persons annually. The absolute number
is rather small in the context of the European Union. Nationally, this is about
0.1% of the population of Finland. As in many countries, the year 2015 was an
exception. The vast majority of asylum seekers came to Europe from southeast-
ern and southern areas, and most presented their asylum applications in one of
the countries in southern or central Europe. However, migrants continued to
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travel to northern Europe. In 2015, Sweden received 162,915 applications (1.7% of
the country’s population), and Finland received 32,447 applications (0.6% of the
country’s population; Finnish Immigration Service 2018).

The number of applications in Finland was only 3% of all applications in Eu-
rope. However, the relative growth in Finland was 8 times higher than that of the
previous year, and it was the largest in the European Union. In addition, there
were particularities among those who arrived in Finland. For example, in the
European Union, Finland received the second highest number of Iraqi asylum
seekers (Germany received the most). Another particularity in Finland is that
the rejection rate of asylum applications has been much higher than in many
countries, and only a few asylum seekers have received refugee status in Fin-
land. Nevertheless, though their asylum applications were rejected, thousands
of these asylum seekers have remained in Finland as undocumented, “paper-
less,” irregular migrants, an issue that is novel to the country with these num-
bers (see Jauhiainen 2017a; Jauhiainen 2017b; Jauhiainen, Gadd & Jokela 2018).

Another scope of this URMI research project is to conduct research in asy-
lum-seeker hotspots in the European Union at the external borders of the Eu-
ropean Union. Thus far, the two cases for empirical field research have been the
islands of Lesvos (Greece) and Lampedusa (Italy). In recent years, Lesvos and
Lampedusa have been the key entry points to the European Union for hundreds
of thousands of asylum seekers. After 2015, the border control along the exter-
nal borders of the European Union has become stricter. Accordingly, the most
frequently used routes to Europe have changed from the eastern route between
Turkey and Greece to the central route between Libya and Italy and further to
the western route, from Algeria and Morocco to Spain. Meanwhile, the asylum
application processes have become slower. These asylum-seeker hotspots have
changed into sites where asylum seekers stay for long periods of time; in Lesvos,
some even stay for years (Jauhiainen 2017c; Jauhiainen 2017d). Moreover, an in-
creasing number of migrants remain stuck in transit for years, even decades, as
they search for the legal rights to stay in a place that can provide a livelihood for
them (see Picozza 2017). For some, the asylum-seeking journey will never end
and will start again and again.

Furthermore, our research has targeted those countries where many refu-
gees, asylum seekers and irregular migrants seek immediate help and consider
as starting points to begin their journey to the European Union. Many earlier
studies have indicated that when deep political, economic or environmental
challenges occur in one country, many people seek immediate safety in neigh-
boring countries. The long-term instability in the country of origin means that
many migrants cannot return soon to their countries of origin. Instead, they
have to stay elsewhere for years and sometimes even decades. These countries
provide at least temporary protection. Some start to integrate into the host soci-
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ety, while others try to move further, as our research not only on Syrian refugees
and migrants in Jordan but also on Syrians in Turkey has shown (Jauhiainen &
Vorobeva 2018). The length of an average protracted refugee crisis has grown to
decades (Culbertson et al. 2016). In fact, many will never return to their former
countries, as indicated by our study about Afghans in Iran (Jauhiainen & Eyvazlu
2018).

This research report about refugees and migrants in Turkey illustrates briefly
the general background of the research project, key concepts related to forced
migration and the empirical findings from the fieldwork in 2018, as well as the
conclusions of the research. However, a more detailed analysis follows. We are
grateful to all people who took part in the research. In particular, Dr. Saime
Ozcurumez and Ozgiin Tursun provided crucial assistance in the organization
of the fieldwork in Turkey. In addition, a number of research assistants provided
invaluable help in the collection, translation and analysis of the material. How-
ever, Professor Jauhiainen is solely responsible for the interpretation of the re-
sults.

1.2. Research questions

The main research questions in this research report are the following:

1. What kind of Syrian refugees live in Turkey?

2. What are the everyday lives of Syrian refugees in Turkey?

3. What are the migration wishes and plans of Syrian refugees in Turkey?

4. How and for what reasons do Syrian refugees in Turkey use the Internet and
social media?

The research questions are answered on the basis of earlier research on mi-
grants, asylum seekers and refugees in Turkey and especially on the empirical
material collected during the field research in the spring of 2018. Migrants and
refugees responded according to their own views; the results indicate both their
perspectives and our interpretation of them.

1.3. Research material

The background of this research report is based on many earlier studies that
provided information about refugees, asylum seekers and migrants in Turkey.
The original empirical field material was collected in Turkey from April 6, 2018,
to May 15, 2018. To conduct the field study and to organize the survey, Ozgiin
Tursun provided invaluable assistance in Turkey. In addition to him, Jussi S. Jau-
hiainen and local assistants participated in the collection of the field material.
We are grateful to all people who assisted the field study.
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The main research material is the answers to our survey, which was conduct-
ed in Arabic and was taken by 762 persons with Syrian backgrounds. During the
field research, the aim of the research was explained to the participants, the
consent of each participant was received and their anonymity and confiden-
tiality were guaranteed. The survey comprised 96 questions, of which 60 were
structural, 11 were semiopen and 25 were open questions.

We collected our sample from areas in which a relatively large and absolute
number of Syrians in Turkey live (see UNHCR 2018d). Of the respondents, 246
(33%) lived in the Gaziantep province, 251 (33%) lived in the Istanbul province
and 259 (34%) lived in the Izmir province. In each province, we had more specif-
ic locations in which we conducted the field research (see Figure 1).

However, it was difficult to determine the precise number of Syrians who
were in Turkey in the spring of 2018; in which provinces, towns and villages they
lived; and what their gender and age distributions were. Many international or-
ganizations, such as the International Organization for Migration (IOM) and the
UNHCR, as well as national authorities in Turkey such as the Directorate General
of Migration Management (DGMM), provide regular updates about the num-
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bers of Syrians in Turkey. These sources were used to estimate the situation and
how it has changed over time.

However, not all Syrians in Turkey live in the towns, villages or provinces in
which they are officially registered. For example, younger unmarried male Syr-
ians often have different living and working preferences than do older female
Syrians with children. In specific districts of Istanbul and other major towns,
one finds that a higher number of Syrians live there than is officially reported;
similarly, fewer Syrians live in those provinces in which Syrians have less pref-
erence to stay. It was challenging to take a representative survey of Syrians in
Turkey and to know how representative such a survey was.

However, after accounting for the official international and national popula-
tion statistics about Syrians in Turkey, as well as the local information about the
particularities of each study site in terms of the demographics and geographical
distributions of Syrians and observations in the field, one can proceed because
the sample closely represents the actual situation, as we attempted to do in our
research. During the field research, our aim was that the gender and age distri-
butions of our sample would correspond to the real situation of Syrian refugees
in Turkey. This meant that we did not have to perform data transfiguration or
computational weighting for our sample.

For this study, we did not study all of the provinces in Turkey with Syrian ref-
ugees. Instead, we selected three regions—namely, the Gaziantep, Istanbul and
[zmir provinces—that accurately represent the major types of regions in which
large populations of Syrians live. Such a selection makes it possible to discuss the
results of this report in the broader context of Turkey and the Syrians in Turkey.

The gender division of the sample followed exactly the gender division of
the registered Syrian refugees in Turkey—namely, 55% were male, and 45% were
female (UNHCR 2018b). The age distribution of the respondents was as follows:
Of respondents, 50% were between 18 and 29 years old, 41% were between 30
and 49 years old, 6% were between 50 and 59 years old and 3% were 60 years or
older.

In the sample, the total portion of respondents who were 60 years old or old-
er was slightly smaller than the official registered number, especially for Istan-
bul and Izmir. However, in practice the real share of the oldest generation in
Istanbul is smaller than the official number. In addition, the number of people
who were between 30 and 49 years old was slightly higher than the official num-
ber. As previously mentioned, there is no exactly correct information about the
demographic backgrounds of the Syrians in the provinces in Turkey. The gender
and age distributions of the respondents in our three research areas (the Ga-
Ziantep, [zmir and Istanbul provinces) are presented in Table 1 (see Section 4.1.).

Of the respondents, nearly all of them (97%) came to Turkey in 2012 or later
(i.e., after the war in Syria had begun). Furthermore, nearly all of them (well
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over 99%) considered Syria to be their country of origin. The sample accurately
reflected the diversity of Syrians who had fled to Turkey and had become refu-
gees—that is, people with temporary protection status.

During the survey process, we had the opportunity to meet hundreds of Syr-
ians in Turkey. We grasped this opportunity to talk with them and observe rel-
evant issues in their everyday lives. We met people who wanted to share their
experiences on the topics we had asked in the survey, and we had shorter talks
with many Syrians during our fieldwork. In addition, we had longer and more
thematic conversations with 52 Syrians in different sites of the three study areas.
The themes connected to the survey facilitated a more in-depth understanding
of these issues. We did not tape these conversations but made notes on them
during these meetings, which generally took from five minutes to less than an
hour. The vast majority of these people spoke to us in Arabic, less than twenty
used Turkish and a few spoke in English. In general, these conversations were
one on one. Four meetings were in focus groups because this format was the
most convenient for the participants, for gender- and family-related reasons.
We thanked all of the participants for sharing their views and for helping us.

All survey responses were inserted into the database to be processed with the
SPSS program. Before that, the answers to the semiopen and open questions were
translated into English, coded in the N-Vivo program and then inserted into the
database. Main analytical methods included descriptive statistics, cross tables,
cluster analyses and regression. The interviews were analyzed with the help of
the N-Vivo program. The main methods included content analysis and descrip-
tive statistics. We thank the research assistants for helping with the analysis.

1.4. Research highlights

There were almost 4 million people in refugee-type of conditions in Turkey
in 2018; among them were over 3.6 million Syrians with specific temporary
protection status, so-called Syrian refugees. Besides having an important im-
pact on national and local development, Syrians in Turkey are also a signifi-
cant community of continued international interest.

Syrian refugees have an important impact on urbanization in Turkey, in par-
ticular, within the largest urban agglomeration, Istanbul, as well as in the
border provinces of Gaziantep, Hatay and Sanliurfa. The official regional dis-
tribution of registered Syrian refugees in Turkey is influenced by the specific
identity cards (kimlik in Turkish). However, the actual amounts and locations
where Syrians reside differ from the registered Syrian refugees, especially in
Istanbul and other sites hosting many Syrians.

According to the official UNHCR statistics, of the 3,567,658 registered Syri-
ans with temporary protection status in Turkey in September 2018, slightly
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over half (55%) were men and slightly less than half (45%) were women. Al-
most half of Syrian refugees (45%) were under 18 years old and half (52%) were
18-59 years old; and the remaining few (3%) were 60 years or older. However,
the exact number of total Syrians, their demographic backgrounds and their
locations are not known in detail.

The number of Syrians living in refugee camps has diminished over the
years. In 2018, a small portion (5%) of Syrian refugees in Turkey lived in these
camps, and the majority (95%) lived elsewhere in Turkey, mostly in urban
settlements. The largest area is Istanbul, with well over half a million Syrian
refugees, followed by Sanliurfa, Hatay and Gaziantep provinces, each having
several hundred thousand Syrian refugees.

The sample for this research consisted of adult Syrian refugees in Turkey in
the spring of 2018. The respondents lived in the Gaziantep, Istanbul or Izmir
provinces rather than in refugee camps. The respondents represent a wide
demographic of Syrian refugees in Turkey, ranging from youth to the elderly,
those who are unable to read to those with a university degree, from the em-
ployed to unemployed and from housewives to students.

The everyday lives of the Syrian refugees in Turkey vary; some have integrat-
ed rather well into Turkish society, but others struggle with day-to-day sur-
vival. Almost all Syrian refugee respondents stated that they needed money
in order to improve their lives in Turkey. Three out of four (74%) men and one
out of four (24%) women were employed. Five out of six (83%) were able to
speak some Turkish, and one out of four (26%) spoke Turkish very well.

Three out of five (61%) Syrian refugee respondents were fully (38%) or partly
(23%) satisfied with their current accommodations in Turkey. Slightly more
(71%) agreed that they had enough toilets and showers to use.

The migration wishes and plans of Syrian refugees in Turkey vary. Every sec-
ond (49%) respondent wished to return to Syria, and slightly more men than
women. More than every third (38%) were planning such a return. One third
(34%) mentioned that Syria is their most-preferred country in which to live,
but another third (34%) said theirs is Turkey. More women (38%) than men
(34%) preferred Syria.

Almost every third (30%) Syrian refugee respondent had definite plans to
migrate to the European Union, and fewer (11%) reported that they may mi-
grate. Among the most willing are young male adults, and only very few
(6%) of the older respondents (60 years or older) wished to move to the Eu-
ropean Union.
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Almost all Syrian refugee respondents use the Internet in Turkey and more
often than in Syria. It is very common to have a smartphone with Internet
access, although this is less common among female Syrian refugees in Ga-
ziantep.

Two out of three (67%) Syrian refugees agreed that the Internet and social me-
dia have made their lives easier in Turkey. For example, they follow the devel-
opments in Syria through the Internet. Two out of three (67%) active users of
the Internet also use it to know more about their rights in Turkey. Many Syr-
ian refugees who wish to migrate to the European Union search the Internet
for possible travel routes to get there.
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2. KEY CONCEPTS

2.1. Refugees, asylum seekers and irregular migrants

A refugee is formally defined by the 1951 Convention relating to the status of ref-
ugees and the 1967 Protocol. The convention Article 1(A)(2) states that a refugee
is any person who:

“owing to well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race,
religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or po-
litical 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.” (United
Nations 1951).

Following this internationally agreed-upon definition, all refugees need to be
outside of their country of nationality or former habitual residence. In 2018,
there were nearly 24.5 million refugees, of whom 20 million were under the
mandate of the UNHCR. Over half of them were under the age of 18. There were
6.3 million Syrian refugees (i.e., one out of four refugees in the world is Syrian).
Syrians were the largest nationality among refugees (UNHCR 2018c¢).

The process of becoming an officially recognized refugee is a complex issue.
A person can achieve legal status as a refugee by applying for asylum and re-
ceiving a positive decision by the authorities of that country. Refugees can also
be defined directly by the national authorities. This is done in many countries,
especially those that have not signed the 1951 Convention, such as Jordan. In to-
tal, 148 countries have signed either this convention or its 1967 Protocol and 144
countries have signed both of them (UNHCR 2015). However, many signatories
such as Turkey have enacted temporal, geographical or other restrictions in re-
gards to the implementation of the convention and protocol.

Refugees usually have substantial rights in the country that has given them the
status of a refugee. These rights can be (almost) the same as the citizens of that
country. However, in several countries, there are substantial limitations in the
political, economic and spatial organization of refugees. In fact, international
law entitles the state to exercise exclusive jurisdiction over its territory and who
among noncitizens can remain and under which conditions (Goodwin-Gill 2014).
The national authorities might want to protect the employment and housing op-
portunities of the titular nation by setting limitations for refugees in that country.

The categories between refugee, asylum seeker and migrant are being blurred
in the everyday lives of people who have escaped from their country of origin. In
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fact, often a person who has escaped from his/her country of origin or countryin
which s/he lived perceives him/herself as a refugee even if s/he has not received
the official status. In other cases, s/he may hide his/her refugee status due to its
potential stigma. Furthermore, it is common for many people in need of protec-
tion to not know their own legal status in a foreign country. They might not even
understand the complex and sometimes controversial differences between the
notions of refugee, asylum seeker, migrant, temporary resident and so on.

Even authorities and scholars are not always clear on these definitions (Craw-
ley & Skleparis 2018); however, this is also due to increasingly complex polit-
ical and economic situations in countries from where the refugees originally
came or the political situation in the country where they arrive. As FitzGerald
& Arar (2018) rightly note, the categorization of refugees is malleable both from
above and from below. State labels are not transferable and self-definitions by
displaced people vary. The same person who is a “refugee” in Kenya could be
a “guest” in Jordan, an “asylum seeker” in Germany, a “migrant worker” in the
United Arab Emirates (UAE), an “irregular arrival” in Canada and a “temporarily
protected person” in Turkey. The transition from an asylum seeker to a refugee
or migrant is not always transparent, nor is the difference it makes in the every-
day lives of these people. Faist (2018) points out how the very term “refugee”
and its relation to the equally ubiquitous concept “migrant” is a case in point for
delimiting legal, political and moral responsibility.

An asylum seeker is a person officially seeking asylum, safety and protection
outside the country of his/her nationality or habitual residence. A person re-
questing asylum asks for the right to be protected in another country. Usually
asylum is asked on arrival in that country, and later the person also presents a
formal written asylum application. While this application is being processed, the
person is called an asylum seeker. An asylum seeker is between an ordinary citi-
zen and a refugee. A person can remain in this status for many years—as long as
the legal asylum process lasts. According to Faist (2018), the term mixed migra-
tion (see van Hear 2014) conceives voluntary and involuntary migration along a
continuum by pointing to the changing nature of migration itself. The concept
of mixed migration can also forcedly define all individual refugees to a same and
internally similar category.

Seeking protection outside one’s country of residence can be considered a
human right; however, there are many regulations and restrictions on the of-
ficial process of asking for asylum. For example, the European Union member
states have agreed upon that the asylum application is received and processed
only in one of the European Union member states. This principle is called the
Dublin process, in which the asylum application of an asylum seeker inside the
European Union needs to be processed in the country in which s/he asked for
asylum for the first time (Brekke & Brochmann 2015; Picozza 2017). Therefore,
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asylum seekers cannot travel inside the European Union from one country to
another and seek asylum in each country. In principle, an asylum seeker is re-
turned to the first country in which s/he presented the asylum application.

However, since 2015 when large numbers of asylum seekers came to the Eu-
ropean Union, the Dublin process has not been working properly. Many Eu-
ropean Union member states have rejected the idea of taking asylum seekers
back to their country despite the Dublin principle. Furthermore, during the late
2010s, the Europeanization of migration and asylum policies, of which the Dub-
lin principle is an example, has increasingly changed toward tendencies of rena-
tionalization migration and asylum policies (Brekke & Staver 2018). The policies
on granting asylum have become stricter, and several European Union mem-
ber states no longer follow the commonly agreed-upon principles. In fact, after
2015, the acceptance rates for asylum in many European Union countries have
fallen. It is not yet entirely clear if it is because the asylum seekers have less asy-
lum-related reasons in their applications or if the authorities are interpreting
the reasons differently.

An irregular migrant—or undocumented migrant—is a person who stays in a
foreign country without the full legal permission of that country. They enter the
country without permission or stay in the country after their valid permission
has expired. Therefore, despite the potential for well-grounded humanitari-
an principles of tolerating people fleeing from a human rights perspective, the
presence of irregular migrants is against the principle of sovereign states de-
ciding on the rules and presence of noncitizens on its territory (see also Good-
win-Gill 2014). An asylum seeker can become a refugee with a residence permit
but also an irregular migrant if s/he does not get a refugee status or residence
permit in the asylum process. Asylum seekers, refugees and irregular migrants
have become international migrants by force, moving from one country to an-
other. Irregular migrants hide from authorities and may cross national borders
illegally, therefore, it is difficult to know the exact number of irregular migrants
in a country (Vogel et al. 2011).

The number of irregular migrants in the European Union have risen to mil-
lions of persons after 2015. One reason for growth is because the majority of
asylum applications are rejected. In addition, many countries do not give reject-
ed asylum seekers other complementary forms of protection or a temporary or
permanent residence permit on other legal grounds (Jauhiainen, Gadd & Jokela
2018). In some European Union member states, irregular migrants are tolerat-
ed by the authorities. Irregular migrants may later become legalized, for exam-
ple, due to being able to show that s/he is integrated in the labor market (Duvell
2006). Nevertheless, after 2015, many national governments of the European
Union member states have taken stronger measures against irregular migrants
(Brekke & Staver 2018).
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International and national authorities play a substantial role in the official
reception and legalization of asylum-related migrants. However, migrants, ir-
regular migrants, asylum seekers and refugees are also active agents in their
everyday life. They are able to make decisions, influence their trajectories and
mobilize various kinds of resources even if they have to face precarious condi-
tions during several stages of their journeys (see Ehrkamp 2017; Triandafyllidou
2017; Baban et al. 2017).

Therefore, the above-mentioned formal definitions of refugee, asylum seek-
er and irregular migrant fail to recognize the increased complexity related to
international (forced) migration (see also Section 2.2.). There are various polit-
ical, social and economic drivers of migration, and they intertwine and change
in the decisions that a person in his/her migration journeys makes. Crawley and
Skleparis (2018) have therefore argued that the current definitions of migrants,
irregular migrants, asylum seekers and refugees are dichotomized and reinforce
the problematic foundations of these categories.

2.2. Asylum-related migration

According to international law and regulations, an asylum seeker needs to leave
the country of origin or habitual residence when s/he seeks international pro-
tection. Zolberg et al. (1989) are more precise and talk about refugee migration
as a flight from political violence, including the threat of violence behind per-
secution. However, among many current asylum seekers, the motivations are
mixed, so many scholars talk about mixed migration.

Instead of leaving one’s country, individuals may also change places within
one’s country of origin to seek security and become internally displaced people.
Such necessity to migrate inside the country does not lead to asylum or interna-
tional protection. Furthermore, a member state of the European Union can im-
plement the internal flight alternative for asylum seekers. The state may refuse
protection and return an asylum applicant to the country of origin in cases if
parts of that country can be deemed safe even though it is recognized that other
parts are not (see Orchard 2018). Such argument of safe places in a less-secure
country such as Afghanistan or Iraq often fails to recognize the complexity of
threats in these countries. Nowadays, it is more and more difficult to geograph-
ically define exactly where insecure and secure places are and, besides, such
places change frequently.

In general, an asylum journey by definition means to cross one or many na-
tional borders. Often people in peril seek immediate protection in the neigh-
boring country; therefore, there are many asylum-seekers and refugees next to
countries in which conflicts are taking place. In this case, one crosses only one
border between two countries. For example, in the case of Syria, these neigh-
boring countries are Turkey, Lebanon or Jordan.
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However, many asylum seekers need to pass several national borders along
their way to seek asylum. For example, in 2015 when many asylum seekers ar-
rived in the European Union, they crossed 1-2 international borders to reach
Turkey and then another border to reach Greece in the European Union. From
Greece, the majority continued to Central Europe reaching places like Germa-
ny after crossing 4-5 additional international borders. Those who arrived in
Finland during the autumn of 2015 had crossed 10-12 international borders be-
fore reaching their destination. However, for the majority, Finland would not
be their final destination because the majority of asylum seekers do not receive
refugee status or a temporary residence permit in Finland (Jauhiainen 2017b;
Jauhiainen, Gadd & Jokela 2017).

The recent complexity of asylum-related mobility means that instead of a
singular, simple, straightforward asylum-related migration, one can talk about
plural asylum-related journeys. Nonetheless, asylum-related migration has of-
ten been considered a mobility from point A—the country of origin—to point B—
the destination country. This is quite clear and a straightforward movement of
the people fleeing. Sometimes there have been countries between the departure
and arrival countries; however, these have been seen merely as constraints of
migration between the origin and destination. In such migration, the migrant is
perceived to have a clear goal and the goal does not change.

The straightforward asylum-related migration is true for many people seek-
ing security in the neighboring country just by passing the international border
between these two countries. However, after crossing the border, many people
do not know their destinies: if they are able and will return to their country of
origin, if they stay in the country to which they escaped or if they continue fur-
ther to another country or countries. Such a lack of clarity in the life and mobil-
ity of these persons means that instead of straightforward migration, the notion
of journeys better defines the multiplicities these people are facing—regardless
of their status as a refugee, asylum seeker or (irregular) migrant. The asylum-re-
lated journeys (in plural) are everyday issues for millions of people today.

The journeys do not mean that these asylum-seeking people are on the move
all the time. People who are fleeing become voluntarily or involuntarily stuck
in one or more countries during their journeys toward their final destination
but might still have intentions to continue their journeys. Many spend months,
years or even decades in one country or town. These countries can be called
transit countries, and such migration can be defined as transit migration.

Transit migration is a concept that has been used differently depending on
each scholar’s viewpoint. Papadopoulou-Kourkula (2008) uses it to describe
when the journey has apparently come to an end. Collyer et al. (2014) stress the
importance of the intentions of the migrants to move further but disagree that
the concept should be used solely a posteriori. They link the concept empiri-
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cally to the European borderlands. They also stress it as transit migrations, in
plural. Nevertheless, much research considers countries along the journey as
less important locations; it is about the origin and the destination. Transit coun-
tries are typically those near the destination countries—for example, Mexico for
those trying to reach the United States or Turkey for those aiming to enter the
European Union. However, as earlier research has illustrated, a transit country
for many people becomes the destination (i.e., the migrant is not able to move
forward or return back). In the end, s/he might prefer to stay in the country that
was initially just for transit.

One challenge in the definition of a transit country is that a person does not
always know if and when s/he will move away from that country. The etymolog-
ical origin of the Latin word transire indicates an active movement, going across
or passing through a place, though not necessarily indicating how long such
movement takes or how it will end. Therefore, a transit country can ultimate-
ly be defined only when the person in question leaves that country to another
country or the final destination, if intentions to move are not enough to define
something as transit. Asylum-related migration has in fact become asylum-re-
lated journeys, with different stages whose length these people cannot know or
decide precisely on in advance.

The above-mentioned debate on transit migration has also been challenged
because of its visible and material concentration on states and borders. This un-
dermines the constitutive function of daily practices and emerging spatial con-
figurations and their connection to governance processes. Isleyen (2018) noticed
that “Turkish transit mobility governance practices not only take place at loca-
tions away from the state border, but they are also productive of space through
connection, demarcation, transformation, fragmentation and displacement.”

An additional complexity is that some asylum-related journeys never end.
Asylum journeys have been seen as a process consisting of different stages. An
asylum seeker may fail to receive asylum and a residence permit as the result
of migration from the country of origin to the destination country. S/he might
therefore return voluntarily or be deported back to the country of origin by the
authorities (see Erdal & Oeppen 2017). From there, the person might leave again
and try again to reach the destination. It is often a different country than the one
s/he was rejected from before. Therefore, for some people fleeing, the asylum
journeys are cyclical. The initial destination may also change during these jour-
neys, and it often does due to the changing economic and political situations
of the asylum seekers as well as of the destination country. Furthermore, some
asylum seekers remain for several years or the rest of their lives in one of the
countries along the initial migration route. The asylum journeys have become
increasingly complex and diverse.
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3. REFUGEES AND MIGRANTS IN TURKEY

3.1. Refugees and people with temporal protection status in Turkey

Turkey hosts refugees, people with temporal protection status, and irregular
migrants from many countries, such as Syria, Afghanistan, Iraq and Iran. Syrians
comprised 90% of all refugees in Turkey in 2018 (UNHCR 2018b). In the follow-
ing, we do not discuss the general development of refugees in Turkey. Instead,
we focus on Syrians who are the largest and, from this perspective, the most
important group of refugees in Turkey. As discussed in Section 1, Syrians were
first seen as “guests” arriving in Turkey to stay for a short period. Soon, this type
of open-door policy increased the number of Syrians from the thousands to the
millions, and their return to their home country became unlikely.

The arrival of Syrians in Turkey is an outcome of the war in Syria. Along the
continuation of the war in Syria, the number of Syrians has grown in Turkey
from year to year (Figure 2). Turkey has implemented a policy to keep the bor-
der to Syria open so that those escaping the war and persecution could come to
Turkey, where their basic needs are met. In addition, Turkey has agreed to follow
the principle of nonrefoulement; that is, no Syrian would be forcefully returned
back to Syria (Erdogan 2017). As a result, Turkey hosts the largest number of Syr-
ian refugees worldwide. However, during the state of emergency in 2016-2018,
there were some exceptional restrictions put in place.

In the early stages of the war, the number of Syrians in Turkey was small. The
first larger groups of Syrians, a group of 252 people, fled to Turkey on April 29,
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Figure 2. Arrival of Syrian refugees to Turkey, 2012-2018 (UNHCR 2018d).

REFUGEES AND MIGRANTS IN TURKEY, 2018 21



2011 (Erdogan 2017). The number of escaped Syrians was 14,237 persons in 2012,
then the government decided that Syrians fleeing from the war in Syria can
come to Turkey and would be entitled with a temporary protection that would
allow them to stay in the country (Koca 2016). Despite not being exactly refu-
gees in the legal sense, they were called refugees. The number of Syrian refugees
grew to 224,665 in 2013 (UNHCR 2018d), a staggering relative annual growth of
1,578%. On average, the number of Syrians grew every day by 577 people (in total,
210,428 persons more in a year). Nevertheless, Syrians made up only 0.2% of the
total population in Turkey then.

In 2014, Syrians started to arrive in masses. Noting the surge of new arrivals,
Turkey adopted the Law on Foreigners and International Protection (LFIP) in 2013
(Law No. 6458) and additional legislation in 2014 with statuses of conditional ref-
ugee and temporary protection. Furthermore, the DGMM was established. At the
end of the year, Syrian refugees, or registered Syrians with temporary protection
status, in Turkey numbered 1,519,286 persons, creating an annual growth of 676%
(UNHCR 2018d). The number of Syrians grew by 3,547 people every day (in total,
1,294,621 persons more in a year). This massive arrival made Turkey a significant
location for both Syrians and as regards the number of refugees worldwide.

By 2015, the number of Syrian refugees in Turkey reached 2,503,549 (UN-
HCR 2018d). This population reached an annual growth of 65%, comprising in
total 3.2% of the population in Turkey. It was also the year from Turkey trav-
eled 885,000 people to Europe to seek asylum there, of them, over half (56%)
were Syrians (Katsiaficas 2016). Nevertheless, the arrival of Syrians in Turkey re-
mained high, but the natural increase started to have an impact as well. The av-
erage daily growth of the number of Syrians was 2,697 persons (in total, 984,263
persons more in a year).

Geography played a role in the displacement of Syrians. People fleeing a war
often seek protection in the immediate vicinity of the country of origin. It is eas-
ier to flee to the nearest country than to travel further abroad, but some people
may flee directly to more distant destinations if there are functioning ports and
airports. By 2015, the main provinces to host Syrians were Istanbul, the country’s
largest urban area, and the southern border provinces of Hatay, Sanliurfa and
Gaziantep. The smallest population of Syrians resided in eastern Turkey in the
provinces most distant from the border.

In 2016, Syrian refugees in Turkey numbered 2,834,441 with an annual
growth of 13% (UNHCR 2018d). The number of Syrians continued to grow, but
the growth was substantially smaller (907 persons per day, and, in total, 330,892
persons more in a year) than in the preceding year. Later in 2017, 3,424,237 Syri-
an refugees resided in Turkey (UNHCR 2018d). This signified again a more rapid
increase with an annual growth rate of 21% (an average 1,616 persons per day; in
total, 592,796 people more in a year).
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By September 2018, the number of Syrian refugees in Turkey rose to 3,567,658
(UNHCR 2018d). Until that moment, the annual growth rate in 2018 had been
4%. This surge in population indicated an average growth of 525 people per day
(in total, 143,421 persons more in January-September 2018), which is the lowest
number since 2013. In fact, some observers claimed that during the spring of
2018, it was more difficult than before for new Syrians to obtain the required
temporary protection status and the right to stay in Turkey (Human Rights Watch
2018). The natural growth—births exceeding deaths—of Syrians in Turkey was the
major reason for the rise in the number of Syrian refugees, thus exceeding that
of net migration, the difference between their in-migration and out-migration.
In autumn of 2018, Syrian refugees made up 4.3% of the population of Turkey. In
other words, one out of twenty-three people in Turkey was Syrian.

In 2018, the locations of officially registered Syrians varied regionally (Figure
3). The provinces with the largest populations of Syrians were Istanbul, Sanliur-
fa, Hatay and Gaziantep. Istanbul is the country’s largest urban agglomeration, so
it seems reasonable that the province’s large population of Syrians corresponds
to its high concentration of people in general. In fact, many Syrians who fled to
Turkey had lived in Damascus and other large cities in Syria. For them, Istanbul
is an obvious destination in Turkey. Hundreds of thousands of Syrians reside in
some neighborhoods in Istanbul’s urban area. In total, the official number of Syr-
ian refugees in the Istanbul province in the autumn of 2018 was 561,000, around
4% of the total population of the province (DGMM 2018). Realistically, however,
there are more Syrian regular and irregular migrants than are accounted for, so
the number of Syrians in the larger Istanbul area is closer to one million.
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Figure 3. Location of Syrian refugees in Turkey in 2018. Source: UNHCR (2018a).
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The next largest areas hosting Syrian refugees are the Sanliurfa province
(469,000 Syrians; 24% of total population), Hatay province (439,000 Syrians;
28% of total population) and Gaziantep province (405,000 Syrians; 20% of total
population) (DGMM 2018). These areas border Syria. Many Syrian refugees who
initially came to these provinces needed to move only tens of kilometers from
their home to the safe Turkish side. Some had previous business and social con-
tacts with these regions, especially Aleppo inhabitants with Gaziantep inhabit-
ants. Provinces with the lowest Syrian refugee populations were in the eastern
and central eastern parts of Turkey, far away from the largest urban agglomera-
tions of Turkey and the border of Syria. Each of these provinces had only tens of
Syrian refugees (DGMM 2018).

3.2. Refugee situation in Turkey

In the following, we focus on the refugee situation in Turkey to illustrate major
developments and current challenges. The main focus is on Syrians in Turkey as it
is the focus of this report. As mentioned earlier, a Syrian refugee refers to Syrian
migrants in Turkey, most of whom have temporal protection status. In addition,
some are on other legal grounds in Turkey and some are irregular migrants.

In the spring of 2011, before the initiation of unrest in Syria, Turkey had
58,000 people with a status of claiming international protection (Erdogan 2017).
This was less than one refugee per 1,200 Turkish citizens. As discussed in Section
3.1., the arrival of Syrians since 2011 have completely changed this situation. In
2018, the number of refugees (i.e., refugees, conditional refugees and people
with temporal protection) will make up about 5% of the total population of Tur-
key (60 people per 1,200 Turkish citizens).

During 2011-2018, certain political developments in Turkey have also im-
pacted how Turkish citizens feel about refugees in Turkey. As Professor Erdogan
(2017) mentions, Syrians in Turkey create a dynamic process with multifaceted
impacts on Turkish society. The notions of guests, migrants, asylum seekers and
refugees have become blurred in the policies and discourses of the authorities
dealing with these people who are fleeing, as well as among these people. Crucial
concepts to explore are what “Syrian refugee” means in Turkey and what is an
individual refugee’s possibility to decide over his/her everyday life and future.

The presence of many Syrians in Turkey has become politicized. Various polit-
ical parties and stakeholders have different opinions about them. The standpoint
of the ruling Justice and Development Party (AKP) is pro-Syrian refugee but also
allows modest criticism, especially when general public opinion has become more
critical. Nevertheless, Altindag & Kaushal (2017) argue that political support for the
Syrian refugees have induced only a modest drop in support for the AKP. There
have also been speculation that the potential amendment of Turkish citizenship to
Syrians would turn many of these ex-Syrians into supporters of the AKP.
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In the autumn of 2018, the Turkish government amended the eligibility re-
quirements for foreigners applying for Turkish citizenship. These amendments
were targeted mainly toward businesspeople, including Syrians, with consider-
able investments and activities in Turkey. Even before this amendment, howev-
er, Syrians with university degrees and related specialists were allowed to have
Turkish citizenship through extraordinary reasons (Al-Khateb 2018). However,
less than one percent of Syrians have been naturalized this way. In addition, a sub-
stantial number of already naturalized Syrians are either of Turkish descent, like
Turkmen Syrians, or married to Turkish nationals (Akcapar & Simsek 2018). Syrian
refugees have thus remained Syrian or at least have not become Turkish citizens
yet. Koca (2016) claims that control and containment have been essential to the
governance of Syrian refugees in Turkey. These include state-centric security con-
cerns for Syrian refugees and other noncitizens of Turkey (Memisoglu & Ilgit 2017).

Akcapar & Simsek (2018) state that citizenship alone is not enough to foster
integration or eliminate discrimination and social exclusion in society. Never-
theless, becoming a Turkish citizen has become increasingly attractive for many
Syrian refugees who stay in Turkey. Many of them do not see the return to Syria
as possible anymore. Furthermore, they cannot or do not want to continue their
asylum journeys to other countries. After many years in Turkey, many Syrian
refugees consider remaining in Turkey. Therefore, major issues involve what the
refugee status implies and how long this refugee status can last.

Initially, Syrians were welcomed as guests. Before their arrival, people of
Turkish origin who lived in other countries were invited to Turkey. When it be-
came evident that Syrians would stay indefinitely and would number into the
millions, the general attitude toward them began to change. Nevertheless, Turk-
ish society still displays a high level of social acceptance of Syrian refugees. Ac-
cording to Professor Erdogan’s comprehensive survey on the Turkish population
in 2017, a majority (58%) see Syrians in Turkey as vulnerable people who escaped
from war and persecution. However, around two out of five (43%) argued that
they are putting a burden on Turkish people, and almost as many (39%) believed
that Syrians in Turkey are dangerous people who will bring trouble to Turkey in
the future. In addition, four out of five (80%) argued that Syrians in Turkey are
not similar to Turkish people (Erdogan 2017). Furthermore, Akcapar & Simsek
(2018) claim that the reaction of local Turkish people and public opinion in Tur-
key regarding Syrians are similar in terms of attitudes and popular xenopho-
bic discourses about foreign migrants in most countries such as “they will take

” o«

our jobs,” “the crime rate has increased” and “they will deplete our resources.”
From the opinions of Turkish people, it seems difficult for Syrians to assimilate
to Turkish society. Syrians need to learn the Turkish language and sociocultur-
al habits to integrate, and, in this case, integration would not signify a mutual

change in Turkish society. However, Simsek (2018) has noted how some Syrian
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refugees are able to negotiate their membership in Turkish society. Some trans-
national businesses run by Syrians and other attempts to connect Turkey and
Syria have created a social and cultural exchange, the emergence of new cultural
forms and enhanced social and economic integrations. However, even if there
are processes and practices of integration (i.e., many Syrians have learned the
Turkish language, many Syrian men are employed and many Syrian children at-
tend Turkish schools), the majority of Turkish people changing their opinions is
highly unlikely. Syrians in Turkey remain immigrants, and many people contin-
ue to value them less than the members of the host nation, the Turks.

Education is another topic related to the integration and possibilities of Syr-
ians in Turkey. A proper education is needed to build up one’s career is society.
Syrian refugees possess different educational backgrounds (see Section 4.1. lat-
er in this report). Some Syrian refugees lack the ability to read and write; these
are usually older generations from peripheral places in Syria. Others have good
professional skills and/or the highest education levels with university degrees.

In consideration of the large number of school-aged children and youth with
Syrian backgrounds, their education has grown into a pressing public policy do-
main in Turkey. As this report focuses only on adult Syrians, the education of
Syrians in Turkey is mentioned only briefly here. In less than a decade, their ed-
ucation has developed from a laissez-faire approach and temporary communi-
ty-based education to a mixed education model with strict government control
and involvement from local, national and international nongovernmental organ-
izations, along with more recent aims to fully integrate all Syrian children into the
formal Turkish education system (Unutulmaz 2018). Over the years, many school-
aged Syrians have been able to attend school in Turkey. Some special schools fea-
ture programs in which the language of tuition is mostly or partly Arabic. Some
schools are targeted toward Syrian refugees and teach students in mostly or only
Turkish. More recently, school-aged Syrians attending ordinary schools meant for
everyone in Turkey has become commonplace. However, many Syrians do not
have a proper grasp of the sophisticated language skills of Turkish to be able to fol-
low the curriculum properly yet. The lack of prior Turkish language training and
psychological counseling have created additional problems (Aydin & Kaya 2017).
The ability to learn fluent Turkish through school helps the integration of Syrian
newcomers into everyday life in Turkey. However, losing the ability to write, speak
or even understand Arabic would mean that many social ties to family, relatives,
friends and life in Syria are broken. This makes returning to Syria later even more
difficult even if a proper opportunity to go back arose.

Another key issue regarding the situations of Syrian refugees is financial. This
especially regards the participation of Syrians in the Turkish labor market (see
Section 4.4. later in this report). Especially to survive in a foreign country, all Syr-
ians and Syrian families require a source of income. Some may receive aid from
international and national governmental and nongovernmental organizations,
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enterprises and private individuals, whether Turkish or Syrian. For most house-
holds, however, at least one of the household members needs to work. Syrian
refugees often find it difficult to have good or even decent employment in Tur-
key. They may encounter language and qualification issues and sometimes need
to fulfill substantial legal conditions to find formal employment. Furthermore,
employers have to formally declare if they employ Syrians or other foreign na-
tionals, and such employment is not possible in all cases. In addition to this, em-
ployers need to pay a fee for employing foreign nationals. iqduygu & Diker (2017)
estimate than only 1% of working-aged Syrian refugees have been granted work
permits. Despite these barriers, the majority of Syrian working-age men work.

A substantial part of the Turkish economy and labor—around 20% overall and
over 50% in the southern border provinces—is unofficial (Tumen 2016). A large
number of Syrian people in Turkey work without proper work contracts and
regular salaries. iqduygu & Diker (2017) estimate up to one million informally
employed Syrians in Turkey in 2017. In addition, Syrians with lower education
levels cannot find formal employment. Also, Syrian female participation both
in formal and informal employment is low. According to Knappert et al. (2018),
gendered cultural roles in Syria and Turkey prevail in the employment of Syrian
females in Turkey. In sum, Syrians’ access to the labor market is unequal.

Although many people might agree that hosting millions of refugees is an eco-
nomic burden to Turkey, many enterprises take advantage of them and become
profitable by hiring Syrians refugees as cheap labor. This is advantageous for em-
ployers because they can pay lower salaries than to Turkish employees. One re-
sult of the inflow of Syrian refugees into the informal job market is that consum-
er prices in Turkey fell by 4% in the informal labor-intensive sector in 2012-2013,
creating a general decline of 2.5% in overall consumer prices. The likelihood of a
Turkish citizen obtaining an informal job decreased by 2%, but there was no im-
pact on salaries (Tumen 2016). Also, employing Syrians as informal workers has
had some push effects. For example, in the seasonal agriculture field, many Kurds
have been replaced by Syrians. In the general labor market, the inflow of Syrians
into informal jobs have pushed the Turkish to find (better) formal jobs. As a result,
competition in the informal job market has created social tension. On another
note, some Syrian refugees work in businesses run by Syrians with or without ref-
ugee status. In general, the number of foreign-owned enterprises has grown sub-
stantially during the 2010s, and Syrians have become the largest group of foreign
entrepreneurs in Turkey. From this perspective, hosting refugees is favorable for
Turkish firms and the economy (iqduygu & Diker 2017; Akguinduiz et al. 2018).

Part of the economic issues attributed to Syrian refugees is the necessity for
housing (see Section 4.3. later in this report). All Syrians need some sort of shel-
ter in Turkey. It was initially common to host Syrian refugees in refugee camp
situations, where the authorities and related organizations provided basic
housing infrastructure and complementary services. As the length of stay be-
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came longer, many Syrian refugees wanted and needed to move to an ordinary
accommodation that was available either in public or social housing or in the
private market. Turkey did not have a public housing infrastructure that could
host millions of new people, so many Syrians resorted to renting a house, flat,
room or any kind of shelter in the private sector. Syrians refugees’ interactions
with the Turkish housing market raised demand as well as prices. According to
Tumen (2017), Syrian refugees’ impact on the housing market caused rentals in
lower-quality units to rise by 2% and in higher-quality units by 11%. This suggests
that demand for better housing in safer neighborhoods have increased among
Turkish people. Increasing housing prices and Syrian refugees’ privileged access
to public and social housing sometimes created conflict between Turkish and
Syrians and between Syrians and other vulnerable groups.

The third key issue regarding the situations of Syrian refugees involves mi-
gration. The migration of Syrians within Turkey is a complex topic (see Section
4.5. later in this report). The majority of Syrians enter Turkey directly through
the land border between Syria and Turkey. They initially arrive in the southern-
most provinces of Turkey. However, as the war in Syria continued and their re-
turn to their country became increasingly unlikely, the refugee burden would
have grown too heavy to be borne only by Turkey’s southern provinces. What is
more, the unregulated migration of millions of people inside Turkey could have
led to serious challenges in overcrowded areas. National authorities therefore
decided to influence the location of Syrians in Turkey. They did so by assigning
regionally designated identity cards (kimlik in Turkish) that gave Syrians access
to certain social services in the regions in which they were designated to live.
If a Syrian refugee moved to another province, s’/he needed to inform Turkish
authorities in advance to reregister in this new location (Baban et al. 2017). How-
ever, sometimes such reregistration is not possible in practice.

As aresult, registered Syrian refugees can be found in every province in Tur-
key (see Section 3.1. above). Some provinces are highly urbanized with advanced
economic development and easy access to the (informal) labor market, whereas
others are mostly rural, less developed and restrictive regarding labor market
access. It is impossible for every Syrian refugee to receive in the initial process
the most appropriate place to stay as regards his/her educational and profes-
sional background, family and other social relations in Turkey, as well as one’s
individual preferences and wishes for life in Turkey. Many have moved to other
places in Turkey, but not all migrations have been welcomed by the local Turkish
population, especially when the number of arriving Syrian refugees have been
high. The arrival of millions of Syrian refugees have changed and continue to
change the political, social, educational and financial situations of many cities,
towns and villages in Turkey.
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4. MAIN RESULTS

4.1. Background of the Syrian respondents

The survey respondents comprised 762 Syrians living in the Gaziantep, Istanbul
and Izmir provinces. Because of a specific status, Syrians who have registered
their arrival with the related Turkish authorities and follow the regulations for
Syrians in Turkey can live and stay in Turkey. They possess a temporary protec-
tion status given by Turkish authorities.

All respondents have a legal right to enter and stay Turkey. However, in
this residence-legalization process, authorities influence in which province
each Syrian stays. An overwhelming majority of the respondents of this study
were living in the province to which their identity card was connected to.
However, there were cases in which a Syrian respondent had changed his/
her place of residence, either by informing the authorities or by his/her own
actions.

All of the respondents (over 99%) considered Syria to be their country of ori-
gin, and all of the respondents were Syrians by nationality. However, among the
respondents were people who considered that Turkish (3%) or Kurdish (9%) was
their mother tongue. Most of them lived in lived in [zmir. Nevertheless, seven
out of eight (88%) spoke Arabic as their mother tongue.

Out of all of the respondents, slightly over half (55%) were male, and slightly
less than half (45%) were female. As mentioned, this is the share of the officially
registered Syrians in Turkey (UNHCR 2018d). The survey was directed at adult
respondents, and the age distribution was as follows: 18-29 years (50%), 30-49
years (41%), 50-59 years (6%) and 60 years or older (3%, see Table 1).

Table 1. Demographic background of respondents.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total
wom- wom- wom- wom-
man an all man an all man an all man an all

respondent % % % N % % % N % % % N % % % N

18-29years 56 44 30 114 55 45 35 130 48 52 35 133 53 47 50 377
30-49years 74 26 33 104 45 55 30 95 47 53 37 115 55 45 41 314
50-59years 73 27 36 16 61 39 53 24 60 40 11 5 65 35 6 45
60- years 58 42 60 12 50 50 10 2 83 17 30 6 65 35 3 20
Total 65 35 33 246 52 48 33 251 49 51 34 259 55 45 100 756

The education level of the respondents varied (see Table 2). Some persons
were without the ability to read and write, and some had university degrees.
The gender and age differences were visible in education. Of the young adults
(18-29 years old), one out of six (16%) had attended only elementary or lower ed-
ucation levels, and almost one out of three (30%) had attended a university. The
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respondents with the highest education (i.e., attended universities) were pre-
dominantly males (66%) and single (64%) and had originated from cities (82%);
in addition, nearly all of them (95%) had at least some knowledge of English. The
largest group of respondents with a higher education consisted of young male
adults (18-29 years old).

Of the oldest respondents (60 years or older), two out of five (41%) had an
elementary or lower education level, including those with rural backgrounds.
Of young adults (18-29 years old), one out of six (17%) had the lowest education
levels (elementary or uncompleted elementary education), and one out of four
(26%) originated from rural areas. In general, three out of four (75%) had lived
most of their life in towns or urban areas. The amount of respondents originat-
ing from rural areas in Syria was highest (31%) in Gaziantep.

Table 2. Education level of respondents.

Elementary and Middle High
uncompleted school school University Total
c c c c c
(] (] © (] (]
5 & 5 & 5 5 5 & 5 &
E£E:s E:*5 E s E3:% E 8
respondent % % % N % % %9 N % % % N % % % N % % % N
18-29years 53 47 17 62 38 62 15 55 51 49 37 133 63 37 30 111 53 47 50 361

30-49years 49 51 29 85 60 40 18 53 52 48 27 80 67 33 27 80 55 45 41 298
50-59years 47 53 39 16 57 43 17 7 88 11 22 990 11 22 965 35 6 41
60-years 57 43 41 767 33 18 3100 0 6 183 18 35 665 35 3 17
Total 51 49 24 170 50 50 17 118 53 47 31 223 66 34 29 206 55 45 100 717

Larger amounts of Syrians started to arrive in Turkey when stronger con-
flicts emerged in Syria after 2011 (see Section 3.2). Most Syrians, who lived in the
northern Syria, escaped initially to Turkey, where they gained temporary pro-
tection permits. As mentioned, the definitions of refugees, asylum seekers and
migrants are complex. Of the respondents, almost three out of four (71%) de-
fined themselves refugees, one out of six (17%) asylum seekers and the rest (12%)
with other categories.

Of the respondents, by the spring of 2018, only a few (7%) had arrived less
than one year ago, and very few (2%) had arrived just a few months prior (Table
3). The majority (58%) of the respondents had stayed in Turkey for over three
years, but there were regional differences. In general, the respondents in Istan-
bul had stayed in Turkey for shorter periods of time: Of them, 28% had stayed for
less than two years. That amount was smaller both in [zmir (20%) and Gaziantep
(11%). Likewise, the amount of those who had stayed in Turkey for over four years
was much higher (58%) in Gaziantep than the amounts who stayed in {zmir (31%)
and Istanbul (26%).
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Table 3. Length of respondents’ residence in Turkey.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total

respondent % N % N % N % N

0-5 months 1 2 1 2 3 6 2 10
6-11 months 3 6 10 25 7 17 7 48
12-23 months 7 15 17 38 12 27 12 80
24-35 months 17 37 25 57 22 51 22 145
36-47 months 14 31 20 45 26 61 20 137
48-months 58 124 26 58 31 71 38 253
Total 100 246 100 256 100 233 100 673

Of the respondents, one out of four (25%) said that s/he was single; almost
three out of four (72%) said that they were married; very few said that they were
widows (2%) or divorced (1%). Of the male respondents, one out of three (32%)
was single, and substantially fewer women—namely, one out of six (17%)—were
single. The share of single males was highest in Istanbul, where they constituted
half (50%) of the respondents. Istanbul is a particular place for Syrians in Tur-
key, and it is a very attractive location for young adults, for various reasons. The
share of married female respondents was the highest in Gaziantep—five out of
six (83%) women. In regard to general family relationships, Gaziantep is clearly
more stable than Istanbul.

Having to flee to a foreign country is a challenging issue. However, this sit-
uation is even more challenging if one does not have any family or relatives
around. Fortunately, this was the case only for a few respondents—namely,
eight out of nine (89%) had family or relatives in Turkey (see Table 4). There was
considerable variation among the different areas. In Gaziantep, only one out
of fourteen (7%) was there without family or relatives, whereas that amount
was threefold higher (22%) in Istanbul. Almost every second respondent (45%)
had children in Turkey. Every second respondent (51%) in Gaziantep had chil-
dren in Turkey, which was a higher amount than that in Izmir (44%) or Istanbul
(40%). In addition, this indicates that the families in Gaziantep have a more
stable situation than do the families in Izmir and especially those in Istanbul.
However, stable and tight family relationships and networks exist among the
Syrians in Istanbul.

Having family and relatives in Turkey is important for one’s social networks;
if an individual has close family members nearby, one’s sense of feeling at home
is likely to increase. However, the presence of such relations can create stress,
in the sense of an individual’s having to take care of family in precarious condi-
tions. Syrian men in particular are expected to bring financial resources to their
refugee families in Turkey.
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Table 4. Respondents’ family and relatives in Turkey.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total

% N % N % N % N
Spouse 24 50 22 47 29 66 25 163
Children 2 4 3 7 5 11 3 22
Spouse and children 10 20 11 22 10 23 10 65
Spouse, childrenand relatives 37 77 24 LI 28 .. 63 ... 30..191 .
Spouse and relatives 7 15 4 9 4 9 5 33
Children and relatives 2 4 2 5 1 3 2 12
Relatives o 12 .24 22 2 28 174
Nofamily or relatives 70422 46 24 13 84
Total 100 208 100 209 100 227 100 644

Many Syrian families were dispersed during the Syrian War. Some fled to
neighboring countries (Jauhiainen & Vorobeva 2018); others fled to the Euro-
pean Union; some went even further, to more western countries. Especially in
2015, a high number of Syrians fled to the European Union (Eurostat 2017). How-
ever, many are still living in Syria.

Three out of five (61%) respondents had family members and relatives in the
European Union (see Table 5). Among the respondents, more women (64%) had
family or relatives in the European Union than did men (59%). The respondents
who were 60 years old or more had the smallest numbers of family in the Euro-
pean Union—namely, two out of five (41%). The respondents did not mention all
of the EU member states in which they had family members. Half (51%) of those
who had family in the European Union mentioned that those family members
were in Germany. Other more commonly mentioned countries were Sweden
(9%) and the Netherlands (7%). These were countries in which many Syrians re-
ceived asylum or other residence permits. Two out of five (40%) respondents did
not have any family members or relatives in the European Union. In general,
such respondents were younger male adults (18-29 years old) who had been in
Turkey for 1-3 years.

Table 5. Respondents’ relatives or family members in the European Union countries.

Yes No
% % N
Man 59 41 336
Woman 64 37 249
18—29year358 ........................................ 42286 ....................
30-49 years 64 36 250
50-59 years 63 37 35
60-years 41 59 17
Employed58 ........................................ 42272 ....................
Inactive 60 40 235
Total6‘| ......................................... 40592 ....................
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Though millions of Syrians have fled their country of origin, the majority of
Syrians still live in Syria. Sometimes, entire families left the country together
and at the same time; other times, only some family members left, leaving oth-
ers behind. In addition, some refugees fled with a group of many friends, while
others left their closest friends in Syria. Of the respondents, eleven out of twelve
(92%) mentioned in the spring of 2018 that they had family or relatives in Syria
(see Table 6). It was more common for men (94%) than for women (90%) to have
family or relatives in Syria. Nearly all Syrians are still connected socially to Syria,
despite having left the country.

There were small differences in regard to the ages and the places of living
of the respondents who were socially connected to Syria via family or relatives.
Most of the respondents in Istanbul (93%) had family or relatives in Syria. Nev-
ertheless, the amount was almost the same in Gaziantep (92%) and [zmir (91%).
One out of twelve (8%) respondents did not have any family members or friends
remaining in Syria. In general, these respondents were middle-aged married
women (30-49 years old) who had been in Turkey for more than 4 years and had
their children in Turkey.

Table 6. Respondents’ relatives or family members in Syria.

Yes No

% % N
Man 94 6 400
Woman 0 10 325
18-29 years 94 6 363
30-49 years 90 10 304
50-59 years 98 2 44
BO-YOAIS 79, e 21 e 19
’E'rﬁbl’a)}édm e
L N AR LA
Gaziantep 92 8 243
Istanbul 93 7 243
LSS - S SR, S
Total 92 8 736

It is critical for migrants and refugees to know the language of the country in
which they are staying. Turkish is the official language of Turkey, and people need
it for various everyday practices and especially for employment. English is more
often needed for contact with people from the Western world and especially in the
tourism sector, where people often deal with non-Turkish and non-Arab tourists,
such as Europeans. Of the respondents, five out of six (83%) knew at least some
Turkish, but substantially fewer (65%) knew at least a little English (see Table 7).

In general, the longer a respondent’s formal schooling, the more English s/
he knew. Of those who had attended universities, nine out of ten (90%) knew at
least some English, and over two out of five (43%) said that their knowledge of
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English language was good. Of those who had only elementary or uncompleted
elementary education, one out of five (19%) knew some English, and practically
none (1%) had a solid understanding of English.

In addition, having knowledge of the Turkish language was connected to the ed-
ucation levels but less so than with English. Of those who had attended universities,
nearly all of them (98%) knew at least a little Turkish, and even a majority (58%) of
those with low education levels (only elementary or uncompleted elementary ed-
ucations) knew some Turkish. Of those who had attended universities, every third
person (34%) said that his/her knowledge of the Turkish language was good; that is,
more respondents with higher education levels knew English better than Turkish.
Of those who had experienced only elementary or uncompleted elementary edu-
cation, one out of seven (15%) had a good knowledge of Turkish. That amount was
substantially higher than that of those who had a good knowledge of English.

The lengths of stay in Turkey were connected to the knowledge of Turkish. Of
those who had been in Turkey for less than 1 year, seven out of ten (70%) knew
at least a little of Turkish, and one out of ten (10%) knew it well. Of those who
had been in Turkey for over 4 years, six out of seven (86%) knew at a least a little
Turkish, and almost two out of five (37%) knew it well. In addition, among the
respondents were a few people whose mother tongue was Turkish. Those who
knew least Turkish were the oldest (60 years old or older) respondents or had
stayed in Turkey for less than one year.

Table 7. Foreign language skills of respondents.

Elementary Middle High
and uncompleted school school University Total

Turkish English Turkish English Turkish English Turkish English Turkish English
respondent % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N

Good 15 25 1 1 23 27 3 4 29 63 15 32 34 69 43 87 26190 17 126
Moderate 16 27 2 4 27 31 16 18 41 90 31 68 36 74 43 87 31231 25183
Little 26 43 16 26 31 36 31 36 24 52 37 82 28 58 10 20 26 195 23 170
Nothing 42 70 81133 19 22 50 58 7 16 17 38 2 5 5 10 17126 35260
Total 100 165 100 164 100 116 100 116 100 221 100 220 100 206 100 204 100 742 100 739

Although family and relatives are usually important social ties for a person,
having friends is significant for his/her social life. Often, a person finds friends
easily from the same linguistic and ethnic groups. However, having friends
among the titular nation, in this case Turks, is a sign of some level of integration
into the society.

Of the respondents, slightly over every second one (53%) had Turkish friends
in Turkey (see Table 8). Men (62%) had substantially more Turkish friends than
did women (42%). This is related to the everyday practices, in which Syrian men
more often deal with external social environment than do Syrian women. In gen-
eral, there were differences among age groups in having Turkish friends. The re-
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spondents who were 50 years old or older had (43%) Turkish friends more often
than did those younger than 50 years old (30%). Being engaged with working life
increases the probability of having Turkish friends; that is, the respondents who
were employed had (57%) Turkish friends more often than did the inactive re-
spondents (49%). Of the respondents living in Gaziantep, two out of three (65%)
had Turkish friends. That was substantially more than the respondents had in
Izmir (49%) or Istanbul (46%). Those who had many Turkish friends in Turkey
were generally employed men who had been in Turkey for 4-6 years and had a
strong understanding of Turkish. Those who did not have any Turkish friends
were most often women who were unemployed and had little or no knowledge
of Turkish. Many of them were planning to return to Syria after the war ends.

Table 8. Respondents’ having Turkish friends in Turkey.

Many Some No
% % % N
Man 36 26 37 386
Woman . 23 O B8 BT
18-29 years 30 25 46 360
30-49 years 29 22 49 289
50-59 years 45 14 40 42
60-years 41 18 41 17
'ié'r'ﬁ’b’iayéa .................................. e s D —
nactive . 29, ZL L
Gaziantep 39 26 35 234
Istanbul 27 19 54 233
JZ e 26 e T NOSUUL.».L S
Total 30 23 47 714

In addition, the respondents listed the best and worst aspects of their lives
in Turkey. This is connected not only to individual experiences one has encoun-
tered in Turkey but also to a broader collective feeling of what it is to be a Syrian
refugee in Turkey. Many issues matter here, including the respondents’ family,
living places, neighborhoods, jobs and social networks. Furthermore, these sub-
jective feelings vary from person to person. What one respondent feels is bad in
life is not necessary bad for another respondent.

All of the respondents had to leave Syria. In general, their emigration was
due to the war in Syria; however, in a small number of cases, they left because of
other political, economic or social reasons. This explains why safety, peace and
freedom were most frequently mentioned as the best aspects of life in Turkey
(see Table 9). Safety and security are needed for immediate survival. The second
most common aspect was about family and other social issues. These were in the
same order among the respondents in all of the studied regions, though people
in Gaziantep cited more often (49%) safety, peace or freedom than did those liv-
ing in Izmir (41%) or Istanbul (32%). The respondents in Istanbul and Izmir ac-
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tually mentioned “nothing” as the best aspect of their lives in Turkey, which was
the third most commonly cited aspect. Fewer respondents were satisfied in their
lives in Istanbul and Izmir when compared with the respondents in Gaziantep.

Table 9. Best of respondents’ life in Turkey.

Gaziantep % Istanbul % izmir %

Safety, peace or freedom 49 Safety, peace or freedom 32 Safety, peace or freedom 41
Family and social life 16 Family and social life 17 Family and social life 20

Living, services or structures 12 Nothing 16 Nothing 15

Labor-related 10 Other 11 Living, services or structures 13
Nothing 5 Living, services or structures 10 Labor-related 9

Everything or no problems 5 Labor-related 8 Other 6

% of respondents mentioning the aspect

When respondents addressed the worst aspects of their lives in Turkey, their
answers were very diverse in different study areas (see Table 10). In Gaziantep,
the most common answer to the worst aspects of respondents’ life was “noth-
ing,” which was mentioned by more than every fifth (22%) respondent. This in-
dicates that a group of respondents is satisfied with their lives in Turkey and, in
this particular case, in Gaziantep. This was followed by financial issues (15%) and
the respondents’ poor Turkish language skills (11%). For the respondents in Is-
tanbul, the most common answer to the worst aspects of respondents’ lives was
work related, and that was mentioned by almost every fifth (18%) respondent.
This was followed by life in general (14%) and high prices (13%). In [zmir, the most
common answer to the worst aspects of respondents’ lives was discrimination,
prejudice or treatment, which was mentioned by every fifth (20%) respondent.
Such a negative reason was much less frequent in Istanbul (9%) and Gaziantep
(4%). Among respondents in [zmir are also Syrian refugees whose mother tongue
is not Arabic. For the respondents in 1zrnir, also financial issues (17%), high prices
and high rent (15%) were the frequently cited worst aspects of life in Turkey. In
general, almost all of the respondents (93%) agreed that they needed more mon-
ey to improve their current situations. Nearly the same percentages of respond-
ents mentioned the same for Gaziantep (94%), Istanbul (93%) and Izmir (92%).

Table 10. Worst of respondents’ life in Turkey.

Gaziantep % Istanbul % izmir %
Nothing 22 Work-related 18 Discrimination, prejudice or treat-
ment 20

Financial issues 15 Life in general 14 Financial issues 17

Poor Turkish skills 11 High prices and rents 13 High prices and rents 15

Other 10 Other 11 Poor Turkish skills 12

Away from home, family and Poor Turkish skills 10 Work related 10

friends 9

Work related 9 Discrimination, prejudice or Away from home, family and
treatment 9 friends 9

% of respondents mentioning the aspect
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The best and worst aspects of respondents’ lives in Turkey relate to indi-
vidual circumstances and broader issues as well, such as Turkish society. It is
also about the mentality and character of individuals. In general, every sec-
ond (49%) respondent regarded his/her future in a positive light (see Table 11).
More men (52%) saw the future positively than did women (47%). The older
the respondent was, the lesser s/he regarded the future in a positive light. Of
the young adults (18-29 years old), one out of nine (11%) did not regard the
future as positive, whereas two out of five (40%) of the oldest respondents (60
years old or more) did. In addition, this is about the perspective of life. For a
Syrian refugee who is over 60 years old and living abroad in Turkey, there are
fewer options available in life than there are for a person who is 30-40 years
younger.

There were three groups in which most of the respondents saw their fu-
ture in a positive light. The first group comprised men who were married,
employed, had been in Turkey for 4-6 years and believed they were treated
well. They thought that they would live the rest of their lives in Turkey and did
not want to migrate to another country. The second group comprised young
men (18-29 years old) who were single, employed, had high education levels
(high school or university) and had many friends from Syria in their current
neighborhoods or at least some Turkish friends. The third but smaller group
comprised women who were married and unemployed. They were divided
in their opinion about whether to return to Syria or to stay in Turkey, but
most of them answered that they would live the rest of their lives in Turkey.
Of the positively oriented subjects, four out of five (82%) were satisfied with
their lives in Turkey. Similarly, four out of five (82%) were satisfied with their
neighborhoods, but only two out of three (68%) were satisfied with their ac-
commodations. Those with family in Turkey saw more often the future in a
positive light.

In addition, there were respondents who did not regard their future in a
positive light. Less than half (44%) of the negatively oriented subjects were
satisfied with their lives in Turkey, slightly less than half (48%) were satisfied
with their accommodations and three out of five (63%) were satisfied with
their neighborhoods. Furthermore, among those who did not see their futures
positively were three distinct groups. The first group comprised married and
employed men who wanted to migrate back to Syria. They were divided on
whether they had learned something useful in Turkey. The second group com-
prised 30-59-year-old men who were employed, had been in Turkey for about
6 years and thought that financial issues were the most significant constraint
on their goals in life. The third group comprised married women who were
unemployed, had little or no knowledge of Turkish and thought that they were
not treated well in Turkey.
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Table 11. Respondents seeing the future positively.

Agree Don't know Disagree
% % % N
Man 52 31 17 369
Woman 47 39 14 312
'ﬁ'é:ﬁé'&}ééFé ............................. pg———— D e —
30-49 years 44 36 20 275
50-59 years 44 31 26 39
80-years . 40 e 20 40 15
Employed 47 34 18 207
Inactive . A7 39 38T
Gaziantep 54 30 16 231
Istanbul 45 40 15 228
T2 80 34 e 8232
Total 49 35 16 691

In addition, the respondents’ sense of the future was linked to their life goals
(see Table 12). Of all respondents, seven out of eight (87%) identified the most im-
portant goals in their lives. The most commonly expressed goals were related to
having children (24%) or a decent or good life (22%) or to the respondents’ fam-
ilies having a good life or future (20%). However, there were differences in the
goals between men and women, younger and older people and people with and
without children. In general, for one out of four men (24%), the most important
goal was to have a good, decent life. For nearly one out of three women (31%), the
most important goal was related to their children. However, for those respond-
ents having children in Turkey, the most important goals in life were about their
children, i.e. both as regards men (25%) and women (38%). For the respondents
who were 50 years old or older, the most important goal was to return to Syria.
For young adults (18-29 years old), the second most important goal was related
to education, knowledge or skills.

Table 12. Most important goals in life for respondents.

Most common % Second most common % Third most common %
Man A decent good life 24 Own children-related 18 To return to Syria 13
Woman Own children-related 31 To have a decent good life 18  Good future/life for my family 18

18-29y. A decent good life 21 Education, knowledge or skills 20 Good future/life for my family 17
30-49y. Own children-related 37 To have a decent good life 22  Good future/life for my family 14

50-59y. To return to Syria 29 Own children-related 19 A decent or good life 17

BO+Y. .. ToreturntoSyria28 Adecentgoodlife28  Ownchildren-related17
Employed A decent good life 25 Own children-related 23 Good future/life for my family 14
Inactive  Own children-related 25 Adecentgoodlife21 Education knowledge orskills 17
Total Own children-related 24 A decent good life 22 Good future/life for my family 15

Last, the respondents estimated whether their lives would become better in
Turkey in the future. This does not mean that their lives would be fantastic or with-
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out problems or even that their lives would be good. This is an expression of how
they see their life trajectories in Turkey—that is, whether they will improve. All of
the respondents have had unique experiences thus far and they feel where they
are, and in consideration of this, they look toward the future. Of the respondents,
every third person (34%) stated that his/her life would become better in the future;
however, slightly more men (36%) than women (32%, see Table 13) believed this.

However, there was a substantial regional difference regarding this issue. In
Gaziantep, every second man (50%) believed that his life in Turkey would be-
come better, but one out of five men (20%) in Istanbul argued like this. It is im-
possible to know exactly why such different opinions exist. On the one hand,
it might be that life is already better in Istanbul, so the male respondents there
do not expect much in the way of improvements. On the other hand, many re-
spondents in Istanbul might be realistic and even cynical about their futures and
thus do not expect much improvements in their lives.

Those who predominantly believed that their lives in Turkey would improve
in the future had lived in Turkey for 4-6 years, were employed, thought that they
were treated well and had good or moderate knowledge of Turkish. Moreover,
those who did not expect much improvement in their lives had been in Turkey for
4-6 years and had good or moderate knowledge of Turkish; however, they were as
likely to be employed as inactive and were significantly more divided on feeling
treated well or poorly in Turkey. The majority (55%) of those who regarded their
future lives as less promising in Turkey were willing to leave Turkey and migrate to
somewhere in the European Union. This belief was substantially rarer (9%) among
those who believed their lives in Turkey would improve in the future.

Table 13. Respondents stating that their life in Turkey becomes better in the future.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total
wom- wom- wom- wom-
man an all man an all man an all man an all
% % % N % % % N % % % N % % % N
Agree 50 50 50 115 20 29 24 53 33 24 28 64 36 32 34 232

Dontknow 32 39 35 79 42 43 43 92 44 47 45 104 39 44 41 275
Disagree 17 11 15 35 38 28 33 71 23 29 27 61 25 24 25 167
Total 100 100 100 229 100 100 100 216 100 100 100 229 100 100 100 674

4.2. Journey from Syria to Turkey

Turkey is close to Syria, and due this geographical reason, it is reachable in a rather
limited time, especially from the northern part of Syria. Most Syrians who lived in
northern Syria initially escaped to Turkey, whereas those from southern Syria es-
caped to Jordan (Jauhiainen & Vorobeva 2018). Historically, the current southern
areas of Turkey, such as Gaziantep, and the northernmost areas of Syria, such as
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Aleppo, have had close connections. For centuries, they belonged to the Ottoman
Empire and were in the same territory. From such a perspective, the current areal
division between Turkey and Syria is a more recent phenomenon.

Practically all (97%) respondents came to Turkey after the initiation of severe
unrest and the war in Syria in 2012 (Table 14). More than one out of five (22%)
respondents came in 2015. However, many of that cohort continued to the Eu-
ropean Union. In general, the acceptance rate of Syrian asylum seekers has been
very high (94% in 2017) in the asylum processes in the European Union countries
(Eurostat 2018). Only a few (6%) respondents came to Turkey less than 1 year ago.

The respondents’ time of migration to Turkey shows similarities with regard
to the arrival of the broader Syrian community to Turkey. In both cases, the ar-
rivals dropped substantially from 2016 onward. The very recent arrivals in 2018
have been very limited, as indicated by the survey data and the UNHCR statistics
(UNHCR 2018e).

There are, however, some differences between the areas. A third (34%) of
the respondents from Gaziantep had arrived in Turkey in 2012, whereas that
amount was substantially smaller in Istanbul and [zmir (both 5%). On the con-
trary, 29% of the respondents in Istanbul had arrived in Turkey between 2016
and the spring of 2018. This amount was smaller in [zmir (22%) and substantially
smaller (11%) in Gaziantep. This indicates specific spatio-temporal patterns in
the arrivals of Syrians, who lived in Turkey in the spring of 2018. Syrians who re-
main close to the Syrian-Turkish border area already traveled in large numbers
in 2012, and many of them stayed in Gaziantep since that period. The largest
group of Syrians, who still stay in the izmir area, came to Turkey a couple of
years later, i.e., in 2014. Furthermore, the largest group of Syrians, who still stay
in the Istanbul area, came to Turkey 1 year later, i.e., in 2015. Thus, there is clear
regional differences in the arrival times of Syrians in Turkey.

Table 14. Respondents’ time of migration to Turkey

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total

% N % N % N % N
1-4 months ago (2018) 1 2 1 2 3 6 1 10
5-16 months ago (2017) 3 6 11 25 7 17 7 48
17-28 months ago (2016) 7 15 17 38 12 27 12 80
29-40 months ago (2015) 17 37 25 57 22 51 22 145
41-52 months ago (2014) 14 31 20 45 26 61 20 137
53-64 months ago (2013) 20 44 18 42 20 47 20 133
65-76 months ago (2012) 34 72 5 13 5 13 15 98
77-months ago (2011-) 4 8 1 3 5 11 3 22
Total 100 215 100 225 100 233 100 673

Information and interaction in social media had an impact for decision to
come to Turkey. Nevertheless, over two out of five (42%) of the respondents who
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used the Internet daily in Syria disagreed that social information and interaction
in social media helped his/her decision to come to Turkey. This suggests that
there was biased information and interaction in social media whether to go or
not. Another group of whom a large part (50%) disagreed on the helpfulness of
social media on the migration decision was those who did not use the Internet
at all. The rest of the Internet users had more positive view on social media’s role
on the decision to migrate to Turkey.

The respondents answered why they decided to come to Turkey instead of
other countries. As it is known, many Syrians fled to other nearby countries such
as Jordan and Lebanon (Jauhiainen & Vorobeva 2018). The most commonly ex-
pressed reason for all respondents and their different subgroups was Turkey’s
geographical proximity. It was mentioned as almost two out of five (38%) of the
reasons, and in the closest area to Syria, Gaziantep, it was even more common of
areason (44%) (Table 15). The second and third most common reasons (both 15%)
were cultural proximity between Syria and Turkey as well as political or admin-
istrative reasons related to the fleeing.

In general, the reasons for coming to Turkey instead of other countries were
mostly the same for people with different backgrounds, for example, between
men and women. However, cultural proximity was mentioned more often as the
reasons for coming to Turkey by the respondents in Gaziantep. As mentioned
before, historically the area around Gaziantep and Aleppo belonged to the same
region. Even after the formation of the border between Syria and Turkey, people
still have relations across both sides of the border. In general, younger adults
more often expressed political, administrative and other reasons instead of cul-
tural proximity.

Table 15. Respondents’ reasons to come to Turkey instead of other countries.

Most common (%) Second most common (%) Third most common (%)

Man Geographical proximity 39  Pol. or byr. reasons 15 Cultural proximity 15
Woman _ Geographical proximity 38 Pol.orbyr.reasons 15 Culturalproximity14
18-29 years  Geographical proximity 35 Pol. or byr. reasons 17 Other 16

30-49years  Geographical proximity 43  Cultural proximity 21 Pol. or byr. reasons 15
50-59 years  Geographical proximity 45 Peace and security 24 Cultural proxmity 12
60-years .(':‘_eog(aphi(_:al proximity 37 ’C_ultur_al_ proximity 16 ___Pol.orbyr.reasons 16
Employed  Geographical proximity 41  Cultural proximity 16 Pol. or byr.reasons 15
Inactive .G_eog(a_phit_:al proximity 36 .P_ol. orbyr.reasons 14 _Pe_ace orsecurity 13
Gaziantep  Geographical proximity 44  Cultural proximity 23 Peace or security 16 |
Istanbul Geographical proximity 36  Cultural proximity 14 Pol. or byr. reasons 12

fzmir o Geographical proximity 36 Pol.orbyr.reasons20 Nootherchoice12 . . .
Total Geographical proximity 38  Cultural proximity 15 Pol. or byr. reasons 15

The respondents also answered why they decided to come to their current
place of residence in Turkey (Table 16). As mentioned earlier, the location and
mobility of Syrians in Turkey are influenced by the Turkish national authorities.
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The most often mentioned reason was related to work and the labor market. Of
all respondents, this was mentioned by over two out of five (43%). Clear gen-
der differences existed in this. Every second (51%) male respondent mentioned
a labor-related reason, whereas only a third (33%) of female respondents did
so. In fact, much fewer Syrian women work in Turkey compared to men. For
women, the most important reason for over a third (35%) of respondents was
family and other social reasons. A majority (54%) of those who were employed
in the spring of 2018 mentioned labor-related reasons as the most important
reasons for moving, whereas family and other social reasons were the most im-
portant reasons for the economically inactive respondents, answered by every
third (32%) of them. For all subgroups, work and family were mentioned as the
two most important reasons for moving to their current place in Turkey. Among
the family-related reasons is also tied migration, in which the rest of the family
had to follow the male family head, who usually moved to the current place due
to reasons related to work.

Table 16. Respondents’ reasons to come to the current place in Turkey.

Most common (%) Second most common (%) Third most common (%)
Man Labor-related 51 Family and social 19 Enhanced life conditions 10
Woman ’F_ar_ni_ly_a_nd social 35 "L_at)o_r-_related 33 "Not_mqvgd 22 R
18-29years Labor-related41 ~ Familyandsocial24 ~ Enhanced life conditions 11
30-49years Labor-related 47 Family and social 26 Other 10
50-59 years Labor-related 41 Family and social 33 Enhanced life conditions 15
60-years  Laborrelated33 ~ Femilyandsocial33 Financialissues10
Employed Labor-related 54 Family and social 20 Enhanced life conditions 10
Inactive . Famiyandsocial32  _ Laborrelated30 Notmoved13
Gaziantep Labor-related 45 Family and social 19 Other 11
Istanbul Labor-related 41 Family and social 27 Not moved 11
lzmir ... Laborrelated44 Familyandsocial30 Enhanced life conditions 10
Total Labor-related 43 Family and social 25 Enhanced life conditions 10

More than two out of five (22%) respondents have visited Syria after they left
it for Turkey. Their share was highest (38%) in Gaziantep. It is located close in the
borderland with Syria and many respondents had lived there for several years.
Of the respondents who currently lived in Izmir, one out of five (21%) had visited
Syria after they had left it. The amount of these people was substantially lower
(8%) among respondents in Istanbul.

4.3. Current living place

Syrian respondents’ current living place is both a physical place where they live
as well as the social environment related to it. The physical setting is of varied
size, consisting of an apartment or house in which the respondent lives and the
neighborhood in which the apartment or house is located. The setting continues
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to the city or village and up to the broader province. For some respondents, the
current place of residence was just Turkey, a collective definition of the living
place. Usually the respondents considered the immediate physical surrounding,
neighborhood and town in which they lived as their current living place.

Among the respondents, two out of three (67%) had lived their entire lives in
Turkey in the same place where they were located at the time of the survey in the
spring of 2018. Almost a third (31%) had lived in Turkey in one or two places aside
from their current place, but very few (1%) had lived in more than three places,
even if they had stayed in Turkey for several years.

On the respondents in Gaziantep, two out of three (69%) had lived in Turkey
only in Gaziantep. Of the remaining respondents there, many had lived also in
Istanbul. Similarly, two out of three (67%) of respondents in [zmir had lived in
Turkey only in Izmir. Some had moved there from Gaziantep or Istanbul. In Is-
tanbul, a larger share (73%) had lived in Turkey only in Istanbul. Those who had
lived also elsewhere in Turkey but now lived in Istanbul had stayed in Mersin or
Gaziantep.

The face-to-face social relationships are usually the most intensive among
the family and relatives in the immediate vicinity and stretch to the neighbor-
hood and beyond. Almost two-thirds (64%) of the respondents had family in
their current living place (Table 17). This amount varied substantially between
different regions and between men and women. Almost four out of five (79%) fe-
male respondents in Izmir had family in their current living place, but this share
was more than a half smaller (38%) among the male respondents in Istanbul. In
general, much fewer women (16%) were without family compared to men (32%).
Typically, those who did not have any family in their current living place lived in
Istanbul, were men younger than 30 years old, had been in Turkey for 1-3 years
and had moved to their current location because of work.

Table 17. Respondents being in current place with some of the family.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total
wom- wom- wom- wom-
man an all man an all man an all man an all
% % % N % % % N % % % N % % % N
Agree 77 74 76 165 38 61 47 92 57 79 67 142 59 72 64 399

Don't know 8 6 7 16 8 21 17 33 7 9 8 16 9 12 11 65
Disagree 15 50 17 37 50 18 36 69 36 12 24 51 32 16 25 157
Total 100 100 100 218 100 100 100 194 100 100 100 210 100 100 100 622

Of the male respondents, four out of five (80%) had Syrian friends in the
neighborhood in which they lived (Table 18). This amount was the same in all
studied regions. Fewer (70%) women had Syrian friends in the neighborhood in
which they lived. This varied between the regions. In Izmir, women had Syrian
friends as often as men (79% vs. 80%), but in Gaziantep, fewer (70%) women had
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Syrian friends, and even fewer (60%) had Syrian friends in Istanbul. Neverthe-
less, in all regions, the majority of respondents had Syrian friends in their neigh-
borhood. Men who did not have Syrian friends were characteristically 30-49
years old and living in [zmir. For women without Syrian friends in the neighbor-
hood, it was typical to be a young female adult (18-29 years old) living in Istanbul.

Table 18. Respondents’ Syrian friends in current neighborhood.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total
wom- wom- wom- wom-
man an all man an all man an all man an all
% % % N % % % N % % % N % % % N
Many 55 42 50 115 47 38 43 100 51 48 50 121 51 43 48 336
Some 25 25 25 57 33 22 28 66 29 31 30 74 29 26 28 197
No 20 33 25 57 20 40 29 68 20 21 20 50 20 31 25 175
Total 100 100 100 229 100 100 100 234 100 100 100 245 100 100 100 708

Slightly over half (52%) of the respondents were clearly satisfied with their
current neighborhood, and three out of four (75%) were at least partly satisfied
(Table 19). In general, men and women were almost equally satisfied; however,
there were regional variations. A minority of women (47%) in Gaziantep and a
minority of men (47%) in Istanbul were clearly satisfied. Well over half (56%) of
men in Gaziantep and well over half of women (56%) in Izmir were clearly satis-
fied in their current neighborhood.

Table 19. Respondents’ satisfaction with current neighborhood.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total
wom- wom- wom- wom-
man an all man an all man an all man an all
% % % N % % % N % % % N % % % N
Yes 56 47 53 124 47 53 50 120 52 56 54 133 52 53 52 377
Partly 24 26 24 57 25 21 23 56 24 21 22 55 24 22 23 168
No 20 27 23 53 28 26 27 65 24 23 23 57 24 25 24 175
Total 100 100 100 234 100 100 100 241 100 100 100 245 100 100 100 720

In general, the respondents’ satisfaction with the neighborhood was 10-20
percent units higher than that with their current accommodations (Table 20).
Substantially more critical to the current accommodation vs. the neighborhood
were female respondents in Istanbul (-24 per cent units), men in Istanbul (-22
per cent units) and women in [zmir (-20 per cent units). For them, the neigh-
borhood is rather satisfactory, but their accommodation has problems in that
neighborhood. In Istanbul, every second (50%) male and female respondent
expressed that s/he was not satisfied with his/her current accommodations.
Even in Gaziantep, which was the best region in this respect, every third (33%)
respondent was not satisfied with his/her current accommodation. In general,
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the most dissatisfied with their accommodations were those who were not satis-
fied with their current neighborhood and perceived financial issues as the most
significant constraint in achieving their life goal(s). Additionally, compared to
those satisfied with their current accommodation, the dissatisfied respondents
were less interested in staying in Turkey and were more interested in migrating
to Europe or some other country than Syria.

Table 20. Respondents’ satisfaction with current accommodation.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total
wom- wom- wom- wom-
man an all man an all man an all man an all
% % % N % % % N % % % N % % % N
Fully 42 43 43 100 32 32 32 77 43 34 39 95 39 36 38 272
Partly 25 256 25 58 23 18 21 50 24 23 23 58 24 22 23 166
No 33 32 32 76 50 50 47 112 33 43 43 94 37 42 39 282
Total 100 100 100 234 100 100 100 239 100 100 100 247 100 100 100 720

Satisfaction is related to how a person feels about the availability and quality
of physical and social amenities. With regard to physical amenities, almost three
out of four (71%) respondents stated they have enough toilets, showers and other
facilities for their use (Table 21). The male respondents were more often satis-
fied with these facilities in all studied regions. It is quite common that refugee
men require less from these facilities (Jauhiainen & Eyvazlu 2018; Jauhiainen &
Vorobeva 2018). The least satisfied were women in Istanbul, of whom a slight
majority (52%) agreed to have enough toilets, showers and other facilities; how-
ever, almost a third (31%) were unsure about this. In general, those who did not
have sufficient facilities were more likely to be dissatisfied with their current
accommodations. In fact, almost one out of four (22%) of those not satisfied with
their current accommodations did not have enough toilets, showers and such
for their use.

Table 21. Enough toilets, showers and other facilities in use for respondents.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total
wom- wom- wom- wom-
man an all man an all man an all man an all
% % % N % % % N % % % N % % % N
Agree 78 72 76 163 66 52 60 114 76 75 76 159 74 67 71 436

Don't know 8 10 9 19 17 31 23 43 13 15 14 30 12 19 15 092
Disagree 14 17 15 32 17 17 17 33 11 10 10 21 14 14 14 86
Total 100 100 100 214 100 100 100 190 100 100 100 210 100 100 100 614

Almost three out of four (73%) respondents agreed they felt safe in Turkey in
their current place, and this feeling was almost equal between men (74%) and
women (72%) (Table 22). Of those not feeling safe, two out of five (42%) were sat-

REFUGEES AND MIGRANTS IN TURKEY, 2018 48



isfied with their lives in Turkey, and less (40%) were satisfied with their neigh-
borhoods. There was not a clear pattern regarding how age is related to feeling
safety. However, of the youngest respondents (18-29 years old), one out of six
disagreed that they felt safe in their current place in Turkey. This was the highest
percentage among all age groups. Those who were not feeling safe in their cur-
rent place in Turkey were usually young single male adults (18-29 years old) who
did not have Turkish friends. Another group not feeling safe consisted of women
with high education levels (high school or university education) who strongly
disagreed with the statements that they are treated well in Turkey or that their
treatment is better in Turkey than in the European Union. However, regional
variation is strong here. In Istanbul, only slightly over half (55%) of respondents
expressed feeling safe, whereas feeling safe was expressed in Gaziantep by over
four out of five (83%) respondents.

Table 22. Respondents’ feeling safe in Turkey in the current place.

Agree Don't know Disagree
% % % N
Man 74 12 14 358
Woman .. 72 8 22
18-29 years 69 15 16 326
30-49 years 78 12 10 259
50-59 years 63 26 11 35
80-years .. 80 7 83 15
Employed ............................. s e g
Inactive oo 72 8B 336
Gaziantep 83 10 7 222
Istanbul 55 22 23 201
Tt 79 80 M 20T
Total 73 14 13 640

Feeling safe and being treated well are connected. Of those who felt safe in
Turkey, four out of five (81%) also felt they were treated well. On the other hand,
of those who did not feel safe in Turkey, one out of eight (13%) felt they were
treated well in Turkey. Again, here one finds regional variations, namely in Is-
tanbul, where only every second (51%) respondent felt treated well. Two out of
three (65%) respondents in [zmir and almost four out of five (78%) respondents
in Gaziantep felt they were treated well.

A difference in gender and age exists among those who felt they were treat-
ed well. Slightly over two out of three (68%) male respondents said they were
treated well, but fewer women (61%) did so (Table 23). The older a respondent
is, the more often s/he experiences being treated well in Turkey. In general,
the cultural traditions in Turkey mean that older people are usually respect-
ed more and treated well among both Syrians and Turkish. Also, older refu-
gees are not exposed as often to societal issues in Turkey and spend more time
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with persons they know and who eventually get along well with them. Anoth-
er major difference was between employed and inactive respondents. Of the
employed, three out of four (74%) felt they were treated well in their current
place in Turkey. Of the inactive, only slightly more than half (57%) felt they
were treated well.

Table 23. Respondents feeling well treated in Turkey in the current place.

Agree Don't know Disagree
% % % N
Man 68 12 21 364
Woman ) ) 61 o ) 16 o ) 23 274
18—29years ........................... e e —
30-49 years 68 14 18 266
50-59 years 71 10 18 38
80-years . 73,20 15 .
Employed 74 10 16 330
Inactive ... 57 e B2 220
Gaziantep 78 11 12 227
Istanbul 51 18 32 205
T 65 e 23 2
Total 65 13 22 649

4.4. Employment

Employment is a key issue for Syrians in Turkey. One needs money for everyday
survival and to enhance his/her position and that of his/her family, if s/he has
one. In general, employment is also an issue according to which many Syrians
and other refugees are in more marginalized and precarious positions and feel
exploitation. Based on the respondents, one out of three (32%) adult Syrians in
Turkey work full time, about one out of five (22%) work part time or irregularly
and almost every second (47%) does not work at all (Table 24). However, employ-
ment among Syrians in Turkey varies greatly.

Of the respondents who came to Turkey, over half (56%) were employed in
Syria prior to leaving for Turkey, a few (9%) were job seekers, one out of five (20%)
were at home as a housewife and one out of three (35%) were students. Only a
few (3%) respondents did not an answer for this. Of those who were employed
in Syria before leaving for Turkey, almost every second (45%) was employed full
time in Turkey in the spring of 2018. Of those respondents who were inactive in
Syria, only one out of ten (10%) worked full time in Turkey. The full-time em-
ployment in Turkey for those in Syria who were employed or students is practi-
cally the same (45% vs. 44%). However, former students were much more often
(40%) without employment in Turkey compared to those (23%) who had worked
in Syria before.
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An especially huge gender bias is in the active labor force participation among
Syrians. Of the male respondents, every second (50%) worked full time, whereas
one out of nine (11%) of the female respondents worked full time. Likewise, of
men, one out of four (24%) did not work at all, and of the women, three out of
four (74%) did not work at all. The reasons for such a huge difference vary. Some
reasons relate to traditions in which it is expected that the “head of the family”
is a man who should be responsible for the family’s necessary income genera-
tion. Women are expected to take care of the home and the children, if there are
any. In addition, women are discouraged from spending their days outside the
apartment. The younger adult respondents (18-29 years old) were more often
employed compared to other age groups.

The respondents’ language skills are associated with the respondents’ ac-
tive engagement in their working life. Two out of five respondents worked
full time and had good or moderate skills with regard to the Turkish (40%)
or English (41%) language. For those without these language skills, their par-
ticipation in their working life was about half of that. Under one out of five
(18%) non-Turkish speakers and slightly over one out of five (22%) non-Eng-
lish speakers worked in the spring of 2018. Of those respondents who did
not work at all, almost two-thirds (65%) did not know the Turkish language
at all, and over half (56%) did not know English. Again, much fewer of those
who knew Turkish (36%) or English (39%) well or moderately were without
employment.

Another impact on employment is respondents’ education levels and pre-
vious work experiences. When the education level is higher, the respondent
more often works full time. Likewise, when the education level is lower, more
respondents are not working at all in Turkey. There were also regional variations
in the employment. Of the respondents in Gaziantep, two-thirds (66%) worked
at least irregularly, and every second (52%) respondent in Izmir and slightly over
two out of five (43%) respondents in Istanbul worked irregularly. The amount of
irregular workers was highest in Gaziantep, and that is also linked to the situa-
tion in which many Syrians usually work in Gaziantep (Balkan & Tumen 2016).
The lowest amount of irregular workers was among the older people and the
respondents in Istanbul.

Of all employed respondents in Turkey, over two out of five (42%) were em-
ployed in enterprises, one out of five (20%) were self-employed with their own
businesses, one out of ten (10%) had a combination of mixed employment and
self-employment and over one out of four (28%) had other types of employment.
Those self-employed in their own businesses were often men under 50 years of
age, working typically in crafts or trade. Those working in enterprises were often
highly educated (high school or university level educations) men and women
under 50 years in various fields of employment.
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Table 24. Respondents’ employment in the spring of 2018.

Full-time Part-time Irregularly No
% % % % N
Man 50 9 17 24 335
Woman e MBI 74 302
18-29 years 36 8 14 42 336
30-49 years 29 6 15 51 251
50-59 years 10 15 15 61 41
BOYEAIS 43 OO 57 e 4 o
Gaziantep 38 9 19 34 196
Istanbul 30 5 8 57 226
LA 27 9 e M8 48 25
Family in Turkey 30 9 14 47 482
NofamilyinTurkey 45 B 1B 36 75
Good or moderate Turkish 40 7 17 36 345
NocommandofTurkish 18 5 13 . 65 o 120 .
Good or moderate English 41 9 12 39 253
Nocommand of English 22 B M 56 232
Elementary or lower school 23 5 14 58 151
Middle or high school 30 6 14 50 299
UNIVersity 45 13 M 31 164 .
Student in Syria 44 5 11 40 145
Employed in Syria 45 14 18 23 175
InactiveinSyria .30 L S LT L
Total 7 32 g8 Ty T eay

The respondents mentioned the best and worst aspects of their current em-
ployment (Table 25). Among all employed respondents, one out of five (20%) said
the work is enjoyable, and one out of six (16%) mentioned that social relations
were the best aspects of their current work. One out of seven (15%) did not find
anything positive in their current job.

With regard to the worst aspects in their current employment, two out of
five (41%) respondents mentioned difficult working conditions. It is common
for many Syrians to search for any kind of job in Turkey. Many jobs are those
for which there is less demand among the titular nation. It is also common for
the revenues gained to be small, and sometimes salaries are not paid as agreed
(Igduygu & Diker 2017). The second most often (16%) mentioned worst aspect in
their current employment was low salary. One out of ten (10%) mentioned injus-
tice in the working place. However, one out of nine (11%) did not find anything
negative in their current employment. Typically these respondents were men
under 50 years old with high education levels (high school or university) and
employed in diverse fields of employment.

Among the employed respondents, the median income in the spring of 2018
was 1200 Turkish lira per month which is equivalent of 210 EUR per month.
Among the full-time workers, the median salary was 1300 Turkish lira per
month, equivalent to 225 EUR per month. Those mentioning low salary as the
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worst aspect of their current employment earned on average 1300 Turkish lira
per month, equivalent to 210 EUR per month, i.e., 7-10 EUR per one full work-
ing day. Less than one out of five (18%) respondents was able to save money in
Turkey. Very few of those who earned less than 2000 Turkish lira (350 EUR) per
month was able to save money. Another challenge is that the value of Turkish
lira against euro dropped almost 40% from May until September 2018. Those
respondents who were able to save some money were some of those who had no
dependent children in Turkey or who earned more than 2000 Turkish lira (350
EUR) per month.

Table 25. Best and worst in respondents’ current work.

Best in current work % Worst in current work %
Work is enjoyable 20 Hard working conditions 41
Social relations 16 Low salary 16

Nothing 15 Nothing 11

lllegible answers 13 Injustice in the work place 10
Voluntariness or helping 9 Other 6

Being able to support myself 8 Everything 4

N =327 N =324

The survey contained an open question to determine if the respondents had
learned something useful for their future in Turkey (Table 26). One out of three
(33%) answered yes, one out of five (19%) answered no and almost half (48%) did
not answer this question. Of those who had learned something useful for their
future, two out of five (41%) mentioned learning the Turkish language. The next
most common things were related to working skills, as expressed by almost one
out of five (18%) respondents, and to survival as such, as mentioned by one out of
eight (12%) respondents. Of the employed, substantially more (65%) had learned
something useful compared to the unemployed respondents (45%). Also, the
employed mentioned the Turkish language (41%) twice as often compared to the
next common issue related to work (21%). Men (63%) and women (66%) almost
equally expressed having learned useful things.

Table 26. Respondents’ learning useful things in Turkey for the future.

Yes % Most common (%) Second most common (%) Third most common (%) N
Man 63 Turkish language 35 Work skills 21 Values 12 139
Womané6é ’Turl_<i_sh language 58 "Survival_1_8 . ’Wor_k skills 10 ) ) "5_0_ ]
18—29year368 S Ianguage42 ........ TR T S S
30-49 years 63 Turkish language 42 Work skills 13 Survival 13 77
50-59 years 56 Work skills 67 Turkish language 33 - 3
60-years27  Workskils33 .. Survival33 . .....Societalknowledge33 3
Employed 69  Turkish language 41 Work skills 21 Survival 11 140
lnactive4s  Turkishlanguaged7  Survival16 Values 16 e 19
Total 64 Turkish language 41 Work skills 18 Survival 12 195
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Learning something useful in Turkey for their future is connected to the
respondents’ education levels (Table 27). Of those who had learned something
useful in Turkey, two out of five (41%) had attended university, and one out of
eleven (9%) only had elementary or lower education levels. Of those who said
they had not learned anything useful for their future in Turkey, about one out
of four (27%) had attended university, and another one out of four (24%) only
had elementary or lower education levels. With a different perspective, the re-
spondents with a university education background, over three out of four (77%)
had learned something useful in Turkey, whereas clearly less than half (44%) of
those had elementary or lower education levels. The respondents’ education
background at high school or higher levels usually facilitated to learn something
useful for the future in Turkey.

Table 27. Learning something useful according to the respondents’ education levels.

Education Elementary Middle school High school University
Learning something useful 9% 10% 40% 41%
Not learning anything useful 24% 18% 30% 27%

Over four out of five (82%) respondents who worked in the spring of 2018
had fellow coworkers (Table 28). To have fellow Turkish coworkers is less com-
mon than having fellow Syrian coworkers. Of the employed respondents, every
second (49%) had both Syrian and Turkish fellow coworkers, one out of five
(20%) had only fellow Syrian coworkers and one out of nine (9%) had only fel-
low Turkish coworkers. Most often a respondent had fellow Turkish coworkers
if s/he worked in mining, construction, elementary occupations or as teachers.
There were small differences among males and females with regard to their fel-
low coworkers. Employed men (64%) had slightly more fellow Turkish cowork-
ers than women (60%), and fewer men (70%) had fellow Syrian coworkers than
women (86%).

In general, employed Syrians in Turkey most often have fellow Turkish cow-
orkers in Gaziantep, slightly less in Izmir and even slightly less in Istanbul. In Ga-
ziantep, employed respondents more often had many Syrian (53%) and/or many
Turkish (42%) fellow coworkers compared to Istanbul (47% and 34%) and [zmir
(43% and 38%). Similarly, slightly fewer employed respondents in Gaziantep were
without fellow Syrian coworkers (24%) compared to the situation in Istanbul (26%)
and [zmir (28%). Regarding fellow Turkish coworkers, the differences were larger.
Slightly fewer than one out of three (32%) employed in Gaziantep were completely
without fellow Turkish coworkers, whereas that amount was slightly over one out
of three (35%) in [zmir and over two out of five (44%) in Istanbul.

Five out of six (84%) of those who solely had fellow Turkish coworkers knew at
least some of the Turkish language, and almost one out of three (30%) had a good
command of Turkish. Of those who had both Turkish and Syrian fellow coworkers,
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eight out of nine (89%) knew at least some of the Turkish language, and one out of
three (33%) had a good command of Turkish. Those who solely had Syrian fellow
coworkers knew at least some of the Turkish language; similarly, almost the same
amount (80%) knew some Turkish and have a good (27%) command of Turkish.

Table 28. Respondents with Syrian and Turkish fellow workers in current work.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total
Syrian Turkish Syrian Turkish Syrian Turkish Syrian Turkish
% N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N

Many 53 82 42 65 47 55 34 40 43 60 38 54 48 197 38 159
Some 23 35 26 40 27 31 22 26 24 34 28 39 24 100 25 105
No 24 37 32 50 26 30 44 51 33 47 35 49 28 114 36 150
Total 100 154 100 155 100 116 100 117 100 141 100 142 100 411 100 414

4.5. Migration wishes and plans

All respondents had experienced migration because they had to migrate from
Syria to Turkey. However, not all want to migrate any further. Nevertheless,
some wanted to change their place of living in Turkey, and others wanted mi-
grate to further abroad.

4.5.1. Return migration from Turkey to Syria

The Syrian refugees’ desires and plans to return to Syria varied. This is evidenced
by their responses regarding their wishes and plans to return to Syria (Table 29).
In general, every second (49%) respondent wished to return to Syria. Fewer re-
spondents, about two out of five (39%), planned to return to Syria. One out of
four (25%) clearly expressed s/he did not wish to return to Syria. One out of three
(33%) clearly mentioned that s/he was not planning to return to Syria.

Four out of five (80%) of those who wished to return to Syria also planned to
return to Syria. The vast majority of them mentioned that they could return only
when the war would be over. Only a couple of respondents wished to return
there soon. However, different people with different motivations wished and
planned to return to Syria. Most (93%) had family in Turkey: a spouse, children
and/or relatives. Over two out of three (71%) were currently together with at least
some of their family. These respondents typically disagreed or were unsure if
their children could have a good life in the European Union. Those who wished
to return to Syria often felt that Syrian people received better treatment in Tur-
key than in the European Union.

Of those who did not wish to return to Syria, fewer, but still three out of four
(77%), planned to return to Syria. Most had high education levels (high school or
university). Despite the fact that many planned to return to Syria, almost every
second respondent planned to migrate to another country, typically to Europe
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or North America. The majority felt the Syrian people received better treatment
in the European Union than in Turkey. Every second respondent felt his/her
children could have a good life in the European Union.

There were differences in respondents’ desires to return to Syria. The older
one is, the more one wishes to return to Syria. Of the young adults (18-29 years
old), every second (49%) wished to return, as did almost two out of three (63%)
of the oldest respondents (60 years old or more). However, among the oldest
respondents, almost one out of three (31%) was clear s/he did not wish to return.
Only 6% did not know if they wished to return to Syria. Two groups were also
more reluctant to return to Syria: Those who had come to Turkey less than one
year ago and those who had been in Turkey for more than six years.

In general, slightly more than every second woman (52%) wished to return
to Syria. This amount is a little higher than that of men (46%). However, almost
a third (31%) of men were uncertain about whether they wished to return. This
amount is substantially higher than that among women (22%). Among those who
wish to return, almost all (93%) missed the landscape of their former home region.

The highest share of those who wished to return to Syria are among the oldest
respondents (63%) and those not having family in the European Union (61%). The
fewest wishing to return to Syria are those who did not have family or relatives
in Syria (36%) and those living in Istanbul (39%). Nevertheless, from Istanbul,
unemployed people and young adults (18-29 years old) in particular wished to
return to Syria. Of them, three out of five (60%) disagreed that they viewed their
future positively or were unsure about it. However, in general, few respondents
in Istanbul wanted to return to Syria.

Those planning to return have kept the contacts to Syria active. Every second
(51%) of those respondents who plan to return to Syria have visited it after they
left the country for Turkey. Of those who do not plan to return to Syria, one out
of six (16%) have visited Syria after migrating from there to Turkey.

When asking an open question about what country the respondent prefers
the most, over a third (37%) mentioned Syria. There are thus more Syrian re-
spondents in Turkey who would like to return to Syria compared to those Syri-
ans who actually prefer Syria among all countries. For many, returning to Syria
does not mean returning to a country they like the most. It is about returning to
the country of origin or that of their parents, relatives and friends. This is some-
thing that no other country can provide. Of young Syrian adults (18-29 years
old), over two out of five (44%) prefer other countries than Syria and Turkey.
Of them, fewer (37%) wish to move back to Syria, and less than one out of three
(29%) prefer to stay in Turkey.

There were also regional differences in the plans to return to Syria or not. In
Gaziantep, almost every second (45%) respondent planned to return, and slight-
ly more than one out of four (27%) respondents did not. In Izmir, these numbers
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were 39% and 34% and 29% and 40% in Istanbul. The amount of respondents
uncertain about whether to return was highest in Istanbul, where almost a third
(31%) did not know.

Table 29. Respondents wishing to and with plans to return to Syria.

Wishing to return to Syria Planning to return to Syria
Agree Don'tknow Disagree Yes Maybe No

% % % N % % % N
Man 46 31 23 367 36 34 30 379
Woman . . . .82 22 . 27 . 304 40 22 38 299
18-29 years 49 29 22 346 39 32 29 343
30-49 years 45 27 28 276 32 27 41 281
50-59 years 61 18 21 38 55 17 29 42
60-years 63 _.6_ . .31 ) .1_6 _.5_3 _.24_1_ ) .24_ LA
Employed ....................... G ST S g
Inactive .82 .25 23 2719 40 24 36 _..280
Gaziantep 53 25 22 229 45 28 27 230
Istanbul 39 33 28 218 29 31 40 221
B 53 .24 .. 24 .. 234 39 21 . 34 .23
Family in Syria 50 28 22 623 39 29 32 635
NofamilyinSyria 3618 ... 49 . 45 2525 ... 51, A9
Family in the EU 41 28 31 331 30 33 37 338
NotfamilyintheEU6T 20 20 210 .48 .22 30 220 .
Family in Turkey 51 26 24 504 41 28 31 507
NofamilyinTurkey 41 82 2T o 752938 .. 34 LT
Total 49 27 25 681 38 29 33 689

4.5.2. Migration from Turkey abroad to elsewhere than Syria

The respondents expressed their most preferred countries to live in (Table 30).
In general, Syria and Turkey received equal preference by all respondents: One
third (34%) stated that Syria was their most preferred country, and another third
(34%) stated that Turkey was their most preferred country. There was practically
no difference between men and women in their first and second most preferred
countries to live in. Two groups preferred Syria much more than Turkey, name-
ly young adults (18-29 years old; 36% vs. 28%) and those living in Izmir (39% vs.
29%). Also, two groups preferred Turkey much more than Syria, namely 30-49
years old respondents (36% vs. 29%) and those living in Gaziantep (48% vs. 39%).
Almost one third (30%) of the respondents preferred a country other than
Syria or Turkey. However, many countries were mentioned. The third most pre-
ferred country was usually Canada or Germany, but with a much lower prefer-
ence than Syria or Turkey. Nevertheless, in Istanbul, almost one out of five (18%)
respondents preferred Canada, and every second (50%) preferred a country
other than Syria or Turkey. Of the young adult (18-29 years old) respondents in
Istanbul, every third (34%) preferred countries other than Syria or Turkey.
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Table 30. Respondents’ most preferred countries to live.

First Second Third
Man Turkey 34 Syria 33 Canada 14
Woman SYMBST o osrrnn TUKEY 3T s Germany 11 ..
18-29 years Syria 37 Turkey 29 Canada 9
30-49 years Turkey 42 Syria 31 Canada 12
50-59 years Turkey 45 Syria 39 Germany 8
B0-years ... Turkey56 ... Syrias0 . Germany6
Employed Turkey 38 Syria 35 Canada 9
Inac_tive ) ) ) .S_y(iq 36 T_ur_k(_ay_ 3 Gerr_nany 0 )
'ééi'ié'ﬁi'e}b ........................ s Ik'éil R é)'/'rié?l'(') ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, e —
Istanbul Turkey 26 Syria 24 Canada 18
L SYMEA2 | oririrn TUrKEY 30 e Germany 11 e
Total Turkey 35 Syria 35 Canada 10

Answers "Turkey or Syria" are included to both Turkey and Syria categories

Almost one third (31%) of the respondents in Turkey had definite plans to mi-
grate abroad to elsewhere than Syria (Table 31). One out of ten (10%) considered
migrating, and three out of four (59%) did not plan to move abroad. Canada was
mentioned most often (29%) as a destination country. It was followed by Germa-
ny (19%) and, more broadly, “Europe” by one out of ten (10%) respondents. Never-
theless, the preferences differed between men and women. Of these respondents,
over half (57%) had relatives or family in Germany, one out of four (26%) in another
country in Europe and fewer (7%) in Canada. Among men, about one out of three
(35%) mentioned Canada as the country to which to migrate. The second was, more
broadly, Europe (12%), and the third was the United Kingdom (10%). For the female
respondents, Germany (33%) was mentioned as the country to which to move. Of
these women, nearly all (90%) answered that they have relatives or family in Ger-
many. Canada (21%) was second, and Europe (9%) was the third most common.

Table 31. Respondents’ plans to migrate to a country outside Turkey but not to Syria.

Most Second most Third
Yes Maybe No common (%) common (%) common (%) N
Man 31 12 58 Canada 35 Europe 12 UK 9 124
Woman . 32 960 Germany33  Canada21 FEuoped . . 92
18-29 years 32 11 57 Canada23 Germany 15 Europe 13 112
30-49 years 33 10 56 Canada 27 Germany 21 Netherlands 7 94
50-59 years 18 5 76 Germany 30 Canada 20 Europe 20 10
B0-years .. 6 0. 94 COIMANY 100 s 1.
Employed 31 12 58 Canada 26 Europe 14 Germany 13 108
Inactive 33 ...8..59 Canada30  Germany28  FEurope8 90
Total 31 10 59 Canada 29 Germany 19 Europe 10 219

The respondents also mentioned if they were planning to move to the Eu-
ropean Union (Table 32). Three out of ten (30%) answered yes, about one out of
ten (11%) said maybe, and about six out of ten (59%) said no. More female (32%)
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than male (28%) respondents were planning to move to the European Union. In
general, the younger the respondent were, the larger was their share of those
planning to move to the European Union. On the other hand, the lower was the
education level of the respondent, the less eager s/he was to move out of Turkey.

The most likely to plan to move to the European Union, almost every other
person, were those living in Istanbul (48%) or who did not have family or rel-
atives in Syria (47%). More specifically, the largest share who planned to move
to the European Union was respondents who had family or relatives in Europe
(83%). However, of the respondents only one out of twelve (8%) said that they
have enough money to travel to the European Union. That share was not much
higher among employed (10%) or those who were actually planning to move to
the European Union (11%). Majority (56%) of those respondents in Istanbul who
planned to move to the European Union aimed to work in Europe.

On the contrary, the oldest respondents (6%), those living in Gaziantep (11%)
and those who did not have family in the European Union (13%) had the lowest
share of people planning to move to the European Union. Of those few who both
lived in Gaziantep and planned to move to the European Union, the majority
were married employed men under 50 years old. Those who did not have fam-
ily in the European Union but still planned to move there were typically young
adults (18-29 years old) with high education levels (high school or university), or
respondents who believed that their children could have a good life in the Eu-
ropean Union. In general, having family in the European Union had an impor-
tant influence on planning to move to the European Union and eventually also
migrating there. The Internet and social media are actively used in planning the
migration to the European Union (see Section 4.6.).

Table 32. Respondents with plans to move to the European Union.

Yes Maybe No
% % % N
Man 28 12 60 394
Woman 32 10 58 291 ..
18-29 years 28 14 58 342
30-49 years 32 10 58 288
50-59 years 33 0 67 42
60-years . B 0. 94 B
Employed 27 12 61 321
Inactive 34 9 57 271
Gaziantep 11 10 79 230
Istanbul 48 13 39 225
izmir 30 11 59 241
Family in Syria 28 12 60 637
NofamilyinSyria .. ... AT o B 89 49 ...
Family in the EU 44 14 42 340
Nofamilyinthe EU 13 B T8 o 225 ..
Family in Turkey 28 11 61 518
NofamilyinTurkey .. 36 16 49 76
Total 30 11 59 696
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A separate question was asked about whether the respondent would seek a
residence permit in Finland (Table 33). One out of five (20%) respondents agreed
on this, two out of five (42%) did not know, and one out of four (24%) disagreed;
one out of seven (14%) did not answer. Based on this, rather few Syrians in Tur-
key think of Finland as an option for migration. The most common to consider
Finland as a destination to search for a residence permit were those who were
planning to move to the European Union. However, even among them, slightly
over one out of three (36%) agreed to consider Finland, and almost one out of
five (18%) would not consider Finland. Slightly over one out of three (35%) were
uncertain about it, and one out of nine (11%) did not answer.

The typical people torespond in the affirmative regarding seeking a residence
permit in Finland were young adults (18-29 years old) or those whose preferred
country of migration was either the United Kingdom, Germany or Canada. Of
those who answered that they would potentially seek residence permission in
Finland, almost two out of three (63%) hoped to work in Europe. In addition,
three out of four (75%) had at least some command of English, and a third (33%)
had studied at the university level. Nearly all (91%) used the Internet, and almost
three out of four (72%) used it on a daily basis. The majority (55%) searched the
Internet for information about routes to reach Europe or about places to live
there. Those who did not consider seeking a residence permit in Finland were
generally over 30 years old with spouses, children and other relatives in Turkey
(Table 27).

During the fieldwork, we met only a few people who had family members or
friends living in Finland. They were in contact with these residents through so-
cial media. There were also cases of family reunification applications and cases
in which the Finnish authorities had rejected these applications. Having a son
or daughter with a residence permit in Finland and the rest of a broken Syrian
family living in precarious conditions in Turkey caused huge stress, to the family
in particular but also to relatives and friends.

Table 33. Finland is a country in which the respondent might to seek a resident permit

Agree Don't know Disagree No answer
% % % % N
Man 22 41 25 12 413
woman 18 A4 .23 .16 ) 337 )
18—29years ............................... g S
30-49 years 22 39 22 17 314
50-59 years 13 42 33 11 45
60-years 5 .35 .30 .30 ) 20 )
Employed ................................... g G
Inactive @ A3 1B 303 .
Plan to move to the EU 36 35 18 11 206
NoplanstomovetotheBU 27 .52 13 s 8 s 7
Total 20 42 24 14 762
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4.5.3. Migration inside Turkey

Of all respondents, slightly less than two out of five (37%) were affirmative that
they would most like to live the rest of their lives in Turkey (Table 34). Slightly
more than two out of five (42%) answered “maybe” to this, and one out of five
(21%) answered “no.” The viewpoints on staying in Turkey were thus divided.

Respondents with different backgrounds had different opinions on wheth-
er they would live in Turkey for the rest of their lives. The geographical loca-
tion of respondents’ families had particular significance. The share of those
who thought that they would most likely live in Turkey for the rest of their
lives was lowest among those who did not have family in Turkey (22%) or had
family in the European Union (28%). The share of those who thought that they
would most likely live in Turkey for the rest of their lives was higher than those
mentioned above but similar if the respondents had family in Turkey (38%),
family in Syria (37%) or did not have family in Syria (38%). Almost every second
person (48%) of those who did not have family in the European Union thought
that they would most likely live in Turkey for the rest of their lives. Another
major difference was that in Gaziantep, over half (52%) thought about living in
Turkey in the future, whereas that share was substantially smaller in Istanbul
(29%) and Izmir (29%). Those who were most certain that they would not stay in
Turkey for the rest of their lives were those who did not have family in Turkey
(28%), who had family in the European Union (27%) or who lived in Istanbul
(27%).

Table 34. Respondents most likely live in Turkey for the rest of life.

Yes Maybe No
% % % N
Man 41 35 25 372
Women 32 ) 51 ) LA 312 )
18—29years ................................... e R i
30-49 years 40 41 19 286
50-59 years 51 29 20 41
BO-YOAS | s 36 s 90 s 14 4
Employed 42 37 21 320
INACHVE e O SO - N 279, e
Gaziantep 52 35 13 232
Istanbul 29 48 27 226
L2 e ... N .- S 236 ...
FamilyinSyria 37 T 632 '
NofamilyinSyria ... 38 eS8 28 48 .
Family in the EU 28 45 27 334
Notfamilyinthe €U B8 3B 19 e 218 ...
Family in Turkey 38 40 22 513
NofamilyinTurkey ... L SN .- SN, . S, A
Total 37 42 21 694
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In an open question, we asked where the respondents would like to live in
Turkey (Table 35). In general, the current location of the respondents was clear-
ly related to the locations they preferred. Of those who lived in Istanbul, five
out of six (83%) preferred to live in Istanbul, and of those who lived in Izmir,
almost four out of five (78%) wanted to live in Izmir. However, in Gaziantep, less
than half (45%) wanted to live in Gaziantep. Istanbul was mentioned as the sec-
ond preferred living place in Turkey among respondents in Gaziantep (28%) and
[zmir (10%). One out of six (16%) respondents mentioned other places as their
most preferred locations to live in Turkey. However, in Gaziantep, the respond-
ents mentioned several places in Turkey where they would prefer to live. This
was at least partly related to the locations in which their relatives and friends
lived in Turkey and in which some also had business-related connections.

Table 35. Respondents’ most preferred places to live in Turkey.

Gaziantep % Istanbul % izmir % Total %
Gaziantep 45 Istanbul 83 izmir 78 Istanbul 41
Istanbul 28 Ankara 3 Istanbul 10 izmir 28
Ankara 4 Bursa 2 Gaziantep 4 Gaziantep 15
Bursa 3 Antalya 2 Mersin 2 Ankara 3
Kahramanmaras 3 Konya 1 Antalya 2 Bursa 2
N=168 N=195 N=194 N =557

% of respondents mentioning the place

We also listed a number of large and other Turkish cities and asked in which
of them the respondent would definitely like to live, which would be considered
an option and in which the respondent would definitely not like to live (Table
36). It is rather difficult to make a generalization about the location preferences
of all Syrians in Turkey because they differed very much according to the current
place of residence and selected background variables of the respondents. Based
on the respondents’ answers in the studied regions of Gaziantep, Istanbul and
Izmir, the majority of Syrians in Turkey would prefer to stay where they are now.
Istanbul was the top location among all sites. Other large cities such as Ankara
and Izmir were also rather popular, but for more select subgroups of Syrians.

There are, however, regional differences. Almost all (95%) respondents who
were living in Istanbul in the spring of 2018 wished to live in Istanbul. Only one
percent did not wish to live in Istanbul. From this perspective, it is not likely
that Syrians in Istanbul would move to other places in Turkey. Ankara could be
an option for one out of four (25%) respondents because they mentioned that
they could live there. Locations close to the Syrian border, namely Gaziantep,
Hatay and Urfa, were possible sites for only a few (3-4%) respondents. Therefore,
without major structural problems in their everyday life or obligations by the
authorities, Syrians living in Istanbul would like to and will remain there if they
stay in Turkey.
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The situation in Izmir is quite similar to that in Istanbul. The difference is
that fewer respondents, but still eight out of nine (89%) wished to live in Izmir,
and one out of twelve (8%) would not like to live there. Istanbul was preferred
by more than one out of four (29%) respondents. In particular, employed young
adults (18-29 years old) with higher education levels (high school or university)
preferred Istanbul as a place to live. Another difference is that despite Hatay and
Urfa being preferred by equally few (3-4%) respondents, almost one out of five
(18%) respondents stated that they could live in Gaziantep. In particular, em-
ployed 30- to 40-year-old respondents with family (spouse and children) in Iz-
mir preferred Gaziantep as a place to live. The situation in Gaziantep is different
from that of Istanbul and {zmir.

Fewer respondents, three out of four (76%), wished to live in Gaziantep, and
one out of nine (11%) would not like to live there. Those who would not like to
live there were usually over 30-year-old unemployed married women from Ga-
ziantep or Istanbul or employed young male adults (18-29 years old) with high-
er education levels (high school or university) currently living in Gaziantep or
Istanbul. Istanbul was preferred by almost two out of three (62%) respondents
and not by one out of five (20%) respondents. Those from Gaziantep who would
not like to live Istanbul were usually married women with low education lev-
els or people who never used the Internet and had little or no English language
skills. Another difference is that many other locations in Turkey were preferred
by some respondents from Gaziantep, including Hatay (14%) and Urfa (11%). Iz-
mir (30%) and Ankara (29%) were also mentioned as preferred places to live in
Turkey by fairly equal numbers of respondents from Gaziantep. There is thus
potential for Syrians’ outmigration from Gaziantep, up to one out of four cur-
rent Syrian residents, in particular to the largest urban agglomeration Istanbul.
There is very little potential for them to move to other border regions in south-
ern Turkey.

Table 36. Respondents’ wishes to live in selected cities in Turkey.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total
y m n d y m n d y m n d y m n d
%9 % % % N %9 %9 % % N %9 %9 % % N % % % % N
Istanbul 62 16 20 3 14695 3 1 1 21829 20 44 7 13567 11 17 3 499
Ankara 29 26 38 7 11125 27 38 10 78 10 16 60 13 116 21 23 46 10 306

izmir 30 18 43 8 109 11 24 49 16 7089 3 8 1 21459 11 25 5 393
Gaziantep 76 9 11 3 177 3 13 70 15 6918 11 59 11 114 44 11 38 8 360
Hatay 14 14 62 11 104 3 9 72 16 68 3 10 76 11 114 7 11 70 12 286
Urfa 11 13 69 7 100 4 10 69 16 68 4 12 75 9 114 6 12 71 10 282
Bursa 21 16 52 11 103 15 21 50 14 66 8 16 63 13 105 15 17 56 12 274

y =yes; m = maybe; n = no; d=don't know; N = amount
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To consider one more aspect of the migration wishes of the respondents, we
asked in an open question about where the respondents would like to be 3 years
from now (i.e., in 2021). This was a question about their near-term futures. Of
all Syrians who responded to this question, approximately one out of five (21%)
mentioned a locality in Turkey. Two out of five (40%) respondents answered that
theywished to be back in Syria. Of the respondents from Istanbul who answered
this question, one out of seven (14%) mentioned a location in Turkey, and for al-
most all (93%), it was Istanbul, where they currently lived. Of those respondents
who answered this question, one out of nine (11%) mentioned a location outside
of Istanbul, either Ankara or Antalya, equally.

Of the respondents from Izmir who answered to this question, one out of
five (20%) mentioned a location in Turkey, and for nine out of ten (90%), it was
[zmir, where they currently lived. Other places mentioned in Turkey were Istan-
bul (11%) and Gaziantep (3%). Of those respondents who answered this question,
almost one out of four (23%) mentioned a location outside Izmir, in total six lo-
cations because some named more than one location.

Of the respondents from Gaziantep who answered this question, almost a
third (30%) mentioned a location in Turkey, and for every second (50%), it was
Gaziantep, where they currently lived. Other places mentioned in Turkey were
Istanbul (23%) and Kahramanmaras (7%). A majority (56%) of respondents who
answered this question mentioned a locality outside Gaziantep, and some
named more than one location. In total, 13 locations were mentioned.

For some respondents, these mentioned locations were where they would
like to be in 3 years. However, not all would take steps to realize these wishes,
and several issues could also influence their wishes during the coming 3 years.
Other respondents may take action to make these dreams to stay in Turkey and
its specific locations a reality in the coming years.

4.6. Internet and social media

Nowadays, the Internet and social media are everyday tools for many refugees
around the world (Dekker & Engbersen 2014; Alan & Imran 2015). Often, they
are the only possible access to broader information about the situation in the
former home country and the potential destination countries. However, above
all, they are tools to get along in the place in which one stays for a longer time.
For those who flee from a country of conflict to a more stable country, such as
Syrians to Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey, the use of the Internet and social media
becomes more common among the whole refugee population (see, for example,
Jauhiainen & Vorobeva 2018). Therefore, one can claim that the Internet and so-
cial media are integral to the refugees’ lives. One can obviously survive without
the Internet and social media, but this would make it more difficult to know
what is going on the country of origin and the current country in which one
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lives; to maintain often dispersed social networks among family, relatives and
friends; and to be engaged with work life.

Among Syrians in Turkey, it was very common to own a mobile phone with
Internet access; five out of six (84%) respondents agreed on this (Table 37). Men
(87%) had such devices slightly more often than women (80%). Such a gen-
der-based digital divide was the most pronounced among the respondents in
Gaziantep, in which clearly fewer (73%) women compared to men (87%) had
their own mobile phone with Internet access. In Istanbul, this digital divide was
much smaller (91% of men vs. 85% of women). In total, the oldest respondents
possessed a smartphone with Internet access less often (71%) than the rest of
the age groups, as well as those who were inactive (77%) compared to employed
(87%). The groups among which owning a mobile phone with Internet access was
highest were young (18-29 years old) male adults in Istanbul (96%) and employed
in Istanbul (93%). The groups who most often did not own a mobile phone with
Internet access were the oldest respondents in [zmir (40%) and women in Ga-
ziantep (22%). A digital divide existed among Syrians in Turkey; however, it was
very specific and did not follow universal gender, age or geographical patterns
(see also Alan & Imran 2015).

Table 37. Respondents having own mobile phone with Internet access.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total

A DK D A DK D A DK D A DK D
% % % N % % % N % % % N % % % N
Man 87 9 4 148 91 3 5 116 83 3 15 109 87 5 8 373
Woman 73 5 22 79 85 8 8 107 80 3 17 122 80 5 15 308
18-29years 83 6 12 109 90 5 5 120 78 4 17 116 84 5 11 345
30-49 years 86 6 8 97 86 5 9 78 85 2 13 108 86 4 10 283
50-59 years 67 27 7 15 76 10 14 21 80 0 20 5 73 15 12 41
0-years 70 20 10 10100 0 O 260 0 40 571 12 18 71
Employed 83 8 9 125 93 3 3 89 86 1 13 106 87 4 9 320
Inactve 71 11 18 63 83 8 9 118 73 6 21 98 77 8 15 280
Total 82 8 10 231 88 5 7 226 81 3 16 235 84 5 11 692

A = agree; DK= don't know; D = disagree; N = amount

In Turkey, two out of three (68%) respondents used the Internet daily, over
one out of ten (10%) many times a week, one out of nine (11%) less often and one
out of ten (10%) never (Table 38). In general, younger Syrian respondents used
the Internet more often than the older respondents. Of those 18-29 years old,
three out of four (75%) used the Internet daily and only one out of fourteen (7%)
did not use the Internet. Of the respondents 60 years or older, over half (56%)
used the Internet daily, and slightly more than one out of five (22%) did not use
the Internet at all. Other groups that did not use the Internet were respondents
with only elementary or lower education levels (22%) and those 50-59 years old
(24%).
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The most frequent users of the Internet were respondents with university
degrees living in Istanbul. Every one of them used the Internet, and almost all
(94%) used it daily. There was also a gender division in the use of the Internet. In
general, men used the Internet more frequently than women. Three out of four
(75%) men and three out of five (61%) women were daily Internet users. The larg-
est gender-based difference among the daily users was in Istanbul, in which five
out of six (84%) men used it daily versus two out of three (68%) women. However,
the share of non-users of the Internet was the smallest in Istanbul, among both
men (3%) and women (5%). The largest gender-based difference in the non-use
of the Internet was in Gaziantep, in which one out of fourteen (7%) men and one
out of six (17%) women did not use the Internet at all. Being employed was con-
nected to use and more frequent use of the Internet. Of all employed respond-
ents, three out of four (74%) used the Internet daily; that share was much lower
(57%) among the inactive respondents. Furthermore, of the employed, one out
of fourteen (7%) did not use the Internet; the amount was over two times more
(16%) among the inactive respondents. In particular, among female respondents
not participating into working life and with low education levels in Gaziantep
and Izmir, as well as people with little or no English knowledge or no plans to
migrate to a third country, the non-use of the Internet was common.

Table 38. Respondents’ frequency of the Internet use in Turkey.

Gaziantep Istanbul izmir Total
A B C DN A B CDNAUBTU CUDNAODB C DN

18-29years 78 5
30-49years 63 11
50-59years 60 O 3 3 15 61 9 4 26 2325 0 50 25 457 5 14 24 42
60-years 70 O

Employed 71 6 15 8125 85 4 9 2 9168 11 11 10110 74 7 12 7 326
Inactive .60 815 17 656815 8 912443 16 15 25104 57 14 12 16 293
Elementary

school g
Middle or high 63 16 14 7 97 73 15 10 2 130 59 14 14 14 104 66 15 12 8 331
University 89 3

A = daily; B = many times a week; C = less often; D = never; N = amount

Many Syrians were not frequent Internet users in Syria before the war. Of
all respondents, almost a third (30%) used the Internet in Syria daily, one out of
five (21%) weekly, one out of six (16%) less often and one out of three (32%) nev-
er (Table 39). In general, the younger the respondent was, the more frequent
was his/her use of the Internet in Syria. Similarly, the older was the respond-
ent, the more likely s/he had not used the Internet. Some Syrians back in Syria
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did not need the Internet for work or to receive information. Furthermore, they
were able to maintain social networks in other ways, for example, because they
lived next to relatives and friends and could call those living farther away on the
phone.

Of those who used the Internet at least weekly in Syria, almost all (95%) used
it with almost equal frequency in Turkey. Looking at the change in respond-
ents’ frequency of Internet use in Turkey compared to Syria, one can see that
for every subgroup related to gender, age and employment, the share of daily
users of the Internet rose substantially in Turkey, from 34 to 45 percent units
(Table 39). For the respondents 60 years or older, the amount of daily users
more than doubled. Because of the large increase of daily users, the of amount
weekly Internet users declined, except for those 50 years or older. The num-
ber of less frequent Internet users diminished in Turkey in all categories. The
number of non-users of the Internet declined substantially in all broader re-
spondent subgroups.

Table 39. Change in respondents’ frequency of Internet use in Turkey compared to Syria (%).

Internet use in Syria Daily Weekly Less often Never

Man +36 -10 -6 -20
Woman +40 -4 -11 -25
'ﬁ'é:ivé’;}éé'r'é ..................................... —— e g—— —
30-49 years +34 -4 -7 -23

50-59 years +34 +4 -5 -34
BO7YEAS e FAS e Qe TS e 39
Employed +35 -9 -6 -19
Inactive 4 8 - -24 )
o Sggr— e g— S

+ = growth; - = decline

Those respondents who had not used the Internet in Syria were, in the spring
of 2018 in Turkey, typically over 30-year-old married women with middle school
or lower education levels, or men in Gaziantep with low education levels and liv-
ing with relatives in Turkey. Those respondents who had been the most frequent
Internet users in Syria were slightly more often young adult males with univer-
sity education and who currently had relatives abroad or young adult women
with high school or higher education levels who had relatives abroad and who
worked in Turkey.

There was a particularly small group (8%) of respondents who had not used
the Internet in Syria and did not use it in Turkey either. Of them, one out of
three (35%) did not have a mobile phone with Internet access in Turkey. This
group consisted of people over 30 years old (67%), married (87%) and with chil-
dren (64%). Three out of four (76%) had middle school or lower education levels,
two out of three (67%) were inactive in Turkey in the spring of 2018 and three out
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of four (76%) did not know English at all. Every second person (51%) had family,
relatives or friends’ relatives abroad.

Almost every third person (30%) used the Internet on daily basis in Syria
and kept doing so in Turkey. These people originated from cities in Syria (88%).
Practically all (92%) had at least some knowledge of English, and five out of
six (85%) had high education levels (high school or higher education). Almost
three out of four (72%) were working in the spring of 2018. Almost four out of
five (77%) had relatives in Turkey, and slightly fewer (72%) had relatives in the
European Union.

In Turkey, Syrian Internet users used it for various purposes. Two out of three
(66%) agreed that they used it to follow the current situation in Syria (Table
40). It is rather difficult to know the details of the changing situation in Syria
by just following traditional media or television news. Also, the majority (59%)
agreed that they used the Internet to search for information about their rights
in Turkey. The older the respondent was, the less s/he searched from the Inter-
net information about his/her rights in Turkey. Those who thought perhaps to
live for the rest of his/her life in Turkey searched from the information about
their rights in Turkey more often (69%) than those did not think to stay in Turkey
(42%). Every second person (51%) searched the Internet for information about
places in which they could live in Turkey.

Those who were users of the Internet in both Syria and Turkey used the In-
ternet often to follow the current situation in Syria (68%), to learn about their
rights in Turkey (67%) and to get information about places in which they could
live in the future in Turkey (60%). Those who only started to use the Internet
in Turkey used it slightly more often to follow the current situation in Syria
(73%) but substantially less often to search for information about their rights
in Turkey (49%) and about the places in which they could live in the future in
Turkey (46%).

Those who used the Internet to learn about the situation in Syria were usually
also keener to return to Syria. Those who used the Internet to learn about their
rights in Turkey were often respondents with university education or people
with family in Turkey.

In general, fewer respondents, almost one third (28-31%), searched the In-
ternet for practical information about Europe: how to reach it, where to live
and work there and what rights one would have in Europe. However, those who
searched the Internet for possible future travel routes in Europe were also often
(69%) keen to move to the European Union, less likely (36%) to consider staying
in Turkey for the rest of their lives and preferred Syria as a living place. In ad-
dition, of those who searched for travel routes to Europe, two out of five (40%)
mentioned that they would like to be in Europe in 3 years (i.e., by the spring of
2021). In addition, of those who planned to move to the European Union, over
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two out of three (69%) searched from the Internet about the rights in the Eu-
ropean Union. That share was very little (9%) among those who did not plan to
move to the European Union. Similarly, almost three out of four (72%) of those
who planned move to the European Union searched from the Internet about
places in Europe as did much fewer (11%) of those who did not plan to migrate to
the European Union.

Table 40. Respondents using the Internet and searching from the Internet information about

Agree Don't know Disagree
% % % N
places where s/he could live in Turkey 51 27 22 566
hisherrightsinTurkey 59 2 16 564 .
places where s/he could live in Europe 31 30 39 564
his/her rights in Europe 28 31 41 559
work opportunities in Europe 28 32 40 553
his/her future travel routesinEurope 30 31 39 550 )
the current siuation mSyria 66 g
Total 42 28 30 563

Among the Internet users, many were social media users. Respondents
used social media to keep in contact with relatives and friends in Turkey, Syria
and in countries to which their family members, relatives and friends had mi-
grated. The most common applications used in Turkey were WhatsApp (79%),
Facebook (55%), YouTube (38%) and Instagram (20%). Only 7% of the respond-
ents used Twitter, Snapchat (6%), Viber (5%), Skype (56%) and LinkedIn (4%).
Young adults (18-29 years old) had small differences in the use and frequency
of the most common programs. They used YouTube much more (47%) than the
rest of the respondents (28%). Furthermore, majority (55%) of those with high-
er education levels agreed that social media helps in their decision making in
Turkey.

Among all respondents, about two out of three (70%) agreed that Internet
and/or social media use made their lives in Turkey easier (Table 41). Logically,
of those who had the opportunity to use the Internet, more (73%) agreed on this
issue. In general, people with different backgrounds tended to respond similar-
ly to this issue. One slightly larger difference in this regarded the language skills
of the respondents. Much more of those who knew good or moderate English
(77%) or Turkish (72%) agreed that social media made their life easier in Turkey
compared to those who did not know any English (64%) or Turkish (60%). In all,
regardless of the background variables, social media made life easier in Turkey
for the majority of the respondents. Those one out of seven (14%) who disagreed
on this were typically unhappier in general; almost every second person (46%)
was not satisfied with his/her accommodations, only one out of three (35%) saw
his/her future positively, and only fewer than one out of five (18%) believed that
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if they stayed in Turkey, their life would become better. Of these respondents,
45% lived in [zmir and 35% in Istanbul.

Table 41. Social media makes respondent’s life easier in Turkey.

Agree Don't know Disagree
% % % N
Man 74 15 11 331
Woman 85 . 22 i — 253
B 8'—'29')}eé'ré ................. s 05 W e —
30-49 years 71 18 10 230
50-59 years 83 13 3 30
BOZYEAIS 83 . 8. 8 )2
Gaziantep 74 17 9 201
Istanbul 70 18 12 206
L 65 . 18 . 17 o 184
Family in Turkey 70 18 12 429
NofamiyinTurkey . 2 2 16 74
Good or moderate Turkish 72 15 13 358
Nocommandof Turkish . 60 . 28 .. 12 65 ..
Good or moderate English 77 12 12 270
NocommandofEnglish .. 64 23 ... 4 i 170.......
Elementary or lower school 66 20 14 105
Middle or high school 67 21 12 282
UNIVerSIty 7. 13 . 10 184
Total 70 18 12 591

REFUGEES AND MIGRANTS IN TURKEY, 2018 67



5. CONCLUSIONS

The Republic of Turkey in the 2010s became one of the most significant coun-
tries for refugee-type situations globally. However, Turkey maintains geograph-
ical limitations to the 1951 convention related to the statuses of refugees, namely
that only European nationals can become refugees in Turkey. The Law on For-
eigners and International Protection differentiates between refugee status, con-
ditional refugee status and subsidiary protection in Turkey. Those people under
temporary protection - such as Syrians in Turkey - are thus not legally refugees.
However, in common language, they are called refugees, as is done here as well.
The situation in Turkey shows how today, the concepts and situations of guests,
migrants, asylum seekers and refugees blur.

In 2018, Turkey had about four million refugees, of whom 3.6 million were
Syrians. The rapid growth of the number of refugees in Turkey is, on the one
hand, due to the continuation of the war in the Syrian Arab Republic. On the
other hand, it is due to the response of the Government of Turkey to the war, for
example, to allow Syrians to come freely to Turkey. The Turkish authorities have
granted a protection status for fleeing Syrians who have registered themselves
accordingly in Turkey. Refugees and people with temporal protection status
now constitute almost 5% of the population in Turkey.

This research report is mostly based on fieldwork conducted in Turkey in
the spring of 2018. During the field research in April and May, 756 persons with
Syrian backgrounds responded anonymously to the survey in the provinces of
Gaziantep, Istanbul and [zmir. We also had longer conversations with 52 Syrian
refugees in these provinces and shorter talks with many other Syrians.

Syrian refugees in Turkey have varied backgrounds. They range from the
youth to the old generation, from people who are unable to read to those
with university degrees, and from the unemployed to the employed. Almost
every second Syrian refugee in Turkey is less than 18 years old. In 2018, around
100,000 babies from Syrian refugees were born in Turkey. The demograph-
ic increase of Syrian refugees in Turkey is larger than their immigration. The
working aged (18-59 years old) make up half of Syrian refugees in Turkey.
Among them are almost 250,000 more men than women. The share of the
older generation (60 years or older) is very small (3%). Among them are more
women than men.

A particular geography of Syrian refugees exists in Turkey. A major concen-
tration of refugees are in the border provinces Sanliurfa, Hatay and Gaziantep
together hosting more than 1.3 million Syrian refugees. Another site is the larg-
er Istanbul area, in which the number of Syrians is unknown but could reach
almost one million, which includes irregular Syrian migrants. In eastern and
north-eastern Turkey, far away from Syria and large cities are provinces that
have under 100 Syrians each.
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Many Syrian refugees prefer to live in areas and neighborhoods with other
Syrians. Three out of four Syrian refugee respondents are satisfied with their
current neighborhoods. In fact, almost all Syrian refugees nowadays live outside
of the refugee camps, so housing is a significant everyday issue. Two out of five
Syrian refugee respondents are fully satisfied and one out of five is partially sat-
isfied with their current accommodations.

The national authorities of Turkey intend to regulate the location and migra-
tion of Syrian refugees inside Turkey. This is related to the governance of ref-
ugees, sharing more equally the costs related to refugees and providing better
security. Nevertheless, refugees move to places they prefer, often legally but also
without giving information to the authorities. The daily practices of Syrian ref-
ugees produce special spatial configurations. Many younger Syrian refugee men
prefer Istanbul. Syrian refugee families prefer more often the border provinces
closer to their former homes in Syria. In general, the respondents usually want
to live in their 2018 province. However, especially younger Syrian refugee men
want to move from Gaziantep to elsewhere in Turkey, if that is viable according
to the authorities. Less than half of Syrian refugees in Gaziantep mentioned it as
their most preferred place.

According to our study, half of Syrian refugees in Turkey clearly wish to re-
turn to Syria, and slightly over a third are planning to do this. Another third plan
to move elsewhere abroad, typically to the European Union, such as to Germany
or further away in Canada. Those having family and/or friends in the European
Union are especially eager to move there. However, since the EU-Turkey agree-
ment in 2016, it is difficult for these Syrians to travel from Turkey to the Euro-
pean Union. In all, four out of five respondents think that they will perhaps live
the rest of their lives in Turkey. This would mean that millions of Syrians would
remain in Turkey. In 2018, a third of the Syrian refugee respondents said that
Turkey is their most preferred country in which to live worldwide.

Many of the Syrian refugees have stayed in Turkey already for years. Of the
respondents, five out of six are able to speak Turkish, and one out of four very
well. Those knowing the Turkish language are usually more satisfied with their
lives in Turkey. Integration processes have begun. However, it is still challeng-
ing for many Syrian refugee children to attend school due to their low financial
resources and poor Turkish language skills. The lack of Turkish language skills
among adults means more often staying outside of the labor market.

The Government of Turkey has provided substantial help for Syrian refu-
gees in Turkey. The aid received from the European Union covers these costs
only partially. Nevertheless, according to our survey, almost all Syrian refugees
in Turkey need more money to improve their lives. To be employed is crucial
for improving one’s financial situation. A strong gender division exists in em-
ployment. With regard to the respondents, three out of four Syrian refugee men
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work, whereas only one out of four women do. The latter is partly due to cultural
traditions in both Syria and Turkey. It is difficult for a Syrian to obtain a formal
work permit. The vast majority of employed Syrian refugees work in the precar-
ious low-paid informal sector without proper contracts. The inflow of Syrian
refugees into these low-paid jobs have made the informal sector in Turkey more
profitable. As a consequence, consumer prices have slightly fallen in Turkey.
Some Turkish have also moved from the informal to the formal labor market or
have been pushed out of work.

Syrian refugees in Turkey are very active users of the Internet and social me-
dia, as nowadays, refugees are located in many parts of the world. Information
and communication technologies are ways in which to remain in contact with
friends and relatives who are still in Syria but also with those who stay in Turkey
or who have moved elsewhere. The Syrian refugee respondents have become
more frequent users of information and communication technologies in Turkey
compared with in Syria. It is very common for Syrian refugees to have smart
phones with Internet access. A gender-based digital divide exists in Gaziantep,
where having a smart phone with Internet access is less common among Syrian
refugee women. In addition, those not knowing Turkish or English at all or those
knowing only a little of one or the other use the Internet less.

Does the Internet and social media, then, make the life of a Syrian refugee
easier in Turkey? Two out of three Syrian refugees agree with this. They usually
follow developments in Syria through the Internet, and they use social media to
stay in contact with friends and relatives. The most frequent users of the Inter-
net oftentimes have higher education and better language skills. They also use
the Internet to search for more specific information, such as information about
their rights in Turkey. If a Syrian refugee wishes to migrate to the European Un-
ion, s/he then oftentimes uses the Internet to search for possible travel routes
there. The Internet and social media are integrated parts of refugees’ everyday
lives. Access to the Internet and social media should be a fundamental right,
among other important rights for refugees.

Many challenges exist when it comes to knowing more about Syrian refugees
in Turkey. Itis not easy to access detailed, correct and representative information
about their everyday lives. In addition, the research articles that often appear in
international journals have a two- to three-year time lag, which is lengthy in dy-
namic situations, such as the case of Syrian refugees in Turkey. Nevertheless, it is
important to conduct academic research about Syrian refugees and migrants in
Turkey. Research-based results help with designing evidence-based policies that
are efficient and that have planned impacts on individuals, communities and
society as a whole in Turkey.

70 REFUGEES AND MIGRANTS IN TURKEY, 2018



REFERENCES

Akgunduz Y, Van den Berg M & Hassink W
(2018). The Impact of the Syrian Refugee
Crisis on Firm Entry and Performance in
Turkey. World Bank Policy Research Working
Paper 8323.

Akcapar S & Simsek D (2018). The politics of
Syrian refugees in Turkey: A question of in-
clusion and exclusion through citizenship.
Cogitatio 6:1, 176-187.

Al-Khateb K (2018). Can Syrian refugees in Tur-
key benefit from amendment to citizenship
law? Al-Monitor 10.10.2018. http://www.
al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2018/10/
syrian-refugees-turkey-nationality-re-
quirements.html#ixzz5Tszmdpib

Alam K & Imran S (2015). The digital divide and
social inclusion among refugee migrants.
Information Technology & People 28:2, 344-
365.

Altindag O & Kaushal (2017). Do Refugees Im-
pact Voting Behavior in the Host Country?
Evidence from Syrian Refugee Inflows in
Turkey. IZA Institute of Labor Economics Dis-
cussion Papers 10849.

Aydin H & Kaya'Y (2017). The educational needs
of and barriers faced by Syrian refugee stu-
dents in Turkey: A qualitative case study.
Intercultural Education 28:5, 456-473.

Baban F, Ilcan S & Rygiel K (2017). Syrian ref-
ugees in Turkey: Pathways to precarity,
differential inclusion, and negotiated citi-
zenship rights. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 43:1, 41-57.

Bialasiewicz L & Maessen E (2018). Scaling
rights: the ‘Turkey deal” and the divided ge-
ographies of European responsibility. Pat-
terns of Prejudice 52:2-3, 210-230.

Brekke ] & Brochmann G (2015). Stuck in tran-
sit: Secondary migration of asylum seekers
in Europe, national differences, and the
Dublin regulation. Journal of Refugee Studies
28:2,145-162.

Brekke J & Staver A (2018). The renationalisa-
tion of migration policies in times of crisis:
the case of Norway. Journal of Ethnic and Mi-
gration Studies 44:13, 2163-2181.

Collyer M, Duvell F, De Haas H & Molodikova I
(2014). Introduction. Transit migration and
European spaces. In Duivell F, Molodikova I
& Collyer M (Eds.) Transit Migration in Europe,
13-36. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University
Press.

Collyer M & de Haas H (2010). Developing dy-
namic categorisations of transit migration.
Population, Space and Place 18:4,, 468-481.

Crawley H & Skleparis D (2018). Refugees, mi-
grants, neither, both: categorical fetishism
and the politics of bounding in Europe’s
‘migration crisis’. Journal of Ethnic and Migra-
tion Studies 44:1, 48-64.

Culbertson S, Oliker O, Baruch B & Blum I
(2016). Rethinking Coordination of Services to
Refugees in Urban Areas: Managing the Crisis
in Jordan and Lebanon. RAND Corporation,
Santa Monica.

Dekker R & Engbersen G (2014). How social
media transforms migrant networks and
facilitates migration. Global Networks 14:4,
401-418.

DGMM = Directorate General for Migration
Management of the Ministry of Interior,
Republic of Turkey (2018). Temporary Protec-
tion. http://www.goc.gov.tr/icerik6/tempo-
rary-protection_915_1024_4748_icerik

Duwvell F (2006). Irregular immigration: A glob-
al, historical and economic perspective. In
Duvell F (ed.) Illegal Immigration in Europe.
Beyond Control?, 14-39. Palgrave Macmillan,
New York.

Ehrkamp P (2017). Geographies of migration 1.
Refugees. Progress in Human Geography 41:6,
813-822.

Erdal M & Oeppen C (2018). Forced to leave?
The discursive and analytical significance
of describing migration as forced and vol-
untary. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies
44:6, 981-998.

Erdogan M (2017). Syrians Barometer 2017. A
Framework for Achieving Social Cohesion
with Syrians in Turkey. Executive Summary,
Hacettepe University Migration and Pol-
itics Research Center, 6 December 2017,
https://mmuraterdogan.files.wordpress.
com/2016/06/syrians-barometer-execu-
tive-summary.pdf.

European Commission (2016). EU-Turkey State-
ment: Questions and Answers. Brussels: Eu-
ropean Commission Fact Sheet 18.3.2016
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_
MEMO-16-963_en.htm

Eurostat (2017). Record number of over 1.2 mil-
lion first time asylum seekers registered in
2015. News Releases 44/2017.

REFUGEES AND MIGRANTS IN TURKEY, 2018 71



Eurostat (2018). EU Member States granted
protection to more than half million asy-
lum seekers in 2017. News Releases 67/2018.

Faist T (2018). The moral policy to forced migra-
tion. Ethnic and Racial Studies 41:3, 412-423.

Finnish Immigration Service (2018). Statistics.
International Protection 2015. http://tilastot.
migri.fi/#applications/23330?1=en&start=5
40&end=551

FitzGerald D & Arar R (2018). The sociology of
refugee migration. Annual Review of Sociolo-
gy 44, 387-406.

Goodwin-Gill G (2014). The international law
of refugee protection. In Fiddian-Qas-
miyeh E, Loeschner G, Long K & Sigona
N (Eds.). The Oxford Handbook of Refugee &
Forced Migration Studies, 36-47. Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press.

Human Rights Watch (2018). Turkey Stops Regis-
tering Syrian Asylum Seekers. New Arrivals De-
ported, Coerced Back to Syria. Human Rights
Watch July 16, 2018. https://www.hrw.org/
news/2018/07/16/turkey-stops-register-
ing-syrian-asylum-seekers

quuygu A & Diker E (2017). Labor market inte-
gration of Syrian refugees in Turkey: From
refugees to settlers. The Journal of Migration
Studies 3:1, 12-35.

1$1eyen B (2018). Transit mobility governance in
Turkey. Political Geography 62, 23-32.

JauhiainenJ (2017a) (ed.). Turvapaikka Suomes-
ta? Vuoden 2015 turvapaikanhakijat ja
turvapaikkaprosessit Suomessa. Turun yli-
opiston maantieteen ja geologian laitoksen jul-
kaisuja 5. University of Turku, Turku.

Jauhiainen J (2017b). Asylum in Finland? The
2015 asylum seekers and the asylum pro-
cesses in Finland. In Jauhiainen J. (ed.).
Turvapaikka Suomesta? Vuoden 2015 tur-
vapaikanhakijat ja turvapaikkaprosessit
Suomessa. Turun yliopiston maantieteen ja
geologian laitoksen julkaisuja 5, 157-172. Uni-
versity of Turku, Turku.

Jauhiainen J (2017¢). Asylum seekers in Lesvos,
Greece, 2016-2017. Turun yliopiston maantie-
teen ja geologian laitoksen julkaisuja 6. Univer-
sity of Turku, Turku.

Jauhiainen J (2017d). Asylum seekers and irreg-
ular migrants in Lampedusa, Italy, 2017. Tu-
run yliopiston maantieteen ja geologian laitok-
sen julkaisuja 7. University of Turku, Turku.

Jauhiainen J & Eyvazlu D (2018). Urbanization,
refugees and irregular migrants in Iran,

72 REFUGEES AND MIGRANTS IN TURKEY, 2018

2017. Turun yliopiston maantieteen ja geologi-
an laitoksen julkaisuja 9. University of Turku,
Turku.

Jauhiainen J, Gadd K & Jokela J (2018). Paperit-
tomat Suomessa 2017. Turun yliopiston maan-
tieteen ja geologian laitoksen julkaisuja 8. Uni-
versity of Turku, Turku.

Jauhiainen ] & Vorobeva E (2018). Migrants,
asylum seekers and refugees in Jordan,
2017. Turun yliopiston maantieteen ja geologian
laitoksen julkaisuja 10. University of Turku,
Turku.

Katsiaficas C (2016). Asylum seeker and mi-
grant flows in the Mediterranean adapt
rapidly to changing conditions. Migration
Information Source 22.6.2016. https://www.
migrationpolicy.org/article/asylum-seek-
er-and-migrant-flows-mediterrane-
an-adapt-rapidly-changing-conditions

Knappert L, Kornau A & Figengil M (2018).
Refugees’ exclusion at work and the in-
tersection with gender: Insights from the
Turkish-Syrian border. Journal of Vocational
Behavior 10, 62-82.

Koca B (2016). Syrian refugees in Turkey: from
“guests” to “enemies’? New Perspectives on
Turkey 54 (May), 55-75.

Memisoglu F & Ilgit A (2017). Syrian refugees
in Turkey: Multifaceted challenges, diverse
players and ambiguous policies. Mediterra-
nean Politics 22:3, 317-338.

Orchard P (2018). The emergence of safe are-
as and the role of normative contingency.
Global Responsibility to Protect 10:3, 286-311.

Papadopulou-Kourkoula A (2008). Transit Mi-
gration. The Missing Link between Emigration
and Settlement. Hampshire: Palgrave Mac-
millan.

Picozza F (2017). Dubliners. Unthinking dis-
placement, illegality and refugeeness with-
in Europe’s geographies of asylum. In De
Genova N (ed.) The Borders of “Europe”. Au-
tonomy of Migration, Tactics of Bordering, 233—
254. Duke University Press, Durham.

Simsek D (2018). Transnational activities of Syr-
ian refugees in Turkey: Hindering or sup-
porting integration. International Migration
(forthcoming).

Triandafyllidou A (2017). Beyond irregular mi-
gration governance: Zooming in on mi-
grants’ agency. European Journal of Migration
and Law 19:1, 1-11.



Tumen S (2016). The economic impact of Syrian
refugees on host countries: Quasi-exper-
imental evidence from Turkey. American
Economic Review 106:5, 456-4.60.

UNHCR = United Nations High Commission-
er for Refugees (2015). States Parties to the
1951 Convention relating to the Status of
Refugees and the 1967 Protocol. UNHCR,
Geneva.

UNHCR = United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees (2018a).

UNHCR = United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees (2018b). Syria Regional Refugee
Response. https://data2.unhcr.org/en/situa-
tions/syria/location/113

UNHCR = United Nations High Commission-
er for Refugees (2018c¢). Figures at a Glance.
www.unhcr.org/figures-at-a-glance.html

UNHCR = United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees (2018d). Registered Syrian ref-
ugees by date. https://data2.unhcr.org/en/
situations/syria/location/113

UNHCR = United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees (2018e). Turkey Fact Sheet August
2018. https://reliefweb.int/report/turkey/
unhcr-turkey-factsheet-august-2018

United Nations (1951). Text of the 1951 Convention
Relating to the Status of Refugees. Resolution

2198 (XXI) by the United Nations General
Assembly.

Unutulmaz K (2018). Turkey’s education poli-
cies towards Syrian refugees: A macro-level
analysis. International Migration (forthcom-
ing).

Van Hear N (2014). Refugees, diaspora and
transnationalism. In Fiddian-Qasmiyeh E,
Loeschner G, Long K & Sigona N (Eds.). The
Oxford Handbook of Refugee & Forced Migration
Studies, 176-187. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Van Hear N, Bakewell O & Long K (2018). Push-
pull plus: reconsidering the drivers of mi-
gration. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies
44:6, 927-944.

Vogel D, Kovacheva V & Prescott H (2011). The
size of the irregular migrant population in
the European Union - counting the incoun-
table? International Migration 49:5, 78-96

Yildiz A & Uzgoren E (2016). Limits to tempo-
rary protection: Non-camp Syrian refugees
in Izmir, Turkey. Southeast European and
Black Sea Studies 16:2, 195-211.

Zolberg A, Suhrke A & Aguayo S (1989). Escape
Jfrom Violence: Conflict and the Refugee Crisis in
the Developing World. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

REFUGEES AND MIGRANTS IN TURKEY, 2018 73



REFUGEES AND MIGRANTS IN TURKEY, 2018
Jussi S. Jauhiainen (jusaja@utu.fi)

Since 2010, the Republic of Turkey has been one of the most significant countries
for refugees globally. The national authorities in Turkey have granted a special
protection status not only for Syrians who come to Turkey because of the war in
Syria but also for those who have accordingly registered themselves in Turkey.
In 2018, the Syrian refugees and migrants in Turkey numbered over 3.6 million.
They have an important effect on the social and economic development of many
cities, towns and rural areas in Turkey. In addition, they are a significant com-
munity of international interest.

This research report, “Refugees and Migrants in Turkey, 2018,” focuses on the
Syrian refugees and migrants in Turkey. It is part of a broader research project
about the asylum processes in and near the countries of origin of the migrants,
the asylum seekers and refugees, their asylum journeys toward their destina-
tion countries and their lives in those countries. This research belongs to the
activities of the research consortium Urbanization, Mobilities and Immigration
(URMI, see www.urmi.fi), and it was funded by the Strategic Research Council at
the Academy of Finland and led by Professor Jussi S. Jauhiainen, from the Geo-
graphy Section at the University of Turku, Finland.

This report is based predominantly on fieldwork conducted in Turkey in the
spring of 2018. In total, 762 persons with Syrian backgrounds responded ano-
nymously to the survey in the provinces of Gaziantep, Istanbul and [zmir. In
addition, we conducted interviews with some of the respondents. Research as-
sistants helped to collect and analyze the research material. We are grateful to
everyone who participated in the research. The main researcher responsible for
this report is Professor Jussi S. Jauhiainen.

The first research question is, “What kinds of Syrian refugees live in Turkey?”
Syrian refugees in Turkey range from the youths to elderly, from people not being
able to read to those with university degrees, from the employed to the unemp-
loyed and from housewives to students. Almost every second (45%) Syrian refu-
gee in Turkey is less than 18 years old. The people at a working age (18-59 years
old) constitute half (52%), and the older generation (60 years or older) constitu-
tes a small portion (3%). Istanbul has the largest amount of Syrian refugees, and
especially young adult Syrian men prefer it. The border provinces Gaziantep,
Hatay and Sanliurfa—each of which has several hundreds of thousands of Syrian
refugees—are other major sites where Syrian families in particular settled many
years ago. The [zmir province, which is on the western coast, is an important
site for tens of thousands of Syrian refugees. The national authorities of Turkey
regulate the location and migration of Syrians inside Turkey.
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The second research question is, “What are the everyday lives of Syrian refu-
gees like in Turkey?” In essence, the everyday lives of Syrian refugees are diver-
se. According to our research, almost all Syrian refugees in Turkey need more
money to improve their lives. In regard to the respondents, three out of four
adult men (74%) were working, as well as only one out of four (24%) women.
Female Syrian refugees were more engaged with the family because many had
small children. For many Syrian refugees, the working conditions are preca-
rious; usually, work is available only in the informal sector, without contracts.
For the employed respondents, the average monthly salary in the spring of 2018
was 1,200 Turkish lira (210 EUR).

Housing is another significant everyday issue for Syrian refugees. Many Sy-
rian refugees prefer to live in neighborhoods that have many Syrians. Of our
sample, three out of four (74%) Syrian refugees were at least partly satisfied with
their current neighborhoods; fewer were fully (38%) or partly (23%) satisfied
with their current accommodations. Nevertheless, many Syrian refugees had in-
tegrated themselves into Turkish society. One out of four (26%) had a very good
command of the Turkish language, and five out of six (83%) knew the language
at least a little. In general, those with a strong understanding of the Turkish lan-
guage were more satisfied with their lives in Turkey.

The third research question is, “What are the migration wishes and plans
of Syrian refugees in Turkey?” In 2018, different Syrian refugees had different
migration wishes and plans. Every second (49%) respondent clearly wished to
return to Syria, but fewer (38%) were planning it. Almost every third (31%) res-
pondent planned to migrate to somewhere other than Syria, most preferably to
Canada or Germany. The Syrians with family or friends in the European Union
were especially eager to move there. The wishes to migrate elsewhere were the
highest among the Syrian refugees in Istanbul, where every second (48%) refu-
gee, especially in the younger male adults, was thinking about moving to the Eu-
ropean Union. On the contrary, very few older Syrian refugees wished to migra-
te there. Turkey was the most preferred country to live in for a third (34%) of the
respondents.

Despite migration wishes, four out of five (79%) Syrian refugees believed that
they might live the rest of their lives in Turkey. In Turkey, the respondents ge-
nerally wanted to live in the provinces where they were in 2018. However, less
than half (45%) of the Syrian refugees in Gaziantep mentioned that Gaziantep
was their most preferred place. Every fourth Syrian refugee considered moving
from Gaziantep to elsewhere in Turkey, if doing would be permitted by the aut-
horities; in particular, the younger adults wanted to move to Istanbul.

The fourth research question is, “How and for what do Syrian refugees in Tur-
key use the Internet and social media?” Almost all Syrian refugees were using the
Internet in Turkey and more often than they had in Syria. It was very common to
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have a smartphone with Internet access, though it was less common among fe-
male Syrian refugees in Gaziantep. Two out of three (67%) Syrian refugees agreed
that the Internet and social media made their lives easier in Turkey and that they
followed the developments in Syria via the Internet. Of the active users of the In-
ternet, two out of three (67%) used it to learn more about their rights in Turkey.
Many Syrian refugees who wished to migrate to the European Union mentioned
that they used the Internet to determine possible travel routes to get there.

It is important to conduct academic research about Syrian refugees and mi-
grants in Turkey. The research-based results can help to design evidence-based
policies that have a planned and efficient effect on individuals, communities
and society as a whole in Turkey.
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TURKIYE'DEKI MULTECILER VE GOC MENLER, 2018
Jussi S. Jauhiainen (jusaja@utu.fi)

Turkiye Cumhuriyeti 2010 yiliitibariyle multeciler acisindan diinyanin en énem-
li tlkelerinden biri haline gelmistir. Tarkiye devleti Suriye’deki savastan dolayi
Turkiye’ye gelen ve kendilerini kayit ettiren Suriyelilere 6zel bir koruma statiisi
vermistir. 2018 yil1 itibariyle Turkiye’de 3.6 milyonun uizerinde Suriyeli multe-
ci ve go¢men bulunmaktadir. Suriyelilerin, Turkiye’deki bir¢ok sehir, kasaba ve
kirsal bolge uzerinde sosyal ve ekonomik gelisim acisindan énemli etkileri var-
dir. Ayrica, Suriyeliler uluslararasi toplum icinde énem tasiyan bir topluluktur.
“Tuarkiye’deki Multeciler ve Go¢menler, 2018” isimli bu arastirma raporu Suriyeli
multeci ve go¢menlere odaklanmaktadir. Bu arastirma, go¢cmenlerin mensei til-
kede ve yakin ulkelerdeki siginma stireclerine ek olarak, multeciler ve siginma-
cilarin siginma hedefiyle ¢iktiklari yolculuk ve hedef tilkedeki stirecleri de analiz
eden kapsamli bir arastirma projesinin bir parcasidir. Bu arastirma, Finlandiya
Akademisi Stratejik Arastirmalar Konseyi tarafindan fonlanan ve Turku Univer-
sitesi Cografya Bolumuinden Profesor Jussi S. Jauhiainen tarafindan yonetilen
URMI (Kentlesme, Hareketlilik ve Gog, bkz. www.urmi.fi) arastirma konsorsi-
yumunun aktivitelerine aittir. Bu rapor ¢cogunlukla 2018 baharinda Turkiye'de
yapilmis olan saha ¢alismasina dayanmaktadir. Gaziantep, Istanbul ve Izmirde
toplamda 762 Suriyeli anonim olarak anket calijmasina katilmigtir. Ayrica bazi
katilimcilar ile mulakat yapilmistir. Bu rapordan sorumlu olan ana arastirmaci
Profesor Jussi. S. Jauhiainen'dir. Dr. Saime Oz¢iiriimez ve Ozgiin Tursun, Tirki-
ye’de yapilan ¢calismasinin organizasyonunda ve sahanin dizenlenmesinde ¢ok
onemli katkilarda bulunmuslardir. Arastirma asistanlar1 arastirma datalarinin
toplanmasi ve analizine yardim etmislerdir. Arastirmada katkisi olan herkese
minnettariz.

Arastirmanin ilk sorusu ‘Hangi 6zellikteki Suriyeli multeciler Turkiye'de ya-
samaktadir?’ olmustur. Turkiye’de bulunan Suriyeli multeciler gen¢ten yaslya,
okuma yazma bilmeyenlerden universite diplomasi olanlara, i sahibi olanlar-
dan issizlere ve ev kadinlarindan 6grencilere degisiklik gostermektedir. Nere-
deyse Turkiye'de bulunan Suriyeli multecilerin her ikincisi (45%) 18 yasindan
kucuktur. Calisabilir (18-59) nuifus, toplam nufusun yarisi (52%) iken daha yash
niifusun orani (3%) azdir. Arastirma yapilan iller arasinda [stanbul, en kalabalik
Suriyeli multeci ntfusuna sahip olandir ve dzellikle geng yetiskin erkek Suriye-
liler tarafindan tercih edilmektedir. Her biri ylizbinlerce Suriyeli multeci barin-
diran sinir sehirleri Gaziantep, Hatay ve Sanliurfa, Suriyeli ailelerin yillar 6nce
yerlestikleri diger 6nemli yerlesim yerleridirler. Bati sahilinde bulunan diger bir
onemli yerlesim yeri olan [zmir sehrinde de on binlerce Suriyeli multeci bulun-
maktadir. Turkiye devletinin yerel kurumlar: Turkiye'de yerlesik Suriyelilerin
ulke icindeki yerlesim ve go¢ hareketlerini duzenlemektedir.
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Ikinci arastirma sorusu ‘Tiirkiye'deki Suriyelilerin giinliik yasamlari nasildir?’
olmustur. Suriyeli multecilerin gunluk yasantilar: ¢ok yonludur. Arastirma so-
nuclarina gore, Turkiye’deki Suriyeli multecilerin neredeyse tamami yasam ka-
litelerini arttirmak icin daha fazla paraya ihtiya¢c duymaktadir. Katilimcilar ara-
sinda dort erkekten ticti (74%) calisirken, bu oran kadinlarda dortte birdir (24%).
Kadin Suriyeli multeciler aileleriyle daha cok ilgilenmektedir ve bir¢cogunun
kuiciik cocugu vardir. Bircok Suriyeli muilteci genellikle kayit dis1 ve sdzlesmesiz
calistiklar1 i¢cin ¢caliyma kosullar: guivencesizdir. 2018 bahari itibariyle ¢alisan ka-
tilimcilarin ortalama aylik maaslari 1200 Turk lirasidir (210 EUR). Barinma, Su-
riyeli multeciler i¢in bir diger 6nemli guinliikk problemdir. Suriyeli miltecilerin
bircogu Suriyelilerin kalabalik oldugu mubhitlerde yasamay1 tercih etmektedir.
Orneklemimize gore, dort Suriyeli multeciden u¢i (74%) su anda yasadiklar
mubhitten kismen memnundur. Az bir kismi1 (38%) tamamen veya kismen (23%)
su andaki yasam alanlarindan memnundur. Bununla birlikte, Suriyeli multeci-
lerin cogu Turk toplumuna adapte olmaya calismaktadir. Her dort kisiden biri
(26%) ¢ok iyi derecede Turkge bilirken, alt1 kisiden besi (83%) ¢ok az dahi olsa
Turkge bilmektedir. Turkce bilenler genelde Turkiye'deki yasantilarindan daha
memnundur.

Uclinct aragtirma sorusu “Turkiye'deki Suriyeli multecilerin tur istek ve
planlar1 nedir?” olmustur. 2018 yilinde yapilan bu arastirma ¢ercevesinde farkl
Suriyeli multecilerin farkli istekleri ve go¢ planlar1 vardir. Katilimcilarin yarisi
(49%) acikca Suriye’'ye donmeyi arzularken, daha azi (38%) bunu planlamakta-
dir. Her u¢ katilimcidan biri (31%) Suriye disinda bir yere, tercihen Kanada ve
Almanya’'ya, go¢ etmeyi planlamaktadir. Ozellikle Avrupa Birligi'nde aile ve/veya
arkadaslar1 olan Suriyeliler buraya go¢ etmeye isteklidir. Disar1 gb¢ etme arzu-
su en ¢ok Istanbul'da yasayan Suriyeli multecilerde goéze ¢carpmaktadir. Her iki
katilimcidan birisi (48%), ozellikle de genc yetigkin erkekler, Avrupa Birligine
gitmeyi dusinmektedir. Buna karsilik ¢ok az sayida yash Suriyeli multeci bura-
ya go¢ etmeyi arzulamaktadir. Turkiye, katilimcilarin Ucte biri (34%) tarafindan
yasamak icin en cok tercih edilen tilke konumdadir. Bagka yerlere gé¢ etme ar-
zularina ragmen, her bes Suriyeli miulteciden dérdu (79%) muhtemelen hayat-
larinin kalanini Tarkiye'de yasayacaklarini diisinmektedir. Katilimcilar cogun-
lukla Turkiye icinde 2018 yili itibariyle yasadiklari sehirde yagsamak istemektedir.
Fakat, Gaziantep’te bulunan Suriyeli miiltecilerin yarisindan azi (45%) icin Ga-
ziantep en ¢ok tercih edilen yasam alani olmustur. Her dort Suriyeli multeci-
den biri eger yetkililerden izin alabilirlerse Gaziantep’ten Turkiye'deki herhangi
baska bir yere, ozellikle daha genc yetigkinler tarafindan tercih edilen Istanbul’a
tasinmay1 dusunmektedir.

Doérduncu aragtirma sorusu “Turkiye’deki Suriyeli multeciler ne icin ve na-
sil internet ve sosyal medya kullanmaktadir?” sorusudur. Turkiye’deki Suriyeli
multecilerin neredeyse tamami internet kullanmakta ve Suriye’de kullandikla-
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rindan daha sik kullanmaktadir. internete erisim olan bir akilli telefon sahibi
olmak ¢ok yaygin olmasina kargin Gaziantep’te yasayan Suriyeli kadin multeci-
lerde bu oran daha dusuktir. Her Ui¢ Suriyeli multeciden ikisi (67%) internet ve
sosyal medya kullaniminin hayatlarini kolaylastirdigini ve Suriye’deki gelisme-
leri internet tizerinden takip ettiklerini belirtmistir. Buna ek olarak, aktif inter-
net kullanicilarindan tgte ikisi (67%) interneti, Tarkiye'deki haklari ile ilgili daha
cok bilgi almak i¢cin kullanmaktadir. Avrupa Birligine go¢ etmek isteyen Suriyeli
multecilerin cogu, internetten olasi seyahat rotalar1 aramaktadir. Bu arastima
sonucunda ortaya ¢ikmigtir ki, Tarkiye'de Suriyeli multeciler ve gd¢menler ile
ilgili akademik aragtirmalar yapmak onemlidir. Arastirmaya dayanan sonuglar
kanit odakli politikalarin dizayn edilmesine yardimci olarak bireyleri ve Turki-
ye’deki toplumun tamamini verimli bir sekilde etkileyecektir.
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PAKOLAISET JA MAAHANMUUTTAJAT TURKISSA VUONNA
2018

Jussi S. Jauhiainen (jusaja@utu.fi)

Turkin tasavallasta on tullut 2010-luvulla yksi globaalisti merkittdvimmista
maista pakolaisille. Turkin valtion viranomaiset ovat mydntdneet suojeluase-
man syyrialaisille, jotka ovat paenneet Turkkiin sodan takia ja jotka ovat rekis-
terdityneet Turkissa madrdysten mukaisesti. Vuonna 2018 Turkissa oli yli 3,6
miljoonaa syyrialaispakolaista. Heilld on tiarked vaikutus monien kaupunkien ja
maaseutualueiden sosiaaliseen ja taloudelliseen kehitykseen Turkissa. He ovat
my0s tarkea yhteiso, johon kohdistuu kansainvélinen mielenkiinto.

Tutkimusraportti "Refugees and migrants in Turkey, 2018” keskittyy syyria-
laisiin pakolaisiin ja maahanmuuttajiin Turkissa. Raportti on osa laajempaa tut-
kimushanketta turvapaikkaprosesseista muuttajien, turvapaikanhakijoiden ja
pakolaisten 1ahtdmaissa ja niiden lahelld, heiddn matkoillaan kohti kohdemaita
jakohdemaissa. Raportti on osa tutkimuskonsortion URMI (Urbanization, Mobi-
lities and Immigration, www.urmi.fi) toimintaa. Konsortiota rahoittaa Suomen
Akatemian Strategisen Tutkimuksen Neuvosto ja sitd johtaa professori Jussi S.
Jauhiainen Turun yliopiston maantieteen osastolta Suomesta.

Raportti perustuu suureksi osaksi kenttatutkimukseen, joka tehtiin Turkissa
kevaalld 2018. Yhteensad 762 syyrialaistaustaista henkilda vastasi nimettdmana
kyselyyn Gaziantepin, Istanbulin ja Izmirin provinsseissa. Teimme myos haas-
tatteluja joidenkin vastaajien kanssa. Tutkimusavustajat auttoivat tutkimusma-
teriaalin hankkimisessa ja analysoinnissa. Olemme Kkiitollisia kaikille, jotka osal-
listuivat tutkimukseen. Pddtutkijana oli professori Jussi S. Jauhiainen, joka vastaa
tasta raportista.

Ensimmadinen tutkimuskysymys kuuluu minkélaisia syyrialaispakolaisia asuu
Turkissa? Syyrialaispakolaisia on nuorista vanhoihin, lukutaidottomista yliopis-
totutkinnon suorittaneisiin, tyollisistd tyottomiin ja kotidideista opiskelijoihin.
Lihes joka toinen (45%) syyrialaispakolaisista Turkissa on alaikdinen. Tyoikaisia
(18-59 vuotta) on puolet (52%) ja idkkaita (60 vuotta tai enemmén) on vihin (3%).
Eniten syyrialaispakolaisia on Istanbulissa, ja se on erityisesti nuorten miesten
suosima kohde. Rajaseudun provinsseissa Gaziantep, Hatay ja Sanliurfa on kus-
sakin satoja tuhansia syyrialaispakolaisia. Ne ovat alueita, jonne erityisesti syy-
rialaisperheet ovat muuttaneet vuosia sitten. Izmirin provinssi lansirannikolla
on tarked alue kymmenille tuhansille syyrialaispakolaisille. Turkin viranomaiset
sadatelevat syyrialaisten asuinpaikkoja ja muuttoliiketta Turkissa.

Toinen tutkimuskysymys kuuluu mita ovat syyrialaispakolaisten arkipdivat
Turkissa? Syyrialaispakolaisten arkipdivat ovat monenlaisia. Tutkimuksemme
mukaan ldhes kaikki syyrialaispakolaiset tarvitsevat lisdd rahaa parantaakseen
elamaansi. Kyselyyn vastanneista miehistd kolme neljasta (74%) oli toissd ja
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naisista joka neljis (24%). Naiset ovat usein tekemisissd perheen kanssa ja heil-
14 on yleensa useita lapsia. Useiden syyrialaispakolaisten tyoolot ovat kurjat, ja
he tyoskentelevit usein epéavirallisesti ilman tydsopimuksia. Toissa kdyvien ky-
selyyn vastanneiden keskiméardinen kuukausipalkka vuoden 2018 kevéaalla oli
1200 Turkin liiraa (210 euroa).

Asuminen on myos tiarked arkipdivan seikka syyrialaispakolaisille. Useat
syyrialaispakolaiset haluavat asua alueilla, joissa on useita syyrialaisia. Kolme
neljasta (74%) Kyselyyn vastanneista syyrialaispakolaisista oli vihintdan osittain
tyytyvainen asuinalueeseensa. Harvemmat olivat tdysin (38%) tai osittain (23%)
tyytyvéisid nykyiseen asuntoonsa. Tastd huolimatta syyrialaispakolaiset yrittavéat
integroitua turkkilaiseen yhteiskuntaan. Yksi neljasta (26%) osaa erittdin hyvin
turkkia ja viisi kuudesta (83%) osaa turkkia ainakin jonkin verran. He, jotka osaa-
vat turkkia, ovat yleensa tyytyvaisempid elaméaénsa Turkissa.

Kolmas tutkimuskysymys on mitka ovat syyrialaispakolaisten muuttohaluk-
kuus ja muuttosuunnitelmat Turkissa? Vuonna 2018 erilaisilla syyrialaispakolai-
silla oli erilainen muuttohalukkuus ja suunnitelmat. Joka toinen (49%) vastaaja
selkedsti halusi palata Syyriaan, mutta harvemmat (38%) suunnittelivat paluuta.
Lihes joka kolmas (31%) halusi muuttaa muualle kuin Syyriaan, useimmin Kana-
daan tai Saksaan. Ne syyrialaispakolaiset, joilla oli perhetta tai ystavia Euroopan
unionissa olivat erityisen halukkaita muuttamaan sinne. Muuttohalukkuus oli
suurinta Istanbulissa. Sielld joka toinen (48%) kyselyyn vastanneista syyrialais-
pakolaisista, erityisesti nuoret miehet, harkitsi muuttoa Euroopan unioniin.
Toisaalta vain hyvin harvat idkkaét syyrialaispakolaiset haluavat muuttaa sinne.
Turkki oli kaikkein halutuin paikka asua joka kolmannelle (34%) vastaajista.

Huolimatta muuttohalukkuudesta nelja viidesta (79%) syyrialaispakolaisesta
arvioi, ettd he ehka elavit elamansa loppuun asti Turkissa. Turkin sisdlla he ha-
luavat usein asua siind provinssissa, jossa he vuonna 2018 asuivat. Sen sijaan alle
puolet (45%) Gaziantepissi asuvista pitii sitd halutuimpana asuinpaikkana. Joka
neljas syyrialaispakolainen, erityisesti nuoret miehet, harkitsee muuttavansa
pois Gaziantepistd muualle Turkkiin, mikali viranomaiset tdman sallivat.

Neljas tutkimuskysymys on miten ja mihin syyrialaispakolaiset Turkissa kayt-
tavat internetid ja sosiaalista mediaa? Lahes kaikki syyrialaispakolaiset kaytta-
vat internetid Turkissa ja useammin kuin he kéyttivat sitd Syyriassa. On hyvin
tavallista omistaa alypuhelin, jossa on internetyhteys. Se on harvinaisempaa
Gaziantepissd asuvien syyrialaispakolaisnaisten keskuudessa. Kaksi kolmes-
ta (67%) syyrialaispakolaisesta oli sitid mieltd, ettd internet ja sosiaalinen media
ovat tehneet heidan elaménsa helpommaksi Turkissa. He seuraavat internetista
Syyrian tilanteen kehittymistd. Aktiivisista internetin kayttéjista kaksi kolmesta
etsii internetisté tietoa oikeuksistaan Turkissa. Useat syyrialaispakolaiset, jotka
haluavat muuttaa Euroopan unioniin, etsivéat internetista tietoja mahdollisista
matkareiteista.
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On téarkead, ettd tehddidn akateemista tutkimusta syyrialaispakolaisista ja
maahanmuuttajista Turkissa. Tutkimusperusteiset tulokset auttavat muotoile-
maan tuloksekkaita politiikkoja, joilla on suunniteltu ja tehokas vaikutus yksil6i-
hin, yhteis6ihin ja yhteiskuntaan kokonaisuutena Turkissa.
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