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Abstract

As a response to the Syrian refugee crisis and in order to contribute to the informing of refugee
policy, this research aims to highlight the voice of Syrian refugees in the debate on migration,
refugees and repatriation as a solution to the refugee cycle. It examines the extent to which Syrian
refugees intend to return to Syria or not given the political, economic and security related
circumstances. It identifies the micro-level socioeconomic and contextual determinants of their
returning decisions and the differences between them in Germany and Turkey. It also examines
the impact of the media and information on the returning decision by exposing respondents to
negative and positive information on returning to Syria. The quantitative data was supported by
in-depth conversations with Syrian refugee respondents in both Turkey and Germany.

Main findings include that the end of the war is not reason enough for people to return. That the
decision to return is complex, inclusive of multiple socioeconomic and contextual factors and
heavily vested in the reality of life in both the host and the home countries. We see that refugees
in neighboring countries like Turkey are more likely to return compared to those further away in
highly developed countries such as Germany, also that incentives do not influence the returning
decision but that media and information can play a role. The research conclude that refugees can
influenced by the level of development in the home country (in this case Syria) but that this again
depends on their individual situations and contextual circumstances. It becomes clear that
investing in infrastructure and health and education systems in the home country are crucial factors
that influence return decision making with a safe political environment coming top in the case of
Syria.

Relevance to Development Studies

By understanding the decision-making process of refugee returns we can understand to what
extent development and economic factors play role in forming such decisions, as a significant
factor of this decision making is the comparison between development levels in the country of
origin and the country of exile. We can also better understand what level of development is
required by people to consider staying or returning and which elements are most important to
them. Returnees also have a role to play as agents of development through commercial links with
host countries and through the human capital developed during exile.

Keywords

Syrian refugees, returning, decision, determinants, development, asylum seeker, refugee voice,
repatriation, returning incentives.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Now entering its eighth year, the Syrian civil war has resulted in approximately half a million civilian
deaths, more than 6 million internally displace people, and more than 5.5 million refugees
(UNHCR, 2018a, 2018e¢). The majority of Syrian refugees are concentrated in the countries that
border Syria with a significant number hosted in European countries. Although the Syrian crisis
began in early 2012, its effect came to the world stage in 2015 as thousands of Syrian refugees were
forced to make the dangerous and costly journey to Europe. “The Refugee Crisis’ is now one of
the hottest topics in European politics with Europe struggling to stem the flow as well as to manage
the economic, social and political ramifications of the large scale forced migration.

While the UN and some European host countries, as well as the Syrian Government, consider the
return of refugees to their country of origin as the desired solution to this crisis, this research
explores whether that can be assumed focusing on Syrian refugee perspectives of return, push and
pull factors and whether the end of the war is justification enough for the retiring decision.

The voice of Syrian refugees is, as yet, not a part of debates on refugee policy, which is currently
significantly influenced by the vested interests of host countries and parties to the conflict (such
as the Syrian Government and Russia). Another key barrier is the difficulty of accessing authentic
perspectives of Syrian refugee communities due to cultural and language barriers as well as the
sensitivity of the topic and the high level of fear and insecurity of refugees in host countries. In
order to overcome these challenges, this research aims to highlight the wants, needs, aspirations
and agency of Syrian refugees in decisions over their future It focuses on to what extent Syrian
refugees want to return, identification of the determinants of their returning decision, and to what
extent incentives from the host country or post war Syria influence their decisions.



Chapter 2: Context

2.1 Background
2.1.1 The conflict

The war in Syria is considered to be a high complexity conflict due to the fluidity of changes of
power and continuing emergence of new armed groups. The multitude of parties to the conflict
include the Syrian Government, and it’s alliance', Syrian opposition groups, the Syrian Democratic
Forces (SDF - a predominantly Kurdish militia), the People’s Protection Unit (YPG), the
international collocation led by the US, and the Islamic State of Iraq and Sham (ISIS) to name but
a few (BBC, 2018) . All are culpable in the killing of civilians, as well as the use of detention, torture
and indiscriminate killing of opposing forces (UN Human Rights Council, 2016; 2018).

2.1.2 Syrian refugees in Europe

As result of the high impact conflict civilians began to leave Syria in the early years of the war
seeking the safety of neighboring countries. According to United Nations (UN) reports, the
neighboring countries of Syria are currently hosting a total of 5,602,386 Syrian refugees with the
following host country breakdown: Turkey - 3,589,327, Lebanon - 952,562, Jordan 672,578, Iraq
- 250,184, and Egypt - 131,504 (UNHCR, 2018a). In 2015, due to intensifying conflict, people
began to cross the sea secking asylum in European countries. According to Eurostat (2018),
Germany has received the highest number of Syrian refugees of all European countries with
533,890 obtaining refugee status by the end of 2017. Figure 1 shows the European countries
receiving the highest proportion of Syrian refugees between 2011 and 2017 (Eurostat, 2018).

Figure 1: European countries with the highest proportion of Syrian Asylum Seekers.

United Kingdom 1§ 11325
Spain W 15270

Norway ® 15400
Switzerland W 15955
France ™ 18965
Denmark m 20830
Belgium ™ 20040

Bulgaria ™ 20620
Netherlands mm 36075
Greece W 48085
Austria W 48275
Hungary mmmmm 77085
Sweden NN 115630

Germany (until 1990 former territory of the FRG) I 533890

0 100000 200000 300000 400000 500000 600000
Source: Eurostat, 2018. Figure developed by the researcher. Accessed 8/9/2018.

!'The alliance of the Syrian Government includes Russia, Iran, Hezb Allah and groups of Shiite factions from Iraq,
Afghanistan, Yemen and Lebanon, and mercenaries from Yugoslavia, Russia and other places around the world.
2 For supplementary background information see appendix 1.
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2.1.3 Mass displacement in 2015

In 2015, as a result of intensified conflict in Syria and elsewhere, 911,000 refugees and migrants
arrived in Europe with 3,550 losing their lives during the journey (Spindler 2015). This was the
year when the highest number of people risked their lives on the journey to Europe which, as
shown in figure 2, consisted of both land and sea journeys made by refugees.

Figure 2: Refugee arrivals to Europe (2015).

Sea and land arrivals monthly CSVA | JSONN |

300k
200k

100k

Jan'15 Jul'15 Jan '16 Jul'16 Jan 17 Jul'17 Jan'18 Jul'18
Source, UNHCR 2018b. Accessed 21/10/2018
From the data below in figure 3, it is clear that Syrian refugees represented the largest share of the
movement in 2015 representing 28% out of all refugees and migrants taking the Western Balkans

route, 59% of the total traveling the Eastern Mediterranean route, and 57% of the total on the
Western Mediterranean route (Gillard, 2015).

Figure 3: Main migration routes to Europe (2015)
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Sources: Frontex; The Economist i 2 & *January-June 2015

Economist.com

Source: The Economist, 2015. Accessed 21/10/2018

2.1.4 Ongoing refugee movement via the Mediterranean in 2018

Despite 2015 being the peak year for refugee movement, the crisis is far from over. When looking
at 2018 data on refugee movement by sea, Syrians represent the largest proportion of people
moving via the Greece route; 5,750 individuals from Jan to July 2018 compared to 3,450 from
Iraq, 2,450 from Afghanistan, 800 from DRC and 60 from Palestine (UNHCR, 2018c). Table 1
below shows the nationalities of the highest numbers of refugees and migrants arriving by sea and
land from January to August 2018, (UNHCR, 2018b) with Syrian refugees taking the second place
with 10.9% of total sea and land arrivals in 2018.
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Table 1: Most common nationalities of Mediterranean Sea and land arrivals from January to August 2018

Country of Origin inudI?\E)ifll;l(;s % of total
Guinea 8762 12.20%
Syrian Arab Rep. 7828 10.90%
Mali 6799 9.50%
Morocco 5962 8.30%
Iraq 5125 7.10%
Tunisia 4084 5.70%
Céte d'Ivoire 4028 5.60%
Afghanistan 3665 5.10%
Others 3137 4.40%
Eritrea 3027 4.20%

Source: UNHCR 2018b. Accessed 22/10/2018

2.2 Context in host countries

2.2.1 Syrian refugees in Germany

The right to asylum is guaranteed in Germany under German law and as part of the German
constitution which states that people from other countries have the right to ask protection from
terror, violence and persecution (BAMF, 2016). Germany is also a signatory of the Geneva
Convention of 1951 relating to the Status of Refugees which states in Article 33 that “no
contracting state shall expel or return a refugee in any manner whatsoever to the frontiers of
territories where his life or freedom would be threatened” (UNHCR, 1951).

Germany has a long history of receiving immigrants and refugees which has developed over time
as a result of pro-immigration Government policy and national workforce strengthening (Constant
and Massey 2002). According to the Federal Statistics Bureau, the total foreign population in
Germany by the end of December 2017 was 10,623.940 (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2017a).
Germany is one of the most popular asylum destinations in Europe due to its strong economy and
open Government policies that welcome refugees. In turn, the presence of family and friends in
Germany acts as a pull factor for new asylum seekers (Neumayer 2004). The number of asylum
seckers in Germany has increased radically in the last few years, largely as a result of the war in
Syria, with around 1.5 million asylum seekers arriving between 2014 and 2017, the majority from
Syria, Afghanistan Iraq, and Eritrea (Grote 2018). In 2017, 94% of cases of Syrian nationals
seeking asylum in Germany were approved (The Asylum Information Database AIDA, 2018 a)
making Syrians the largest group among all other nationalities applying for asylum, as well as the
third biggest community with a migrant background in Germany (Syrian, 698,950, Turkish, 1.5
million, and Polish, 866,000) (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2017a).

Although the term refugee generally refers to those who fled their countries to another country,
the Federal Office for Migration and Refugees in Germany (BAMF) differentiates between four
categoties of asylum; asylum seekers, asylum applicants, persons entitled to protection and persons



entitled to remain.” An asylum seeker is a person who intends to apply for asylum. An asylum
applicant is a person who has applied for asylum but is waiting for BAMF to decide on their
application (BAMF, 2016). After receiving approval, an asylum seeker is granted either refugee
status or a different status of asylum, or subsidiary protection when neither asylum nor refugee
status can be given but the person cannot return home for reason related to his safety (Ibid). Some
refugees are not entitled to any kind of protection but are permitted to stay in Germany under
specific terms. This case is called ‘ban on deportation’ (Ibid). For the purpose of this research, the

term ‘refugee’ refers to any and all of these statuses.

2.2.2 Syrian refugees in Turkey

Turkey is also a signatory of the 1951 Geneva Convention but in 2013 established a standalone
legal framework for asylum in Turkey implemented by the Directorate General of Migration
Management referred to as DGMM (The Asylum Information Database, 2018 b). This legal
framework is based on the 2013 Law on Foreigners and International Protection (LFIP) which
states that ’entries of foreigners in Turkey to stay and exit from Turkey will be provided to
foreigners who demand protection from Turkey...foreigners' business and transactions; at
borders, at border gates Turkey or in individual protection will be provided upon the request of
foreign international protection, they cannot be forced to leave and return to their country of mass
coming to Turkey....(and that)...Includes temporary protection which shall be provided urgently
to foreigners” (General Directorate of Migration Management, Government of Turkey 2013 -
translated from Turkish).

Covered under this legal framework are some 3,589,327 registered Syrian refugees residing in
Turkey (UNHCR, 2018 a). However, the Turkish Government does not use the term refugee to
classify Syrians living in Turkey. Instead, it classifies Syrians who are hosted in Turkey as a result
of the war in Syria as guests under ‘temporary protection’ (ITP) as stated in the LFIP. According
to UNHCR (UNHCR, n.d), this includes people coming to Turkey as a result of the war after 28"
April 2011, guaranteeing protection from the Turkish authorities ‘under normal circumstances. It
is also stated that ‘under normal circumstances’ they are not forcibly repatriated. UNHCR also
states that people registered under TP have the right to services and assistance in Turkey and
specifically the right to stay in Turkey until ‘a more permanent solution is found’ (Ibid).

Not all Syrians in Turkey are included under the TP classification where you must specifically ‘seek
protection’ from the Turkish Government. There are many Syrians living in Turkey based on a
residency permit or a work permit who are not considered to be under TP, as well as an ongoing
national process which is selecting Syrian nationals to be given Turkish nationality based on their
skills and qualifications. There are also known to be a significant number of Syrians who remain
unregistered for various reasons mainly related to illegal crossing into Turkey or other concerns
related to their presence in Turkey (The Asylum Information Database AIDA, 2015).

3 There are differences between status of asylum, refugee subsidiary protection or ban of departure mainly in the areas
of right to work and reunification of family. The last two categories of people are not entitled to work unless they
obtain permission from BAMI and were, until recently, not entitled to reunify their families. Currently, people with
subsidiary protection are permitted to reunify their families under certain conditions (BAMF 2018b).
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According to DGMM data, the number of Syrians under TP in Turkey continues to increase as
shown in table 2 below. A Turkish report in 2017 called the ‘Syrians Barometer” highlighted that

“the permanence of Syrians in Turkey and inevitability of social coherence are growingly becoming

matters require urgent attention” noting that the number of Syrian births had exceeded 295.000,
with 306 new births per day (Erdogan 2017).

Table 2: Number of Syrian refugees in Tukey under temporary protection

Year

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Number of Syrians in Turkey
under TP

14,237

224,665

1,519,286

2,503,549

2,834,441

3,320,814

Source: Erdogan 2017




Chapter 3: The Problem, Research Questions & Hypothesis

3.1 The current environment

3.1.1 Host country political environment toward refugees

Europe does not want more refugees. The unprecedented flux of the last years has resulted in
political, social, and economic challenges for host countries, with social tension rising in the wake
of mass movement in 2015. A recent study in Germany by RAND cooperation provided an
analysis of attitudes, beliefs, labor market integration, and behaviors across various countries
and found that a proportion of EU citizens think that the increase in numbers of refugees
could increase the risk of terrorism and reduce nationals chances of securing jobs or social
benefits (Amaral et al. 2018). The study also found that the Turkish Government is under
pressure to provide education, jobs, transportation and security services for refugees as
existing infrastructure already struggles to support local communities. At the political level,
discourse of the alleged threat that refugees pose to host communities is increasingly used by
right-wing populist parties in Europe to win votes, playing on insecurity and fear and
distracting the electorate from national issues and failures (Holmes and Castaneda 2016)
despite evidence from a number of studies that show that refugees do not have a negative

economic impact on the European economy but conversely could boost economies in the medium
term (OECD, 2018).

In 2015, the EU put in place an agreement with Turkey to attempt to keep refugees from
undertaking the dangerous journey to Europe and increasing the perceived burden on EU
countries, but it remains to be seen how effective this agreement has been in enabling people to
stay in Turkey. International governments had committed millions of euro in humanitarian and
early recovery aid in Syria in a further attempt to encourage people not to move, funding which
since 2017 has been subject to significant cuts as governments wait to see how the end of the war
will play out in Syria and to what extent they will support reconstruction.

3.1.2 The politics of reconstruction

After seven years of war in Syria, the World Bank estimates that Syria’s GDP dropped by 63% by
2016 compared to 2010 (World Bank, 2017). It also estimates a hugely significant negative impact
particularly on infrastructure and basic services citing a 62.5% reduction in power generation in
2015 compared to 2010, 68% of health centers damaged, 53% of educational facilities partially
damaged (with 10% destroyed), 32% of housing partially damaged or destroyed and a youth
unemployment rate of 78% in 2015 (World Bank, 2017). This negative impact correlates with the
estimated cost of reconstruction, at around $250 billion according to Staffan de Mistura, the United
Nations special envoy for Syria (Ibid).

Discussions on reconstruction in Syria are intrinsically linked to Syria’s political future. EU nations
are hesitant to commit in light of ethical issues related to being party to consolidating Assad’s
victory, as well as concerns over how reconstruction policies will be applied in Syria. The Syrian
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Government has been discussing its plans for rebuilding Syria for some time now. As early as
2016, reconstruction deals have been agreed between Russia. China, Iran and Syria (Batrawi, 2018).
It remains to be seen whether investment from the Syrian Government alliance is sufficient to
cover the estimated cost of reconstruction but it is doubtful considering the level of investment
estimated.

Concerns related to the ethics of the reconstruction plans of the Syrian Government seem well
founded. A report on urban reconstruction in Syria by Clingendael, The Netherlands Institute of
International Relations (2018), highlights that, for example, the Syrian Government’s urban
reconstruction policy is “enabling demographic engineering, rewarding political loyalty, and
privileging higher socioeconomic classes” using price manipulation, forced eviction and the seizure
of refugee properties to bar certain strata of the population from accessing newly available housing
(Batrawi, 2018). The focus on reconstruction only for those close to the Government, as well as a
history of aid diversion by the Syrian government, is unlikely to provide the type of ‘safe’
environment that the EU refers to when discussing reversing refugee flows nor to convince Syrians
not within this group to return (Roth, 2018). The idea of reconstruction in Syria as a pull factor is
examined in this research with results available in Chapter 6.

3.1.3 Misrepresentation of returns so far

Of the 5.5 million Syrian refugees worldwide, most of whom remain in neighboring countries, a
very limited number have so far returned to Syria. The official stance of UNHCR is that it is not
supporting voluntary repatriation because the conditions are not conducive yet for refugee returns
(UNHCR, 2018d). In 2017, an estimated 840,000 people returned to their areas of origin in Syria,
77000* of which are refugees and 764,000 IDPs (Ibid). However, there are doubts if these returns
were purely voluntary, particularly from Lebanon where Government and host community
pressure, as well as desperate conditions, act as push factors for some Syrian refugees (Human
rights Watch, 2017). While the number of self-organized, spontaneous returns slightly increased
from 2016 levels during the first nine months of 2017 (20% of total recorded returns), it is also
clear that the overall conditions for safe, dignified and sustainable returns are not yet in place in
many parts of the country (Economist, 2018).

The Syrian Government has a vested interest in encouraging repatriation programs in order to re-
enforce its victory and to solidify its legitimacy as the official leader of Syria by highlighting the
‘war against terrorism’ as the reason for displacement, not conflict between Syrian people and the
Syrian Government. This tactic is mentioned by Black and Koser (1999: 4-6) regarding conflict
affected countries of origin as well as the need of ‘victorious” Governments to attract young men
back to the country of origin to fulfill military conscription purposes. In addition, returning
refugees could be used as bargaining instrument between the Government of Syria, its alliance
(Russia and Iran) and refugee host countries as a means to encourage their funding of
reconstruction in Syria in order to be able to repatriate Syrian refugees (The Economist, 2018).

419,366 of which returned from Turkey in 2017 (UNHCR 2018d).
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Given the complexity of the political environment and its potential negative effects on the lives of
refugees, it is imperative to incorporate Syrian refugee perspectives on returning into policy
decision making, including their wants, needs and a detailed understanding of the determinants of
their returning decisions in order to clearly and morally inform policies on Syrian refugees in host

counttries.

3.1.4 Research problem

The focus of this research is centered on the below problems:

1. The potential negative effect of social and economic pressures and anti-refugee rhetoric
on returnee policy decision making in Turkey and Germany.

2. The lack of ‘voice’ of Syrian refugees at host country policy level and the absence of
consideration of the micro-complexities of the returning decision in policy making.

3. The potential for rhetoric of forced repatriation to become a reality in Turkey and
Germany (despite stated commitments to the Geneva Convention) as a result of the
misrepresentation of voluntary return and overestimation of the Syrian Government’s
plans for reconstruction.

3.1.5 Research question(s)

1. Are Syrian refugees considering returning to Syria in the near future? Why, why not?

2. Is returning the only durable solution for the Syrian refugee crisis?

3. How and to what extent do the socio-economic and contextual determinants of Syrian
refugees in Europe and neighboring countries of Syria influence the returning decision
differently?

4. To what extent does government, media and other information influence refugee returning
decisions?

3.1.6 Hypothesis

The factors affecting the decision to return depend on the specific context and environment of
Syrian refugees in the host country, but also on the perceived potential for re-establishing their
lives in Syria. This means that the end of the war is no guarantee that people will return. Overall,
the absence of regime change in Syria will form an unsurmountable barrier for many Syrians when
considering returning to Syria.

3.1.7 Positionality

As a Syrian national, directly affected by the war, but not a refugee, it is important to recognize
and control for the bias of my own position and any potential effects it could have on this research.
In order to minimize this, the key biases are stated here:

e This research is based on acceptance of the right of refugees to seek asylum in a host
country under the Geneva Convention.

e It rejects any type of policy or action towards forced repatriation of refugees.
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It strongly recognizes the significant threats that exist for many Syrians upon returning to
Syria ruled by the current Government.

It takes into consideration refugees concerns regarding their position in host countries
and their uncertainty that they will be treated according to the Geneva Convention.
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Chapter 4: Definitions and Literature Review

4.1 Contribution

To the knowledge of the researcher, there is little existing academic literature that studies the
determinants of the decisions to return, of Syrian refugees or refugees of other nationalities. Where
studies exist, they tend to employ a qualitative approach while those using quantitative techniques
focus on the use of short and limited survey questionnaires. This research paper has the potential
to contribute to this gap in knowledge by providing a comprehensive quantitative analysis inclusive
of behavioral experiments complemented by open-ended survey questions. In addition, it isolates
the influence of the role of information on the perceptions and aspirations of participants.

4.2 Definitions’®

4.2.1 Defining who is a refugee

This research study relies on the commonly accepted definition of the term ‘refugee’ from the
1951 UNHCR Refugee Convention which states that a refugee “is someone who is unable or unwilling
to return to their country of origin owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion,
nationality, membership of a particular social group, or political opinion” (UNHCR, 1951). Although the use
of this common definition simplifies the understanding of what a refugee is, the act of judging
who falls under this definition in relation to Syrian refugees can be more complex. This is due to
the multiple legal statuses of Syrian refugees in host countries.

This study considers Syrians in all categories of legal status as refugees, as long as they left Syria as
result of war and/or persecution. This includes those who have been granted Turkish nationality
who also fled the country due to the war and could still have the desire to return to their home of
origin. Among Syrians in Germany and Turkey are people who left Syria before the war for
economic and/or persecution related reasons. These people will be considered as refugees by this
study if they are not able to return to Syria due to the risk of being killed or persecuted. In Turkey
specifically, people who go to Syria to visit family during the Eid festival(s) will also be considered
as refugees as visiting is an entirely different decision to returning.

4.2.2 Defining the concept of ‘home’

The question of whether returning home is the preferred solution to the refugee crisis calls for the
need for an analysis of both the concepts of home and of return (for the sake of brevity, the
analysis will be kept brief here with further details in Appendix 2). It is generally accepted at policy
maker level that the most feasible solution to the refugees crisis is repatriation (over granting
refugees nationality or permanent residence in the host country or supporting resettlement to a
third country) and has even been heralded as a solution to ‘end the refugee cycle’ (Black and Koser
1999:4). The primary issue with this proposed solution is the assumption of the country of origin

> For further details see appendices 1 and 2.
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as home, particularly in the situation of refugees who have forcibly fled armed conflict where the
idea of ‘home’ becomes a complex concept. In the case of Syria, physical mass destruction of
infrastructure and housing, economic mass destruction of markets and institutions, and social mass
destruction of social fabric, families and networks, demographic change has undoubtedly had
significant consequences on the notion of home and perceptions of the possibility of return. Home
can be a multitude of things; it can be the exact house, village, town or city that a person left behind
(Warner 1994), it can be a country as a whole and not restricted to a person’s exact house, it can
be a nostalgic notion or imaginary idea, and it can be the new host country where people have
adapted to life in their new environment (Hammond 1999: 230). For the purpose of this research
‘home’ is defined as: #he exact place where refugees lived before the war unless they, (the refugees), choose somewhere
else to be called home. A place where they feel safe and can live with dignity.®

4.2.3 Defining the concept of return

Although the return home of refugees tends to be idealized by many scholars, practitioners and
politicians and even sometime by refugees themselves, there is much evidence to demonstrate that
the idea of return cannot be the solution to the refugee crisis or ‘the end of the refugee cycle’. The
strongest of these, in addition the above arguments on the absence of a universal definition of
home is the simple fact that after returning home, refugees can very well be forced to leave again
or can to struggle to reintegrate (Mohammadi et al. 2018). Hammond (1999: 229- 230) argues that
idealization of the concept of returning or ‘the myth of return’ is based on an impossibility which
is the return of the refugee to the situation before he/she left. In the case of Syrian refugees, this
means before the war. This assumes that by returning, the refugee will be in the best possible place,
not an accurate assumption from a human rights perspective, for example, in the case of Ethiopian
refugees in Sudan who, upon return to Ethiopia, discovered that their quality of life had severely
diminished in terms of basic needs, conditions and infrastructure (Hammond 1999:233). The idea
that refugees will be in the best place if the return to the country of origin seems to be more about
them being ‘back where they belong’ regardless of the conditions. For the purpose of this research
the concept of return’ will be defined as permanent, sustainable’, physical movement of refugees to the place
that they themselves call home based on their own free will without coercion, directly or indirectly’, to a place where
they feel safety and dignity. The process of return is preferably to be facilitated with the support,
supetvision, and assistances of governments'’ and of international NGOs and UN organizations
such as UNHCR or IOM.

¢ This definition reflects the understanding of the researcher and prioritizes the hopes and aspirations of refugees as
a main driver and is not inclusive of the legal perspective.

7'The terms return and reparation are used interchangeably for the purpose of this paper as it is hard to differentiate
between them. The most important concept is voluntary return. Rosemary defines repatriation as the “preparation for
return, process of return and the reception and arrangements for integration made immediately after arrival in the
country of destination” (Preston 1999:25).

8 Definition and discussion of sustainable return is beyond the scope of this research.

° Van Houte and Davids in their comparative study found that voluntary return happens when the migrant maintains
permanent right to return to the host country in the case of European countries... “Return of migrants with a legal
alternative to stay permanently in the European country of residence is the basis for calling return voluntary, while
return of migrants without such legal alternative is defined as involuntary” (Van Houte and Davids 2014 :78).
However, it should be noted that IOM is widely criticised for its consideration of some types of forced return (referred
to as ‘voluntary under compulsion’) as voluntary (Koch 2014). It is imperative to mentions that voluntary in this
research means according to the full free will of refugees.

10'The mechanism for how return should happen is out of scope of this paper.
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4.3 Theoretical Framework

Migration researchers have developed several approaches to the concept of ‘return migration’.
These approaches cover a spectrum of migrant types varying from economic migrants to refugees
and asylum seekers. This links well with the focus of this research to identify the determinants of
the returning decisions of Syrian refugees.

Cassarino (2004) has divided various theoretical frameworks on returning immigration into several
categories. The first includes both neo-classical and new economics of labor migration (NELM).
These two theoretical frameworks focus on the economic success or failure of returnees in making
the returning or staying decision. For the new classical economists, migrants try to maximize their
utility, represented by income, and they return when they fail. NELM sticks to economic variables
such as insurance purchasing power and savings as determinants of the returning decision and
considers that the returning decision will be resulting when these objectives are achieved.
(Cassarino 2004: 254-283).

In the second division, Cassarino elaborates further on the other approaches such as the structural
approach which argues that social and institutional variables in both host and source countries
should be taken into account in analyzing the decision of returning. This means that returnees will
calculate the opportunities expected in the home country and the opportunities that they have
already in the host country and make their decision based on this comparison (Ibid).

The third and final division, according to Cassarino, is transnationalism and cross border
economics and social network. These theories are both based on the idea that return is not the end
of the migration cycle but it is part of the process which also includes the political, economic and
social integration of the returnees in the country of origin. Transnationalism requires that returnees
keep strong relation with home which helps reintegration in the future. In other words, family ties
and nostalgic attachment to the homeland, in addition to social and economic variables are
considered fundamental determinants of the returning decision while social, economic and
institutional opportunities in the home country and returnee resources represent the main factors
of the returning decision according to cross border economic and social networks theory (Ibid).

All theories above have added value in shedding the light on potential determinants of and the
process for how the returning decision is made and why people decide to stay or return. However,
given that making the decision relies on a complex process involving different dimensions such as
economic, social, political and personal, it is challenging to capture the decision process in one
framework.

In light of this challenge, this research study aimed to capture (to the extent possible) the maximum
potential determinants across the main areas of economic, social, political, and safety and security.
The choice of these areas was informed by the analysis that a ‘normal’ decision to return can be
based on the assumption that refugees will make a rational decision based on comparison between
the benefits and costs of retuning and staying, in other words comparing their current economic
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situation and their perception of the economic situation if they return'!. However, in the case of
forced migration due to conflict we have to assume that the refugee’s perception of the contextual
variables like political and security situations could be crucial variables on influencing their decision

to return.

This study also took into consideration that due to the complexity of returning decision making,
especially in armed conflict contexts like Syria, where refugees have less power to choose compared
to other types of migrants, a strong influence on the decision can be, in part, held by other parties
such as the Government of the host country, the Government of the home country and also UN
agencies. In their 2013 study, (Koser and Kuschminder 2015:45) found that the Government of

the home country and IOM influenced the decision of 13% of respondents towards returning,.

1 'This depends on the assumptions of Neoclassical and New Economic Theory regarding labor migration where
different or even opposite effects of certain variables are hypothesized. This could help also to look at this model

critically.
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4.4 Literature Review

4.1 Overview

In reviewing the relevant literature, several studies were uncovered that focus on the identification
of the determinants of the return decision but specifically of immigrants in general, including
refugees. Other studies were located that similarly attempt to conceptualise forced migration and
refugees within the wider concept of migration. In general, although these studies focus on
different types of migrants (economic, refugees and asylum seekers) less research is identifiable
specifically on refugee return.

Most studies tend to divide the factors involved in making the decision of return into;

A) Socio-economic demographic characteristics of the refugees themselves for example age,
gender, marital status.

B) Contextual variables or elements in both the home country or the host country as such as
political, economic, social, and community acceptance or integration.

There does not seem to be agreement in the literature on the extent of the influence of these
factors or on which direction the influence will lead. Some studies conclude that the presence of a
wife and children will influence the retuning decision negatively (Constant and Massey 2003),
others think that this could influence it positively. Kunuroglu et al. (2018) in their study about the
motivation of Turkish migrants to return from Germany Netherlands and France found that
having children represented motive of returning to Turkey for many Turkish families due the
discrimination against children or for cultural protection. Moreover, related to the structural
factors, there is no agreement whether pull factors from host country are those playing the most
important role in the decision or the push factors from the host country. Some researchers found
that the structural variables related to the country of origin do not have a big influence on the
decision of returning (Koser and Kuschminder 2015) while, in other research they are central to
formulating such decision. (Black et al. 2004) This contradiction is most likely due the
heterogeneity of refugees as they have different motives and different conditions, although the
source and host countries are where these studies were conducted are different. However, there
are a set of factors that there is general agreement on among researchers which will be referred to
as ‘Contextual variables’. Further detail on these can be found in the following section.

Black et al. (2004) has developed model summaries of the main factors or inputs that could make
the decision of returning possible. Black attempted to capture multiple possible factors in this
model without quantifying the level to which people value the importance of each factor over the
other. Figure 3 demonstrates this model and its factors which are divided into structural, individual,

and policy, giving special importance to the flow of information.
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Figure 4: Factors determining the decision to return

Conditions in Conditions in
Structural the country the host
of origin country
Iantii'\gdtjeasl Svicus reslgt(':i)ar:s
Individual e return I
(e.g. age, decision (e.g. spouse,
gender) children)
Y
Incentives
Policy interventions and
disincentives

—_— .
Information

> Inputs

Source: Black et al. 2004, p. 13.

4.2 Variable categories

4.2.1 Contextual variables

As mentioned in the above section, this set of variables is commonly accepted in the literature as
relevant for the analysis of returning migrants. There are five main variables within this set. This
research aims to examine the influence of each of these variables, as well as the variables identified
in relation to the suitability of returning and reintegration in the potential decision of return of
Syria refugees and to quantify the level of influence exerted by each. Further details in addition to
those below can be found in Appendix 5.

Political and security elements

Safety and security in the country of origin is often assumed to be one of, if not the most, important
elements of the decision of return, particularly for refugees who fled their country due armed
conflict or for political reasons. The definition of the concept of security can vary significantly
from one person to another with some seeing it as the end of armed conflict, some as the
eradication of political risks such as detention and others as the removal of forced political
participation for example mandatory military service. A study was conducted with asylum seekers
of eight nationalities in the UK. It found that safety and security and political stability in the country
of origin were on the top of factors influencing the decisions of refugees, although the concept if
security could vary from general aspect of safety and security and the political situation on the
country level to a very individual level (Black et al. 2004 : 22-23). Similarly, Bloch and Atfield (2002:
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41) in their study of Somalian refugees in London found that the majority of respondents wanted
to return but also wanted assurance of their safety and security if they did so. However, Koser and
Kuschminder (2015: 21) found that security in the country of origin could play a role, but also that
security in the host country is a factor in making the decision of returning.

Economic and Development elements

As previously mentioned, immigrants in general are usually interested to maximize their economic
interests. This usually consists of a comparison of cost and opportunity in both the country of
origin and the host country (Koser 1997) as well as maximization of their utility by inclusion of
other pure economic and non-economic factors such as wages and human capital accumulation of
children and- the desire of parents to return home (Djajic 2008). After spending some time in exile,
particulatly for those in developed countries or living in better conditions than in the country of
origin, refugees will try to rebuild their lives and replace what they lost in all aspects. Several
empirical studies have found that this potential to compensate what was lost is vital for refugees
when considering returning inclusive of economic opportunities and jobs, education of their
children, functioning health system and ability to build their asset base, in particular housing
(Kibreab 2003: 37). Omata (2013) found that the presence of secure shelter, education for refugees
and their children, and job opportunities in the home country were highlighted as essential
elements influencing the returning decision of refugees. (Al Ali et al. 2001) found similarly that
although Eritreans refugees in UK showed a desire to return home low wages, no decent health
system, lack of quality education, and lack of housing stopped them from doing so.

Social and Family elements

We find in the literature that family and refugee social networks are vital to the decision of return
or non-return. The role that family can play varies and can have effects in both directions. Marriage
and family reunification is a much cited reason to return in the relevant studies however, other
social factors can encourage refugees such as staying in order to financially support the family back
in the country' (Black et al. 2004:17-19). Another important factor is the contribution of family
members to the decision of return (Al Mohammedi et al. 2018:263) which makes it important to
understand intra-household priorities and perceptions of return."

Socio-economic characteristics

The literature gives significant importance to the influence of socio-economic characteristics of
refugees in relation to the returning decision such as age, gender, marital status, and ethnicity and
education level. For example, people with higher education who are not working in the host
country tend to return to find a higher position in country of origin (black et al. 2004 Mohammadi
et al. 2018). In addition, women are less likely to return compared to men, especially to war torn
countries after armed conflicts (Bloch and Atfield 2000; Koser and Kuschminder 2015: 44; Harild
et al. 2015:13). Married people are less likely to return compared to singles according to (Black et

12 Many refugees continue to send remittances back to their country of origin despite difficulty accessing formal
work opportunities (usually from social benefits in the host country or informal work).
13 See appendix 10 for further details regarding related limitations of this research.
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al. 2004). However, other empirical studies identified opposing evidence to the above in terms of
to which direction demographics can influence the returning decision. For example, Black et al.
(2004:18) found gender does not influence the returning decision in any direction and Koser and
Kuschminder (2015) found no clear pattern of influence related to marital status.

4.2.6 Information and Government policy

Several programs led by host country governments or NGOs such as IOM"* and UNHCR have
been implemented to encourage refugees to return voluntarily, mostly by giving financial
incentives® to start up life back in the country of origin to cover returning costs (Gerver 2017;
Webber 2011 : 99). In the literature we find studies that highlight contrasting result of the impact
of such programs on the decision to return. Several studies showed that these programs do not
increase motivation of refugees to return and did not influence their decision (Black et al. 2004).
They state that this approach will not be effective unless it is combined with ‘stick forced
deportation’ where financial aid is the ‘carrot’ (Koser and Kuschminder 2015:44).

These programs are contested on another level for not actually taking the shape of the incentive,
ot the ‘carrot’ but being simply another way to force refugees to return (Webber 2011 : 99) and in
some extreme cases refugees are threatened with detention if they do not accept to become part
of 'voluntary repatriation ‘programs in Israel (Gerver 2017 : 638). These voluntary return programs
primarily serve the interests of donors and host countries, not the interests of refugees themselves
(Harild et al. 2015:7). The role of information is also important in this situation in terms of how
informed refugees are about the programs, the process and the situation at home.

14 All programs in EU countries are run by IOM (Webber 2011 : 100) through a program called AVRR see IOM,2018)
15 Specifically those who have legal status as refugees in the host country but, there have also been programs for those
whose who had their asylum applications rejected (Gerver 2017; Webber 2011: 100).
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Chapter 5: Data Collection and Methodology

5.1 Data Collection Planning

5.1.1 Geographical scope of research

The host countries of Germany and Turkey were selected for this research study for a number of
reasons:

e They represent one European host country and one host country with a border with Syria.

e They represent the host countries with the highest number of Syrian refugees in their
respective areas (see figure 4 below).

e They are the host countries playing the largest roles in policy level discussions and action
on refugee management for example the EU Turkey Refugee and the EU Migrant
Relocation and Resettlement scheme.

Figure 5: Destination of Syrian Refugees in Europe and countries bordering Syria as of February 2018.
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Source: BBC, 2018. Accessed 02/11/2018

5.1.2 Target population

The population of study are Syrian refugees in the host countries of Germany and Turkey who
moved there as a result of the war in Syria ie. after 2011. Selection criteria for respondents
included refugees over 18 years old with the autonomy to make the decision for themselves or
themselves and their families to return to Syria or to stay in the host country. As a result of these
criteria, the majority of respondents are male heads of household which is in line with dominant
Syrian culture where the husband (or eldest male relative) is the overall decision maker for the
family. There was no restriction on their date of arrival or their current status in the host country.
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5.1.3 Questionnaire

A structured questionnaire was developed based on the literature, contextual experiences of the
researcher of working with Syrian refugees and IDPs for 5 years, and informal discussions prior
to fieldwork. By identifying the most relevant angles and factors that could influence the returning
decision of Syrian refugees, key variables were established and questions and response options
were developed. Data collection ethics were considered throughout development in terms of
safeguarding privacy and anonymity of respondents, as well as consideration of sensitivity when
asking about difficult or emotional topics. The questionnaire was developed in English and
translated into Arabic ensuring that the language used was familiar and easily understandable for
Syrian refugees.

5.1.4 Sampling method

Exponential non-discriminative snowball sampling was identified for use in the primary data
collection as the most suitable method due time and cost limitations as well as difficulties in
locating refugee respondents within the different communities (Goodman 1961). A pre-defined
target was set of 250 interviews per country based on cost and time limitations. The sampling starts
with the team of enumerators and their networks of Syrian refugees. In order to try to randomize
the selected respondents, enumerators who do not know each other, are from different
backgrounds, and are living in different cities were selected. Data collection aimed for as high as
possible number of respondents to increase the strength of the random selection. Of importance
for this sampling method is the level of trust between the enumerators and the respondents as the
sample is based on social networks which, given the sensitivity of the data being collected, relies
on trust between the enumerator and the respondent in order for respondents to provide referrals
to other respondents.

5.2 Methodology

5.2.1 Data collection methodology

The methodology of this study followed the below design.

A) Secondary data analysis — In order to establish the research question, required variables and
data, and the scope, a desk review was conducted with various secondary data sources identified
and analyzed. Explanatory and control variables were identified based on the literature.

B) Primary data collection - A total of 577 key informant interviews were conducted in a period
of 3 weeks in Turkey and Germany. In Turkey, 336 interviews took place with 241 in Germany.
The interviews were conducted by the researcher and multiple teams of trained enumerators with
previous experience in data collection. They were trained by the researcher to collect data
particulatly for this questionnaire via the digital data collection platform Kobo Toolbox. The
enumerators were all Syrian refugees themselves living in the local areas. The interviews were
conducted privately to ensure confidentially as well as avoid bias from the influence of others
around the respondent. The following methods were utilized in primary data collection.
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* (Quantitative household questionnaire — The majority of questions asked to respondents
were quantitative and closed-ended, with most likely response options listed and space to
add ‘other’ responses and open ended questions which provided more insight into the
logic of the responses.

* Vignette methodology — The survey included a section based on the Vignette method
which presents a hypothetical situation, to which research participants respond thereby
revealing their perceptions, values, social norms or impressions of events.

* Experiment on the influence of information — An experiment was applied to the data

' divided into 3 groups; 1) treatment group

collection where respondents were randomly
A which was exposed to a video with negative content on returning to Syria (the video
lasted 2.7 minutes and was issued by Aljazeera news channel (see annex 8), 2) treatment
group B which was exposed to a leaflet with positive or encouraging information on
returning to Syria (developed by the researcher (see annex 8), and a control group which
was directly surveyed by the questionnaire without any influence. All three groups were

asked the same questions in the same order."”

C) Descriptive and econometric analysis — In order to model the process of the returning
intention, a simple OLS regression was run to analyze two outcome variables using the
mentioned controls, socio-economic and contextual explanatory variables. Regression is
run for each country independently with comparative analysis between them. Robust
standard errors are utilized and results are summarized in Chapter 6 including coefficients
and standard errors in brackets. Several specifications were run and according to the
division of the variables set to build the model step by step, P > 000 was received for all
specifications, meaning that they are highly significant. The model is as below:

5.2.2 The Model

R= B X+ B, X+ BX, +BpX, + BpXp + BXs BT+ & e, (0

X vector of control variables

X, vector of socioeconomic Characteristics

X vector of integration variables in host country

X, vector of contextual Political and social variables

X, vector of contextual economic and development variables
X vector of contextual social variables

T represent the treatment
B: are coefficients requested to estimate and

&: represents unobservable factors that could influence returning decision.

16 The experiment was designed so that the first interviewee of each enumerator is the control, the second is the
negative treatment, and the third is the positive treatment, repeated for all their respondents.

17 The respondents were exposed to the video or leaflet after collecting the socioeconomic data and before answering
the questions about returning.
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The first outcome variable is ‘Return One day (a. at any point of time in the future and b. within
specific timeframes) (R)” and the second is ‘Return Safe (under specific conditions such as degrees
of safety and with financial incentive) (RS)’.

The analysis included several controls." The first was the respondent’s governorate in Syria which
was controlled for by creating dummy variables to indicate governorates. The second is the region
in the host country which was also controlled for by using dummy variables representing four
locations in Turkey and three in Germany. Third was the duration in the host country in months,
as well as the full set of demographic characteristics which are considered here as explanatory
variables.

Socio-economic characteristics of the refugees include age, gender, education, marital status, economic
background, current income in the host country, source(s) of income, and asset base in Syria.
Integration variables include legal status of refugees, local language proficiency, feeling welcomed in
the host country and the loss of family member in the war). Security and political variables include the
level of existing of armed groups, threat of detention, crime, freedom of speech and freedom to
elect a political leader and Bashar Al Assad not being President. Economic and Development variables
include key services, education, health and infrastructure, availability of housing, and availability
of job opportunities. Social and family variables include the presence of family in exile, the presence
of family members in the host country and the presence of social forums."” Presence of family in
the host country is also used as control variable.

In order to understand how information from the media affect decision making two treatment
groups were initiated as part of the aforementioned experiment with one group exposed to a video
with negative information about Syria and the other exposed to a leaflet with positive information
about Syria.

5.3 Data collection fieldwork

5.3.1 Data collection in Germany

Data in Germany was collected in North-Rhine Westphalia state, Germany which is the most
populated state in Germany (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2016) hosting the highest number of Syrian
refugees (84,261) (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2017 a). Two main locations were selected, Essen, and
Bocholt, with a small number of interviews held in cities around Essen such as Dotrtmund,
Duisburg and Hamm. These locations can be said to be representative of the Syrian refugees in
Germany as there is no self-selection bias as the German authorities use The EASY quota system
calculated on an annual basis by the Federation-Linder Commission which regulates the allocation
of asylum-seckers among the Federal Lands (BAMF 2018d). This means that refugees are allocated
proportionately to the local population. Data collection in Germany lasted for 20 days from the
8th of August 2018 until the 27th August 2018. It was conducted by the researcher and eight male
enumerators, all of Syrian nationality.

18 The coefficient of control variables are shown in the table in appendix 11.
19 Like women’s groups or youth groups/clubs.
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5.3.2 Data collection in Turkey

In Turkey, location selection was approached differently as there is relative freedom for refugees
to choose the governorate they wish to reside in. However, Syrian refugees usually prefer to locate
themselves in the cities which are close to the Syrian border, as well as Istanbul. According to The
Turkish Directorate of Immigration in 2018, the main cities hosting Syrian refugees in Turkey are
Istanbul 563,963, Sanlurfa 469,215, Hatay 442, 091 and Gaziantep 392, 998 (Miilteciler Dernegi,
2018). In terms of the proportion of Syrian refugees in each city/governorate, it is commonly
understood that Syrians generally prefer to stay in the Turkish Province which is closest to the
Province where they are coming from in Syria. This has resulted in governorates such as Hatay
being dominated by Syrian coming from Idleb, Hamah and Latakia Governorates, Gaziantep being
dominated by refugees who are coming from Aleppo Governorate, Sanlurfa governorate is mainly
dominated by Syrian refugees who are coming from Alraga and Deir Alzor, while Istanbul includes
a selection of all of the above and more but also is dominated by Syrian refugees who are originally
from Damascus. Based on the above, data was collected from four Turkish cities Istanbul
Gaziantep Sanlirfa, and Antakya where more than half of the Syrian refugees in Turkey are located
(Ibid). Data collection in Turkey lasted for 13 days from the 15" August 2018 until the 27th August
2018. Interviews were conducted by the researcher and 4 teams of enumerators, 16 in total; 12
male, 4 female (Sanliurfa 3 enumerators, Istanbul 3 enumerators, Antakya 6 enumerators,
Gaziantep 5 enumerators).

5.3.3 Data collection ethics

Considering the sensitive topic of the survey and the emotional and personal nature of some
questions, as well as the level of unease of Syrian refugees (often based on past experience) related
to sharing information, ethical data collection was a key priority for this study. Consent was
obtained from all respondents and included assuring participants that their data would be
anonymized, would not have any effect on their position in the host country, and would not be
used to create any negative implication for them or in general. Enumerators were trained on how
to ask questions sensitively and how to put respondents at ease during the interview. Interviews
were conducted in participant’s residences to ensure comfort and privacy. Data was collected
though a digital data collection platform (Kobo toolbox) using smartphones to assure data quality
and to ensure that personal data could not be misplaced along the data flow pathway. An effort
was made to recruit female enumerators in Germany to interview female respondents but remained
a challenged to identify women who were willing and able to participate as volunteers.
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Chapter 6: Results and Analysis

This chapter discusses an overview of refugee characteristics in Turkey and Germany and
descriptive, overall findings from the two key outcome variables outlined in the previous section.
It also outlies key findings of the influence of socio-economic characteristics on the two variables
and lastly, examines the influence of the identified contextual factors on each variable.

6.1 Descriptive statistics for selected variables

The sample is majority male (92% Germany, 73.5% Turkey). It is a relatively young sample with
an average age of 34 years in Germany and 31 years in Turkey. The majority of the sample are
married (70% in Germany, 57% in Turkey). There is no difference in the lower education levels
between countries the two until the university level where we see 33.6% of respondents in
Germany and 42.9% in Turkey. 99.2% of respondents in Germany and 58% in Turkey earn an
income over 300 Euro (considered here as average) but when we pass the average the differences
grow, for example, 45.3% of the sample in Germany earn more than 1000 Euro income with only
1% earning the same in Turkey. Family size is the same on average at 3.5 for both countries. On
average, 33.1% do not have assets in Syria (Germany and Turkey) and 8.3% reported themselves
as poor in both countries. 80% in Germany and 72% in Turkey said they are not poor and not
rich, and 16% reported themselves as rich in both countries. Appendix 7 provides further details
on the descriptive characteristics of the refugee sample.

6.2 Data analysis

6.2 1 ‘Return One day (R)’

A key focus of this research was to directly assess Syrian refugee intentions towards returning to
Syria. The question was “Have you made any concrete decision about returning?”” as well as asking
respondents why they took this decision. Table 3 below summarizes the results. Direct quotes
from respondents that aid interpretation of these findings can be found in appendix 9.

Table 3: Overview of Reponses on decision to ‘Return One day (R)’

Have you made any concrete decision about returning? Germany Turkey
Return under any condition 3.3% 1.5%
Return under certain conditions 19.9% 46.4%
Not to return 56.0% 19.3%
Undecided 16.6% 30.4%
Go to third country 1.7% 1.2%
Do not want to answer 2.5% 0.9%
Other 0.0% 0.3%

Source: Data collected by the researcher

The majority of respondents in Germany (56%) state that they will not return. This percentage is
smaller in Turkey at 19.3% and confirms the common thought in the literature that refugees hosted
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in highly developed countries are less likely to return compared to those in less developed or
neighboring countries see (Dadush 2018:39). Distance should also be considered in that those
hosted by Turkey have easier access back to Syria than those who made the long, expensive and
often dangerous journey to Germany. It is also interesting to note that a large proportion of
respondents are undecided, more so in Turkey, which corresponds with the higher likelihood of
return from Turkey than from Germany meaning that refugees are more likely to consider return
from a neighboring country.

Respondents were asked to state their reasons for making the decision of no return from which a
variety of answers were received which have been categorized as follows; safety and security,
regime related and political situation, education and the future of children, aspiration and better
life in exile, and having no ties with Syria. 385 (out of 577) respondents provided in-depth
explanations of their responses (206 in Turkey, 179 in Germany).

The two most frequently cited reasons for no return were ‘the security situation in Syria” with 168
citations (61 in Germany 107 in Turkey), and “The Regime”” with 146 citations (61 Germany 85
in Turkey). Many respondents stated a lack of trust in relation to Assad’s Government and linked
it to repression, injustice and fear. They stated that as long as the current Government remains in
Syria they do not believe the situation will improve and they will not return. Many respondents
found it difficult to separate safety and security from the Assad Regime. They struggled to consider
safety in Syria as not linked to the continuation of Assad’s Government. This indicates the level
of influence that the political situation in Syria has over the idea of safety for Syrians who are not
part of Assad’s supporters. For many people, Assad’s Government equals insecurity and a lack of
safety and overrides all other considerations which may be linked to building safety in Syria.

One of the most cited reasons of respondents who do not want to return is related to the education
of their children or a better future for their children (88 citations). In general, Syrians place a high
value on building human capital and education, however, the chances in Syria to do this are very
limited due to the war and Government monopoly of opportunities. A recent report from the
Human development index, which includes Education systems as one of its key criteria, highlights
that Syria dropped from 122 in the world in 2012 (out of 189) to 155 in 2017. Germany is ranked
fifth in the index with Turkey at 65 (Human Development Index, 2018). This gives an indication
as to how poor education and opportunities are in general in Syria, even before the war. In the

literature, education is one of the most frequently cited reasons to not consider returning (Omata
2013; Al Ali et al. 2001; Black et al. 2004).

After examining those who stated they would not return we move to look at those who said that
they want to return under any condition. This groups were a small proportion, 3.3% in Germany
and 1.5% in Turkey but their reasons for their response give insight into their individual situations.
A 40 year old man in Germany said “I7 zs difficult to start everything from zero at my age”. A 34 year old
man in Turkey mentioned that Syria is cheaper than Turkey and more profitable for him. Finally,

20 Syrian people usually use the term ‘Regime’ to refer to the Government of Bashar Al Assad and his supporters. It
is a term used to differentiate those who control Syria politically from the state of Syria as they there is no separation
in political life.
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it is important to mention that contrary to a number or empirical studies, 89% of respondents
stated that their return would be to their place of origin, not to somewhere else in Syria.

6.2.2 ‘Timeframe of return’

This research also captured the timeframe that respondents allocated to their returning decision in
order to understand any interlinkages between these two elements. Table 4 highlights the survey
results against this question in both host countries.

Table 4: Respondent stated timeframes for return

How likely would it be that you would return to Syria Germany | Turkey
in the following timeframes? Likely Not Sure Unlikely Likely Not Sure Unlikely
Less than 6 months 2.1% 3.3% 94.6% 2.4% 6.0% 91.7%
From 6 months to 1 year 2.1% 3.7% 94.2% 8.3% 5.4% 89.3%
From 1 to 2 years 2.9% 7.5% 89.6% 8.0% 15.2% 73.8%
After 2 years 12.9% 16.2% 71.0% 50.3% 20.8% 28.9%
Not returning ever 44.8% 25.3% 29.9% 23.8% 13.1% 63.1%

Source: Data gathered by the researcher.

According to the results, the percentage of people who want to return increases in parallel with
the increase in the timeframe, for example in Germany, 5 respondents (2.1%) reported that they
are likely to return in 6 months’ time with 8 respondents in Turkey (2.4%) stating the same. When
we look at the next two timeframe options there is no significant change to the percentage of
people who are likely to return in Germany until the final two response options of more than two
years and not returning where we see significantly higher responses (12.9% and 44.8%
respectively). Contrastingly in Turkey, the percentage increases at an earlier stage, rising to 8.3%
of respondents by the second response option of 6 months to 1 year and dramatically rising at the
more than two years option to 50.3%. For both host countries the rate of those unlikely to return
decreases with the increase of time which could indicate that people actually do have hope that the
situation in Syria will improve with time, although seemingly more strongly in Turkey than in
Germany with 71% in Germany stating they would be unlikely to return after two years compared
to only 28.9% in Turkey. However, by asking if they will never return we find that 44.8% in
Germany stated that it is likely that they will never return while a smaller but still significant
percentage in Turkey (23.8%) stated that they will never return. This leaves only 63.1% in Turkey
who state that they will return one day to Syria, which drops to only 30% of Syrians in Germany.
The figure of 63% intending to return in Turkey is mirrored by a study from UNHCR on refugee
intentions to return from Egypt, Jordan and Iraq found that 63% of respondents hope to return
one day (UNHCR 2018d). Despite this interpretation, the proportion of refugees who state that
they will never return to Syria is large in Germany and relatively large in Turkey given the size of
the refugee population hosted there.

We see that the more time passes, the more people express that they are likely to return, particularly
in Turkey which could indicate an estimation of the time needed for Syria to be politically and
economically ready for people to return. However, we should take into account that responses by
respondents to this survey were expressing their future intentions which, as King (2001) states,
weaken the longer the migrant is in exile. Our next step below is to examine how the identified
socioeconomic and contextual factors influence the decision of returning.
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6.3 The influence of key variables on the probability of return -
‘Return One day (R)’

To undertake this analysis regression has been utilized with the findings below in two sections,
socio-economic and structural factors for each host country separately. Only the significant results
will be analyzed for each host country (meaning that they may differ). The aim is to further
understand which factors influence the returning decision and to what extent. All the coefficients
are significant to the standards level unless opposed is mentioned. See the full results presented in
appendix 12.

This analysis relates to the question, “How likely is it that you will never return?”* with response
options of likely, very likely, not sure, unlikely, and very unlikely. To produce binary outcome
variables, unlikely and likely have been grouped for analysis to take value (1) and likely, very likely,
and not sure grouped to take value (0). The analysis begins below with socio-economic results and
analysis for each host country separately, followed by contextual results and analysis for each host
country in parallel.

6.3.1 Socio-economic variables

2! For ease in analysis, these variables have been converted to be positive sentences rather than using ‘never return’.
It is now, ‘how likely is it that you will return one day?’
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Turkey

Table 5: The influence of socioeconomic characteristics of Syrian refugees in Turkey on the probability of return

one day
Turkey M @ €) S ©)
Return one day (R)
Male 0.139* 0.144" 0.115* 0.162"* 0.133*
(0.063) (0.059) (0.060) 0.061) 0.061)
Age -0.000 -0.004 -0.003++ -0.000 -0.002
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Family presence 0.101+ 0.094++ 0.078++ 0.131* 0.101+++
(0.065) (0.067) (0.066) (0.063) (0.063)
Marital status widowed/divorced -0.198 -0.157 -0.200 -0.119 -0.167
0.176) (0.151) (0.164) (0.151) (0.160)
Marital status single -0.002 -0.040 -0.002 -0.034 -0.005
(0.067) (0.065) (0.066) (0.064) (0.064)
Education secondary/vocational -0.069++ -0.070 -0.077 -0.051 -0.066
(0.066) (0.064) (0.066) (0.062) (0.064)
University and above -0.144* -0.115* -0.129* -0.177 -0.158*
(0.068) (0.064) (0.069) (0.068) (0.066)
Poor 0.275"* 0.284"* 0.305"* 0.196** 0.296"
(0.094) (0.092) (0.095) (0.089) (0.092)
Not poor not rich 0.148" 0.144" 0.155* 0.091++ 0.151*
0.071) (0.067) (0.068) (0.067) (0.069)
Income average in turkey -0.086*++ -0.078+ -0.118
(0.051) (0.053) (0.054)
Treatment negative -0.068" -0.087+++ -0.087+++ -0.026 -0.052
(0.058) (0.057) (0.058) (0.057) (0.057)
Treatment positive -0.026 -0.054 -0.062 -0.002 -0.007
(0.058) (0.056) (0.057) (0.058) (0.056)
No assets in SYR -0.238 -0.243™ -0.250™
(0.060) (0.059) (0.061)
Income from formal work 0.042
(0.091)
Income from informal work 0.208"*
(0.080)
Government benefits -0.049
(0.058)
N 324 324 318 332 332
R2 0.126 0.200 0.201 0.187 0.172

Standard errors in parentheses. Source Data collected by the researcher

*p<0.10," p<0.05," p<0.01 *++P<0.20 *++P<0.15.This table represents the effect of different variables on the decision of
returning one day. building the model step by step. The rest of variables in specification 3,4,5 are presented separately below. The
control variables are presented in appendix 5.

28



Turkey - Significant results

Gender

Men in Turkey are 11.5 to 16.2 percentage points more likely to return to Syria compared to
women. This holds over several specifications. This result is in line with several studies confirming
that women are usually less likely to return especially in reference to a conflict context as they
priorities stability and the future of their children, health level while men priorities the economic
opportunities see (Stepputat 2004; Black et al. 2004; Koser and Pinkerton 2002) Female
respondent’s most frequently cited reasons to not return were the Assad regime, lack of stability,
insecurity, and concerns over the education of children. The Syrian Government was at times
mentioned explicitly while others stated related issues such as detention and another group referred
to general security. The prioritization of education was category of as a key issue for women in a
recent study titled ‘Understanding the Aspirations of Syrian Refugees in Turkey’ by SEEFAR
organization (2017). For further discussion see appendix 9.

Education Level

The results show that respondents with higher education are less likely to return to Syria compared
to those with primary or no education by 11.5 to 17.7 percentage points which holds over several
specifications. This result contradicts the findings of several studies which illustrate that educated
refugees are more likely to find work and reintegrate economically into the home country
(Mohammedi et al. 2018; Black et al. 2004). This could be because educated Syrian refugees are
well integrated within the Turkish community, finding economic opportunities whereas they do
not perceive there to be opportunities for themselves in Syria. It could also be related to the
Turkish Government policy of naturalizing Syrian refugees with higher education.

Economic background

Respondents classifying as poor are more likely to return to Syria compared to those who classify
themselves as rich by 19.6 to 30.5 percentage points (which holds in different specifications). This
indicates that poor people think that in Syria they could be better off but also that rich people tend
to prefer more a stable and developed environment. Similar results were captured for respondents
classifying themselves as not poor and not rich who are more likely to return to Syria by 14.4
to15.5 percentage points compared to those classifying themselves as rich (this holds across all
specifications except for specification 4 where the level of significance was 12.4 but is still
considered significant).” The findings here correspond with the findings from SEEFAR’s (2017)
study which found that the most marginalized categories in society are more likely to return to

Syria

Respondents allocated to the poor category stated that they may accept to return under certain
conditions including safety and security, the absence of The Regime, and the presence of job
opportunities. Those classifying themselves as rich reported that they do not want to return due

22 The researcher will accept a higher risk of committing type 1 error due to the limitations of the number of
observations.
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to safety and security, lack of stability, political situation (Assad regime), lack of political freedom,
and the future of their children. People who reported themselves as not poor and not rich reported
similar reasons for not returning focusing on concepts such as the absence of freedom and the
presence of the Assad Regime. They also expressed that they do not think the situation will change
and that the education of their children is crucial. A 29 year old man in Turkey said, ‘T do not think
Syria will be as it was before in less than 20 years. I do not want to bring my children up in an unstable country.”

Income variables have been divided based on the average income level in Turkey; less than 300
Euro or more 300 Euro a month. Results showed that those who earn income more than 300
Euro a month are less likely to return to Syria by 8.6 percentage points compared to those who
earn income less than 300 Euro a month. However, income was considered as a control during
the analysis of contextual factors which, when controlling for economic variables in the host
country lost significance. Overall it can still be considered as significant as the level is 0.14” and in
the same direction but with a smaller effect to 7.8 percentage points. When controlling for the
integration variables, income demonstrated significance again at 11.5 percentage points but is not
significant when controlling for contextual political and security variables. It may be that in the
context of refugees, security and political variables overwhelm the economic variables in case of
refugees. Finally, those who do not have assets in Syria are 23.9 to 25 percentage points less likely
to return compared to those who have any kind of assets such as land, car, house or machinery.
This finding is confirmed through the SEEFAR report (2017) which found that Syrian refugees in
Turkey with assets in Syria were more likely to return. However, assets could be a proxy for owning

a house.

Sources of income

Sources of income analysis identifies whether or not receiving income from a particular source has
an influence on the decision to return (in other words, comparing respondents earning income
from particular sources against respondents who are not). This is necessary due to the existence
of multiple sources of income. In Turkey, results showed that earning income from Government
assistance (social benefits) does not have impact on the intention to return. This is the same for
respondents earning income from formal work but differs for those respondents earning income
from informal work who are 21 percentage points more likely to return verses those who do not
earn income from informal work. This could indicate that those in informal work feel less table
in Turkey and still hope for better economic opportunities in Syria. The prevalence of Syrian
refugees in the informal labour sector in Turkey is confirmed by a paper by Erdogan (2017 :10)
which found that out of between 800,000 to one million Syrians in the work force in Turkey, only
10,000 got work permit based on the protection card until 2017.

23 This may be related to the size of the sample. With a larger sample, we would expect to see income as significant
to the usual levels.
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Germany

Table 6: The influence of socioeconomic characteristics of Syrian refugees in Germany on the probability of

return one day

Germany ) @) 3) &) ®)
Return one day (R)
Male -0.249* -0.254* -0.279* -0.241* -0.175++
0.111) (0.113) 0.121) 0.111) 0.118)
Age 0.008+++ 0.006 0.008+++ 0.009* 0.005
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.0006)
Family presence -0.216™ -0.187* -0.239 -0.215" -0.204*
(0.086) (0.088) (0.087) (0.088) (0.088)
Marital status widowed/divorced -0.168 -0.188 -0.224 -0.109 -0.183
(0.232) (0.224) (0.233) (0.238) (0.234)
Marital status single -0.180™ -0.188* -0.179* -0.214* -0.167*
(0.091) (0.093) (0.094) (0.096) (0.098)
Education secondaty/vocational -0.043 -0.054 0.035 -0.066 -0.074
(0.087) (0.087) (0.091) (0.090) (0.086)
University and above 0.163* 0.181* 0.221* 0.0964 0.126+++
(0.093) (0.090) (0.096) (0.099) (0.096)
Poor 0.151 0.165 0.128 0.056 0.085
(0.149) (0.141) (0.150) (0.156) (0.144)
Not poot not rich -0.048 -0.046 -0.058 -0.082 -0.087
(0.109) (0.108) (0.107) (0.108) (0.101)
Income average in Germany -0.040 0.009 -0.055 -0.050 -0.011
0.078) 0.079) (0.081) 0.079) (0.081)
No assets in SYR -0.162* -0.125+++ -0.149*
(0.080) (0.080) (0.082)
Treatment negative 0.006 0.051 -0.005 0.004 0.003
(0.076) 0.076) 0.077) 0.077) (0.076)
Treatment positive -0.014 0.014 -0.028 -0.0111 -0.013
(0.076) 0.077) 0.077) 0.077) (0.076)
Income from formal work -0.429
(0.103)
Income from informal work 0.034
(0.137)
Government benefits -0.537*
(0.153)
N 234 234 233 234 234
R2 0.236 0.280 0.262 0.239 0.312

Standard errors in parentheses.

“$ <010, p< 005, p < 0.01

Source: Data collected by the researcher

++P<0.20 *+t+ P<0.15

This table represents the effect of different variables on the decision of returning one day, building the model step by step. The rest of

the variables in specification 3,4,5 are presented separately below. The control vatiables are presented in the appendix 5.
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Germany - Significant results

Gender

In table 6 above we notice that results on gender for Germany are the opposite of those for Turkey
with men less likely to return by 17.5 to 27.9 percentage points in different specifications compared
to women. It is difficult to identify the exact reason for this, particularly considering that the
balance between male and female respondents was not representative. All women stating a
preference for return made this conditional to the presence of safety and security in Syria (as well
as the absence of The Regime mentioned by some respondents).

Age

Age did not show clear significance in all specification it was on the level of (0.144) for the first
specification and 0.234 in second 0.129 in third 0.083 in the fourth 0.392 in the fifth. So I t will
not be analysed also it has very small influence on the returning decision with every year older the
respondents are, they are less than one percentage point more likely to return according to different
specification

Family presence

If the family is present in Germany, the likelihood of return is reduced by 18.7 to 23.9 percentage

points compared to those who do not have their family with them. This holds over all other
specifications. Black et al. (2004), in studies of refugees in the UK found that one of the main
motivation for return is reunification with family. Constant and Massey (2003) found that
immigrants in Germany who have immediate family in Germany are less likely to return opposed
to those who immediate family at home.

Marital status

Single respondents are less likely to return from Germany compared to the married respondents
by 16.7 to 21.4 percentage points and it keep significance over all the specifications where the. As
single respondents tend to be younger in age, this indicates that they can more easily break ties
with the country of origin due to less attachment and less responsibility.

Education Level

Contrary to results for Turkey, respondents with higher education in Germany are more likely to
return by 12.6 to 22.9 percentage points compared with those with primary or no education. This
holds with other specifications when different variables are added, except for the forth
specification including political and security variables. This could be due to the inability for those
with higher education to find work in Germany related to their specialization as a result of
difficulties in comparability of their degrees with foreign Higher Education Qualifications, in
addition to the language barrier. Conversely, Constant and Massey did not find any influence of
education on the decision to return of immigrants in Germany (Constant and Massey 2003).
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Assets in Syria

Similarly, to the result for Turkey, a lack of assets in Syria reduces the probability of return by 12.5
t016.2 percentage points compared to those who have any type of assets. The coefficient of 12.5
is considered as significant although it shows a significance level of 0.12.** It is important to note
that income level and wealth classification did not show any significance for respondents in
Germany. Which is opposed to the new classical theory of immigration which compare wages
between the destination country and home country (Cassarino 2004: 254-283). Gibson, &
McKenzie (2011) in their study of the determinants of returning highly skilled migrants found that
income played a very limited role in the returning decision compared to family or life style.

Sources of income

In Germany, respondents who reported that earning income from formal work are 43 percentage
points less likely to return compared to those who does not make any income from formal work.
Similarly, respondents who reported depending on income from Governmental assistance are 54
percentage points less likely to return. This category of respondents were the largest in the research
with only 22 out of 241 reporting that they do not receive Government assistance. In conclusion,
informal work in Turkey positively influences the decision to return whereas in Germany,
Governmental assistance and formal work negatively influence the decision to return.

6.3.2 Contextual variables

Integration variables

Table 7: The influence of integration variables on the probability of return one day (R)

Integration variables Turkey Germany
Return one day (R )

Not Feel welcomed -0.146" -0.103
(0.070) (0.080)
Language 0.065 -0.167"
(0.059) (0.091)
Legal status Work permit Turkey /refugee 0.042 0.013
status for Germany
(0.093) (0.091)
Legal status Nationality Turkey/asylum 0.024 -0.107
status Germany
(0.095) (0.140)
Lose family member in war 0.005 0.148"
(0.061) (0.083)
N 332 234
R? 0.172 0.312

Standard errors in parentheses  source: data collected by the researcher
"p<0.10," p<0.05"p<0.01 *P<0.20 **P<0.15

2% The researcher will accept a higher risk of committing type 1 error due to the limitations of the number of
observations
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Turkey

Despite the presence of 32 respondents who were awarded Turkish nationality in the sample, this
factor did not show any significance on the decision to return at one point in future as compared
with other legal status such as temporary protection cards or work permits. Correspondingly, Black
et al (2004) also did not find any impact of legal status on the decision to return.

Similarly, local language proficiency did not show any significance as a determinant of the returning
decision perhaps because in Turkey it is not mandatory to speak a certain level of Turkish before
entering the labour force or as a result of the prevalence of Syrian networks in the cities surveys
where refugees can get by without speaking Turkish. Moreover, Syrians tend to be able to find
work without a real need for speaking Turkish. Finally, respondents who did not feel welcomed
are 17 percentage points more likely to return compared to those who felt welcomed, although the
percentage of Syrians in Turkey who do not feel welcomed is small at19%.

Germany

As in Turkey, legal status did not influence the returning decision although in the literature multiple
scholars argue that the legal status of refugees has an influence on migrant returning decisions
although this influence is debated as it could make the refugee settle in the host country but also
it could encourage refugee to return as they know if they have nationality or permanent residency
they can return in any time (Al Ali et al. 2001; Koser and Kuschminder 2015; Black and Gent
20006). Absence of influence could be as a result of the hypothetical nature of this study where
decision to return is actually intention to return. Where studies are based on actual returning
decisions.so the influence could become clearer over time.

Not feeling welcomed in the host country also did not influence the decision of returning in
Germany. This could be due to the high cost of reaching Germany and the level of financial and
physical risk invested by refugees as well as the good conditions they found there (benefits,
education etc.).

Contrastingly to the results for Turkey, proficiency in the German language is essential for work
and for obtaining permanent residency which corresponds with finding that respondents who
reported they have average or above level of proficiency of Germany language are 16.7 percentage
points less likely to return compared to those who reported poor or non-existent German. It is
useful to note that from the sample of 241 observations, more than half (127) reported studying
German at the time of interview.

Although it was surprising to see the result that those who lost family member in the war are 14.8
percentage points more likely to return compared to those who did not, when consulting the data,
we see that those respondents in questions stated that they will only return under certain
conditions, namely when Syria is safe, including a change in political power.

Political and security variables

To understand how respondents conceptualize security and political variables and the level of
influence on their returning decision we asked about the security level in the area that they will
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return to, if they return. The responses of ‘low’ and ‘not existing’ have been grouped together into
the response of ‘not existing’ and take the value (0) and the answers of ‘moderate’ and ‘high’ are
grouped into the response of ‘existing’, taking the value (1). By running these dummy variables,

results showed the following.

Table 8: The influence of political and security variables on the probability of return one day (R)

Political variables Turkey Germany
Return one day (R)

Detention threat 0.039 -0.008
(0.065) (0.114)
crime -0.104" 0.102
(0.055) (0.123)
Armed group -0.091*+** -0.084
(0.057) (0.099)
Political parties -0.087 -0.019
(0.096) (0.121)
Freedom speech 0.009 0.344™
(0.124) (0.153)
Freedom to elect 0.259° -0.140
(0.156) (0.158)
Bashar Assad not president 0.103 0.048
(0.059) (0.074)
N 332 234
R? 0.187 0.239

Standard errors in parentheses. Source: Data collected by the researcher
"p<0.10,"p<0.05"p<001 *P<0.20 **P<0.15

Turkey

Respondents considering returning to places that reported existing crime reduce the likelihood of
returning by 10.4 percentage points compared to the areas that reported no crime. Armed groups
were reported as making people feel insecure where the likelithood of returning will be reduced by
around 9 percentage points in the areas with reported presence of armed groups. The significance
level of this variable was 0.11 but it is considered as accepted for this research as it could be simply
a result of a lack of a larger sample size. Respondent freedom to elect political leaders increased
returning likelihood by 25.9 percentage points showing that respondents in Turkey value
democracy as a factor of returning.”

These findings are confirmed by a number of studies about returning refugees where security is
found to be the most highly ranked variable influencing their decision to return (Black et al. 2004,
Omata 2013; Mohammadi et al. 2018). In addition, two recent studies on Syrian refugees in
neighboring countries confirm the importance of feeling secure as a main determinant of the
returning decision (SEEFAR, 2017). A similar result was also found in recent research by Carnegie
Middle East Center (CMEC) on Syrian refugees in Lebanon and Jordan where it was established

% The concept of safety and security could be not captured fully through the qualitative analysis as it covers a wide
spectrum of meanings for Syrian refugees, although the qualitative conversations and comments from interviewees
gave more insights about the importance of security factors. However, as previously explained these two factors are
very much interlinked to the level that sometimes mean the same thing for many people.
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that security and political factors are one of the most important areas that Syrian refugees consider
related to return (Yahya et al. 2018).

When analyzing the returning decision in the case that Bashar Al Assad is not President, the results
saw an increase in the likelithood of return by 10 percentage points compared to the contrary.
Although this variable is significant by a level of 0.10, the coefficient is not large despite the fact
that 75% of respondents in Turkey reporting high influence of this variable on their return
decision. It seems that after leaving Syria, the set of standards that Syrian refugees now have in
terms of what they will accept in Syria after the war is more comprehensive than only a change in

political power.

Germany

None of the previously mentioned security and political variables were significant in Germany
except for freedom of speech where the likelihood of returning increased by 34 percentage points
when freedom of speech was reported existing in the return destination compared to places where
it is reported as not existing. This shows a value being given to something that was not present in
Syria even before the war and could indicate that Syrian refugees in Germany are less likely to
return due to the absence of certain factors in Syria. Whether the lack of freedom of speech was a
key factor in their decision to leave is irrelevant as they now have a new situation in exile where
they are able to value this factor and develop new aspirations and motivation which was crucial
in influencing retuning decision in several studies see (Omata 2013; Van Hear 2003:7).

Economic and development and social variables

Table 9: The influence of economic and development and social variables on the probability of return one day (R)

Economic variables Turkey Germany
Return one day (R)

Job opportunities 0.013 -0.240”
(0.061) (0.095)
House in Syria 0.159™ 0.182"
(0.057) (0.073)
Water electricity 0.145™ 0.084
(0.071) (0.118)
Health service -0.052 0.109
(0.065) (0.127)
Schooling 0.041 0.008
(0.079) (0.123)
Legal services 0.018 0.071
(0.062) (0.096)
Social forum -0.049 -0.063
(0.054) (0.081)
Family inside SYR -0.000 0.231"
(0.0542) (0.0752)
N 332 234
R? 0.172 0.312

Standard errors in parentheses. Source: Data collected by the researcher
"p<0.10," p<0.05 " p<0.01 **P<0.20 **P<0.15

Turkey

Owning a house in Syria increases the likelihood of returning by 15.9 percentage points, a result
that is confirmed by several studies highlighting the importance of shelter as motivation the
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decision of returning (Omata 2013). Owning a house was a major factor influencing the integration
of Afghan returnees in study by Mohammadi et al. (2018).

When the level of infrastructure is considered to be high or moderate in the destination of return,
the likelihood of return is increased by 14.5 percentage points compared to places where the level
of infrastructure is low or is not existing. This shows the importance of investing in infrastructure
as part of reconstruction.

Other variables such as education and health services and the availability of job opportunities are
not significant for Turkey, although when asked to rank how important these variables are to
respondents in making the return decision, 74% of respondents in Turkey rated education as 6 or
above out of 10 (where 10 is the most important), 75% rated health as 6 or above out of 10 and
85% rated the availability of job opportunities as 6 or above out of 10.

It is important to mention that out of 206 respondents in Turkey who accepted to give in-depth
comments, the lack of education system and services for them or for their children was the third
most cited reason for why they do not want to return to Syria after issues related to safety and
security and the presence of Bashar Al Assad in power.

Germany

Respondents who own a house in Syria are 18.2 percentage points more likely to make return
compared to those who does not have a house. The variable for job opportunities has a negative
influence for people in Germany as it shows as 24 percentage points less likely to return to the
area reported with high and moderate levels of job opportunities. This could be because the most
common areas with high employment opportunities tend to be Government held areas of Syria
such as Damascus and Aleppo, areas which many refugees are afraid to return to due to retribution
from the Syrian Government.

Interestingly, none of the contextual development and infrastructure variables (for the home
country) showed any significance in influencing the decision of return for respondents in Germany
although, when asked to what extent these variables are important for the returning decision a
functioning education system received 75%, functioning health system 75% and functioning
infrastructure 83.82%. This could indicate that the small proportion of refugees in Germany who
consider returning are focusing on reasons other than these variables or could indicate the strength
of the host country level of development as a comparison to the home country.

This seeming contradiction in the Germany data actually corresponds to the literature where a
number of scholars state that development projects in the home country do not influence the
decision to return, especially from developed countries (Dadush 2018:12). On the other hand,
others argue for the importance of development projects in the country of origin, for example Al
Ali et al. (2001:582) who found in the Bosnian context that the lack of reconstruction in
infrastructure, economically and socially reduced the probability of sustainable return. Similarly,
Harild et al. (2015:29) examined the experience of refugee in Afghanistan and demonstrates that
development and reconstruction support which addresses the needs of particular categories of
refugees can be conducive to sustainable return. For Syria this is not yet clear but the findings in
Germany correspond with the findings of Dadush (2018) and show little value of potential
reconstruction as part of the returning decision. However, we have previously seen in the case of
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Turkey that reconstruction and infrastructure has higher value to the refugee returning decision.
This highlights the importance of investing in infrastructure for those who want to return from
neighbouring countries.

The analysis in this research also demonstrates that the value shown to reconstruction in the home
country also depend on the host country level of development. Several scholars have emphasised
this idea focusing on the strength of the influence of the comparison made by refugees of host
and home countries, particularly after a long duration of exile when new utility functions are
developed in the host country (Koser 1997; Stepputat 2004; King 2001). Surviving is no longer
what drives refugee decisions.

For this category who do not want to return either because they do not have any hope for positive
change or they simply want a better life, repatriation is not a solution. It would be infinitely better
to make efforts to integrate them within the host community (Koser and Black 1999: 16). As a 43

year old man in Germany said ‘17 is declaring a new war against us if they send us back,”

The presence of family inside Syria increases the likelihood of returning for refugees in Germany
by 23 percentage points compared those who do not have family members in Syria. This
correspond with several studies that illustrated the importance of social networks in integration
back into the home country (Harild et al. 2015; Al Ali et al. 2001).

Experiment

Neither of the two treatment groups (one exposed to negative video and one exposed to positive
leaflet) showed significance difference from the control group related to the returning decision.
This could mean that the influence of media on refugee perceptions is not strong or that those
who have decided not to return (the majority in Germany) cannot be swayed by information from
the media.

6.4 The influence of key variables on the probability of return
‘Return Safe (RS)’

RS= B X+ B+ B, + BoXy + BpXp + BXs+ BT+ € oo 2)

The second outcome variable entailed returning under a particular scenario which intended to
measure the influence of incentives on the returning decision. The scenario was provided by the
researcher’s question which was whether respondents would return if Syria became safe again as
it was before the war, their returning cost was covered, they received start-up money for each
member of the family older than 15 years old, there are job opportunities and reconstruction has
started. The questions began by stating the financial amount available as 150 euro for each family
member older than 15 and incrementally increased the amount until the scale ended at 2000 Euros
for each family member. Those who did not choose to return under this scenario were asked if
there was a certain amount of money they needed to return under this scenario or they just do not
want to return. Those who defined a certain amount are considered potential returnees, those who
refused return under any of these scenarios were given the value (0) and the others who accepted
to return with incentives given the value (1). This generated the outcome variable run against the
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same explanatory and control variables mentioned before. The result are presented in the below
analysis with difference regarding the previous model discussed. For the sake of brevity, extensive
details are not provided, simply a focus variables that are still significant and noting of those that
are not. For the full results, see appendix 11.

6.4.1 Socio-economic and contextual variables

Turkey

In the model of return safe, the following set of variables remain significant with an influence on
the decision of returning in the same direction; level of higher education, wealth classification of
poor, and not poort, not rich, asset base of zero assets, not feeling welcomed, freedom to elect

political leaders, Bashar Al Assad is not president,”

and owning a house in Syria. This
demonstrates the influence of these variables on the returning decision of refugees in Turkey. The
following variables are not significant in the new model while they were in the return one day
model; Gender - male, crime, source of income from informal work and above average income.
New variables became significant in the new model where they were not in the first model
including obtaining host country nationality, losing a family member in the war, having family
inside Syria, the availability of legal services in Syria, returning places having functioning health
system in Syria (negative influence), freedom of speech in Syria (negative) and presence of family
in Turkey. These findings inform how changes in the home country can influence the determinants
of return despite lack of change in variables in the host country, for example, in the case of
infrastructure and freedom of speech, respondents are less willing to return to areas in Syria with
good infrastructure but low reported freedom of speech (assumed to be Syrian Government held)
but also less willing to return to areas with low infrastructure and higher freedom of speech
(assumed to be opposition held). In both cases, the variable of freedom of speech shows a negative
value (see appendix 11 for detailed results). The below section highlights key details of analysis for
some newly significant variables.

Family presence in Turkey and Syria

These two variables demonstrate the importance of family in making the decision to stay or return
even if conditions are safe. Having family in Turkey reduces the likelihood of returning by 9.5 to
19.5 percentage points in different specifications (the p value for the fourth specification is 0.142).
The presence of family in Syria increases the likelihood to return by 10 percentage points (p value
is 0.106) Harild et al. (2015: X) explained that the returning process usually starts by depending on
social networks and exploratory visits. Usually families send someone to check the situation or
utilised a family member in the country of origin to aid reintegration similar finding in (Omata
2013; Mohammedi et al. 2018; Koser and Kuschminder 2015).

26 The researcher will accept a higher risk of committing type 1 error due to the limitations of the number of
observations
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Having Turkish nationality”

Respondents who were awarded Turkish nationality are 16 percentage points less likely to return
compared to those with any other type of status. They are less likely to return even if conditions
are safe in Syria. P value is 0.154.

Experiment

As previously mentioned, the purpose of the experiment was to identify the influence of the media
and information on the decision to return (see Chapter 5 for details). In this model, it was clear
that the category that was exposed to the negative video was less likely to return by 11.5 to 15.7
percentage points in different specifications compared to the control category. The category that
was exposed to the positive leaflet did not show any significance but interestingly, it also appeared
in a negative direction indicating that people perceived this leaflet as negative sign related to
returning. From enumerator observations, it seems that the leaflet made respondents
uncomfortable and resulted in a cautious response linked to perceived possibility of being
repatriated against their will. This finding sheds light on the importance of information in refugee
decision making.

In forming the variable of return safe there were a number of respondents who did not want to
answer. In order to perform analysis this group was excluded. However, when running a regression
of this group alongside the explanatory and control variables used in the analysis, data highlighted
that the only significant variable for none respondents in Turkey was the threat of detention and
the loss of a family member and for Germany was the threat of detention. This indicates that this
group represents those who are either traumatized by past experiences and, or have a strong fear
of the Syrian Government (including a specific fear of detention).

Germany

In Germany, the following variables remained significant in the same direction as the first model;
the presence of family in Germany, having no assets in Syria, receiving Government assistance in
Germany,” the loss of a family member in the war, and owning a house in Syria. These variables
were not influenced by the changes in scenarios.

The following variables were not significant in the first model for Germany but are significant in
this model. Education level of secondary or vocational school reduces the likelithood of return
under safe conditions by 12.1 to 14.2 percentage points compared to those respondents who do
not have any education (all specifications are significant except for the third with p value = 0.254).
Respondents classifying themselves as poor are less likely to return to Syria even when it is safe
compared to those in the rich category by 22.5 to 33.8 percentage points. This means that
incentives have less influence on the people who classified themselves as poor compared to rich

27 Level of significance of this variable is 0.154 but the researcher will accept a higher risk of committing type 1 error
due to the limitations of the number of observations.

28 The level of significant here is 0.13 but the researcher will accept a higher risk of committing type 1 error due to
the limitations of the number of observations.
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ot those who reached high school compared to those who have primary or no education. Refugees
who were poor in Syria before the war are less likely to want to return from Germany as returning

means going back to a significantly lower standard of life.

A 33 year old divorced woman stated that she does not want to return saying, “Germany is better for
my children”. A 32 year old married man in Germany who came from Lebanon through a UN
resettlement program sazd, “I got very tired working in Lebanon. I do not want to return to Syria. There is
nothing there for my children and mry family’s future.” For this category of refugees, integration programs
represent a solution as they have made a firm decision that they will not return to Syria.

Moreover, the scenario Bashar Al Assad being removed from power increases the likelihood of
return by around 20 percentage points. It is important to mention that there is a category of Syrian
refugees of approximately 20% who do not mind returning under certain conditions which
specifically relates to the removal of Bashar Al Assad as President, the initiation of democratic
political processes and the ting of reconstruction programs including infrastructure and job
opportunities. However, even for those who fled Syria for political reasons, the removal of Assad
represents the starting point for them to considering returning, indicating that the majority will not
voluntarily return in the near future. This finding could seem normal in refugee situations as
similarly Zimmermann (2010) found that both Somali and Afghani refugees who fled initially due
to security reasons were not willing to return after the hostilities finished.

The experiment was not significant in the case of Germany which shows once again that refugees

in Germany are less influenced by the media and that those who made the risky journey to Europe
are predominantly those who will choose not to return.
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6.5 The effect of different scenarios on the returning decision

Table 10: The likelihood of return of Syrian refugees in Germany and Turkey in different return scenarios
P value of

Outcome Variables Germany Turkey Overall Mean diference N
Intend to return now if given money to cover the return cost and 0.067 0127 0.100 0.036 439
start-up

Ir]tend to return after the war finish and Syria become safe if 0227 0.658 0479 0.000 499
given money to cover return cost, start up

Intend to returner if Syria safe but health sector not functioning 0.104 0.271 0.201 0.000 577
properly

Intenfi tg returner if Syria safe but Education sector not 0.149 0.321 0.250 0.000 577
functioning properly

Intend to return if u got host country nationality 0.133 0.333 0.250 0.000 577
Intend to return one day 0.552 0.762 0.674 0.000 577

Source: Data gathered by the researcher
The fourth column of the table reports the p-value for a two-tail t-test. The null hypothesis is equality of means.

Table 10 outlines the proportion of Syrian refugees stating their level of likelihood to return to
Syria in different scenarios. There are clear differences between Germany and Turkey across all
scenarios. Response options for this question were very likely, likely, not sure, unlikely, and very
unlikely. Likely and very likely were grouped to take value (1) and not sure, very unlikely and
unlikely were grouped to take value (0). The first scenario is providing financial support as an
incentive for return, including travel costs for those who want to return now. In Germany, only
0.7% of respondents said they will return in this case, often stating large sums of money. In
Turkey, 12.7 % state they are willing to return if they receive financial incentive. A recent study in
Turkey also showed a small number (2. 7%) of interviewees (Syrian refugees) were willing to return
now but without assistance (Erdogan 2017 p38). In relation to the scenario of the end of the war
when the safety level has returned to pre-ear levels, job opportunities are available due to
reconstruction, and with the provision of financial support, the percentage of respondents stating
likely to return increases in Germany to 22.7%.In Turkey, it increases to 66%. It is important to
note here that the majority of respondents mentioned that they understand the end of the war to
mean the removal of Al Assad as President. This means that the respondents stating likelihood of
return in this scenario still do not want to return to a situation in Syria where things are as they

were before the wat.

We can conclude that the rise in percentage of returnees in this scenario, despite being small for
Germany, is due to the positive nature of the scenario itself as opposed to the inclusion of
incentive. This is because respondents who want to return mentioned that they were already
thinking about it, when the conditions are suitable and those who do not want to return mentioned
that it is not a matter of money. It is important to note that, on average, the cost per household of
arrival to Germany is 4500 Euros, more than twice what was hypothetically offered to respondents
in the survey experiment.

In the following three scenarios, respondents were asked about the possibility to return under
certain conditions. The first was if Syria is safe and they have job opportunities but the health
sector is not functioning properly. 10.4% in Germany and 27% in Turkey stated being willing to
return under this scenario. This is a significant drop from the previous scenario and indicates
respondent value of health care over financial incentives. Similatly, for the next scenario where the
education system is the thing that is not functioning, 15% from Germany and 32% from Turkey
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stated likely to return, still lower than those who stated the same in the scenario of Syria being safe,
with job opportunities and the provision of financial incentives. In the next scenario where there
is no fighting taking place in Syria and the security situation has returned as it was before the war,
the political situation is still as it is but the respondent has the host country nationality 13.3 % in
Germany and 33.3% in Turkey are willing to return. Finally, as explained before, the scenario of
returning one day is without timeframe or particular conditions. Here, 55.2% stated they will return
from Germany and 76.2% in Turkey, leaving 44.8% in Germany and 23.8 % in Tukey who will
never return. Erdogan (2017) found only 16.3% who will never return from Turkey. This means
that having safety and security, (interlinked with political change), in addition to having means of
life such as education, health, and jobs is crucial to the returning decision of refugees, particularly
from Turkey.

43



Chapter 7: Conclusion

Understanding the returning decision, particularly in the case of refugees, is a complex process
involving many factors including socioeconomic characteristics of refugees and contextual factors
(as outlined) in both Syria and host countries. This research attempted to demystify the complexity
of the returning decision in the case of Syrian refugees in Turkey and Germany in order to highlight
their voice at policy making level. A quantitative analysis supported by in depth conversations was
applied with sampled refugees in both host countries. It also examined the impact of media and
information on the returning decision by exposing respondents to a video of negative information
or a leaflet with positive information about returning before interview.

When asked to give a timeframe for their return to Syria within a positive scenario (as compared
to current and slightly more positive scenarios), we noticed a difference in key factors influencing
respondents decisions, indicating the contextual nature of the returning decision. We saw that
refugees are more likely to return from neighbouring countries compared to more developed
countries situated further away from Syria and that even when asking about returning at an
undefined point in the future, 45% of respondents in Germany and 24% of respondents in Turkey
state that they never want to return. This clearly indicates that the end of the war, and even political
change, is not enough for all refugees to consider returning. As a result, host countries should
invest in integrating this category of refugees into the host population rather than taking the stance
that their presence is temporary.

The results of this research show that socioeconomic characteristics influence the returning
decision. However, this influence can be both positive and negative depending on the nature of
the situation in the host country. It can also change when the contextual scenario in the home
country changes. This research highlighted the characteristics of classifications of refugees that are
more likely to return which clearly shows that there can be no ‘one size fits all’ approach applied
to refugee policy. Refugees are not a homogenous category and refugees of different
socioeconomic backgrounds respond differently to contextual variables in both home and host
countries.” Governments should integrate this understanding into their policies and approaches
to refugee management and base policy decisions on micro-level evidence, such as this research.

Incentives do not influence the returning decision as indicated in the results. Other factors such
as security, the political situation, and the level of functioning infrastructure have a stronger
influence on the returning decision of Syrian refugees, particularly from neighbouring countries.
This finding suggests that Government, UN and NGO reconstruction strategies and projects
should be directed towards investing in development projects to rebuild infrastructure, housing,

and education and health systems over giving financial incentives.

In depth conversations with Syrian refugees captured aspirations for a better future for families
and their children as a main driver of the returning decision. It is the responsibility of host country
Governments to invest efforts to support refugees to realise their aspirations by contributing to

2 For example, refugees with higher education are more likely to return from Germany than Turkey while people
classifying themselves as poor are more likely to return from Turkey than from Germany.

44



reconstruction in Syria and organised return procedures for those who wish to return or facilitating
integration and opportunities in the host country for those who wish to stay.

Syrian refugees make their decisions based on complex analyses of different factors in host and
home countries. In Germany, respondents were not affected by positive or negative information
or media but in Turkey, those who are planning to return show an influence from the negative
video. This could indicate that their decision is more fluid than those in Germany who took
significant risks in travelling to Germany aiming for a better quality of life. It also demonstrates
that information campaigns on return in European host countries are likely to be ineffective.

Finally, the Syrian refugee crisis is first and foremost a humanitarian issue, although it was created
by political root causes. In light of this, fostering a humanitarian understanding of how people’s
lives were and continue to be affected by the war and how they believe they can recover is crucial
to the reconstruction of Syria, as well as the reconstruction of the Syrian people’s lives and dignity.
This research aimed to provide a channel for Syrian refugees to voice this, as well as their wants,
needs and aspirations for their and their children’s futures. Listening to those affected by the war
and basing solutions on their perspectives is the only credible and ethical way to move forwards.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Further details on the background to the refugee
crisis

Pre-war Syria

Syria, before the war, was classified as a middle income country with increasing growth
performance in 2010, with population of 21,019,000 and a GDP of 59, 15 Billion USD in 2010
(Wortld Bank, 2018). The country has a rich history of more than 6000 years (Mark 2014) and a
strategic location on the Eastern side of the Mediterranean Sea, it has borders with Lebanon and
the Mediterranean Sea from the West. Palestine and Jordan from the South, Iraq from the East
and Turkey from the North.

The ‘Arab Spring’ and war in Syria

In 2011 a wave of protests hit a number of Arabic countries as part of what was later referred to
as the ‘Arab Spring’. This was a social movement across several Arabic countries demanding
increased freedom and better living conditions and opportunities. This movement began in
Tunisia, moving to Egypt, Libya, Yemen and Syria. Demonstrations against Bashar Al Assad’s
regime began in the South of the country, spreading to cover many of the Syrian Governorates by
the end of 2011 (International Crisis Group, 2011). Although the protests were initially sparked by
the arrest and torture of children in the Southern city Daraa (Ibid). Protests quickly began to call
for freedom, democracy, justice, and the overthrow of oppression and eradication of corruption,
high unemployment rates and low living standards (Ibid). These protests were countered with
excessive violence by the Syrian Government including the detention of people from their
workplaces, universities and from the street in 2011 and onwards. Syrian Government violence
against arrested citizens increased severely with 5000- 13000 people executed only in one prison
run by the Syrian Government between 2011 and 2015 (Amnesty International 2017:6). The
situation gradually turned to civil war close to end of 2011 and since then more than 500.000
Syrians were killed or had disappeared (BBC, 2018) In 2016, the war in Syria was classified as the
worst humanitarian situation since the end of the cold war with Filippo Grandi, UN High
Commissioner for Refugees stating “Syria is the biggest humanitarian and refugee crisis of our
time.” (UNHCR, 2016) with most fighting taking place in cities and villages pushing more than
6.3 million Syrian people to become internally displaced with 13.5 million in need of humanitarian
assistance (UNHCR, 2017).
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Appendix 2: Further details on the concept of home

No overall agreement is found in the literature on this topic instead, a number of questions
commonly occur such as, is home the place where you were born and raised before the war? Or
is it the place where you were living before becoming a refugee? Does it refer to the country as
whole where refugees are coming from, no matter which part of that country they belong to or it
is just a nostalgic notion? Or can home be the place where you feel safe and protected, regardless
of nationality, culture or history? Warner (1994) states that repatriation (or voluntarily return) does
not merely mean to return to the country of origin but to return to home and community. For
Warner, home is the “association of an individual within a homogeneons group and the association of that group
with a particular physical place” (ibid). However, returning home could also include return to the
geographic area that is called the home country, but not necessary to the exact location from which
you fled. This could be either because it is not possible to return exactly to the place of origin or
because it is economically not viable to return to that area (Black 2002; Kibearb, 2003: 30-39).
Black elaborates further on the challenges that prevent people from returning to the exact house
that they left before the war, making use of the Bosnian case and the fact that usually civil wars
involve demographic and geopolitical changes. These challenges can include the threat of
persecution of minorities in the country of origin, the potential for becoming a persecuted minority
in the new host country, and the fear of suffering from insecure housing which applies to both the
country of origin and the host country (Black 2002).

The concept of home is not only related to geographical boundaries in a war torn country like
Syria where many people fought for the very notion of home and, as result, found themselves in a
foreign country with the concept of home reduced to nostalgia for somewhere that, in most cases,
cither they cannot return to or no longer exists. Arasheed (1994) in her article on Iraqi refugees in
London explains that the concept of home goes beyond the geographical location from which the
refugees originated but also includes a “strong emotive element”. The most important thing about
territory is its symbolic aspect that drives exiled communities to maintain their ties with that
geographic location as a “sacred habitat, a homeland” Arasheed (1994). For young or new
generations in particular who do not have the memory of the old home, the idea of home could
change over time and could be something different in few years of living abroad where the new
location could come to represent home more strongly (Hammond 1999:230).
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Appendix 3: Further details on the concept of return

Through discussing the myth of return in the context of Iraqi refugees in London, Alrasheed
rejects that the idea of return can be universally applied to all refugees. She argues that refugees
themselves are not a homogenous group and therefore do not have the same level of longing to
return home (Alrasheed 1994). This idea applies strongly to the case of Syrian refugees who cannot
be considered as one identical group due to the high level of diversity in ethnicity, religion, sect,
ideology, political stance, and personal experience of the war. These factors influence each
individual’s perspective on and personal feelings of the idea of being Syrian. For example, minority
groups such as the Yazidis who suffered marginalized pre-war in Syria and groups calming
unacknowledged rights such as the Kurds will likely have profoundly different feelings towards
the idea of Syria as a home even pre-war to those from a majority group who did not suffer any
particular injustice before the war (other than the widespread injustices suffered by the majority of
the population).

Given that there are 6.6 million Syrian internally displaced people in Syria as of April 2018
(UNHCR, 2018e) returning refugees to a place other than their own house, street or village cannot
be considered as return unless the refugees themselves have chosen this option. This is because
this action could generate more problems than it solves by simply moving the ‘problem of refugees’
to become a ‘problem of IDPs’. Considering the high level of destruction, looting and possession
of private homes across Syria, (including reports of private homes taken by the Syrian Government
and by rebel opposition groups for military and repossession purposes), as well as the already high
population density of the few areas considered ‘safe’ in Syria, the idea that people can return to
their own homes is not likely for the majority.
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Appendix 4: Differentiation between economic migrants and
refugees

In addition to the factors already outlined in the literature review, we understand that the returning
decision is intimately linked to the suitability of returning and reintegration which, as Stigter
(2006:111) states, goes beyond humanitarian assistance to involve three main elements of social
networks, means and prospects to start and sustainable livelithoods, and the possibility of the
returnee to practice his or her civil rights politically and socially (Ibid). These elements have also
been included in this research.

Finally, in the literature on returning migrants there is a clear division between refugee migrants
and economic or other types of migrant returnees. The main differences between them are their
reasons for leaving the country of origin, their legal status in the host country, and the length of
time that they remain out of the country of origin (Dadush 2018:13). Other differences can be
their experience of pre- and post-leaving (in terms of hardship and trauma — although not always
different) and their ability to return to a safe environment (again, not always different). In addition
to these differences, it is useful to understand the wider picture, beyond these key differences and
factors that motivate a person to return, particularly from a developed country to a developing
country as, in some cases, the concepts of economic migrant and refugee can only be distinguished
by the policy of the host country. For example, Pakistan and Iran, as well as some European
countries at one point stopped considering Afghan migrants as refugees and refused to allocate
them with refugee status (Stigeter 2006:111; Van Houte and Davids 2014:78) despite the ongoing
instability and danger to life in Afghanistan.
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Appendix 5: Primary data variables

Outcome
variables

(intend to
return)

Socio
economic

background

Situation
Syria

Controls

in

Variables to be measured

Intend to return after 6 months
Intend to Return after 2years
Neve Intend to not return
Intend to return now if was given
consolation, cover the return
cost and start-up money

Intend to return after the war
finish and Syria become safe if
was given consolation, cover the
cost, start money

Intend to returner if health
sector not functioning although
the country is safe

Intend to return if the country is
safe but education system not
functioning

Intend to return if u got host
country nationality

Age

Gender

Education

Previous Economic situation in
Syria

Current Income

Household member lived with
you in Syria

Family member live with you
here

Marital status

Safety and security

Political variables

Economic variables

Social variables

Location of the interview

Place of Origin in Syria

The duration spent in host
country

Turkey or Germany
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Explanatory
variable

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Control
Control
Control

Control

Dependent
variable
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

yes

yes



Appendix 6: Further details on contextual variables

Political and security elements

Political conditions in the home country could be a reason to attract certain groups of people to
return over others as these groups could be given special privileges as a result of serving the
political agenda of those who are in power. Returnees to the former Yugoslavia is a good example
of this situation (Harvey 2006). Returning could become a political tool in the hand of the
Government for augmenting their army or changing the demographics of certain areas, examples
from Bosnia and Croatia (Black 1999:11).

Moreover, safety and security could form other kinds of threats rather than active fighting such as
being detained by the government. Graham and Shahram (1997: 121), in a study about the Iranian
diaspora in Sweden found that Iranian refugees do not consider returning home, even if they suffer
economic pressure in the host country, due to the absence of trust with the Government. Also,
being from a particular ethnic group or a particular gender can affect your decision to return.
Omata (2013: 1291) in his study on Liberian refugees in Ghana found that women returnees were
particularly afraid to return due to the threat of being hunted by war lords.

Economic and Development elements

However, some empirical studies found, contrastingly, that although economic factors are essential
in the returning decision they play a stronger role in the country of destination over the country
of origin. In their study, Koser and Kuschminder (2015: 21) interviewed respondents across origin,
transit and destination countries to understand what makes the decision to return. They found that
difficulty of finding employment/no right to work in destination country and job opportunities
was the top factor to influence the decision. Correspondingly, Daudush (2018) states that refugees
returning as result of development projects in the host country is very much contextual and that
it is unlikely that development projects in the country of origin would attract refugees to return in
most cases, unless the country of origin has big potential. He believes, particularly about the case
of Syria, that development projects could induce refugees in neighboring countries to return to
Syria, but Syrians in developed country will not return for this reason as such (Dadush 2018:38.).
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Appendix 7: Analysis of refugee characteristics

Explantory Variables Germany Turkey Overall mean :!i\f,fael::n:: STD N
Control variables
Refuge duration (Month) 35 41 39 0 14 576
Cost to arrive to the host country 4401 548 2158 0 2651 577
Socioeconomic Variables
Male 0.921 0.735 0.813 0.000 0.390 577
Age 34.170 31.074 32.367 0.000 9.909 577
Marital status (single) 0.274 0.399 0.347 0.002 0.476 577
Marital status (married) 0.705 0.577 0.631 0.002 0.483 577
Education primary or no education 0.282 0.223 0.248 0.106 0.432 577
Education secondary or vocational education 0.382 0.348 0.362 0.409 0.481 577
Education university and above 0.336 0.429 0.390 0.025 0.488 577
Average incomemore than 1000 Euro 0.453 0.009 0.195 0.000 0.397 564
Averge income more than 300 Euro 0.992 0.579 0.752 0.000 0.432 564
Family members live with you now 3.559 3.436 3.486 0.526 1.981 438
Household members who lived with you in Syria 5.436 6.345 5.965 0.000 2.920 577
Assets in Syria (1 no assets) 0.324 0.336 0.331 0.751 0.471 577
Economic status (poor) 0.075 0.089 0.083 0.532 0.276 577
Economic status (not poor not rich) 0.801 0.723 0.756 0.032 0.430 577
Economic status (rich) 0.124 0.188 0.161 0.042 0.368 577
Integration variables
Legal status Temporary protection card 0.000 0.803 0.464 0.000 0.499 571
Legal status (refugees’ status) 0.809 0.000 0.342 0.000 0.475 571
Legal status Asylum 2 years 0.058 0.000 0.025 0.000 0.155 571
Legal status Protection 1 year 0.100 0.000 0.042 0.000 0.201 571
Legal status Work permit residency 0.033 0.100 0.072 0.002 0.258 571
Legal status got the nationality 0.000 0.097 0.056 0.000 0.230 571
Local language proficiency (good average and very good 0.780 0.661 0.711 0.002 0.483 577
Not Feeling welcomed in the host country 0.195 0.170 0.180 0.435 0.385 577
Loss of family member 0.197 0.233 0.218 0.301 0.413 574
Experment
Treatment (Negative video) 0.344 0.312 0.326 0.421 0.469 577
Treatment (Positive leaflet) 0.290 0.295 0.293 0.913 0.455 577
Treatment (Control) 0.365 0.393 0.381 0.500 0.486 577

source : Data collected by the author.

Note: : The fourth column of the table reports the p-value for a two-tail t-test. The null hypothesis is equality of means

In the above table we can see the general characteristics of refugees interviewed in both countries.
It is important to note that majority of respondents were male, particularly in Germany with 26.5%
of total respondents as female in Turkey and 8% in Germany. This was due to the targeting of the
survey towards the main decision maker in the household, which in Syrian communities tends to
be the male head of household. The female respondents who were interviewed as part of this
research represent either female heads of household or they reported autonomy in making their
decision. In Turkey it was possible to reach more women due to the higher saturation of Syrian
refugees in Turkey and the relative ease of identifying female enumerators (as it is culturally
inappropriate for men to interview women in Syrian culture).

The average age of respondents is young at 32.36 years (34,17 in Germany and 31.07 in Turkey)
which corresponds with national level data on Syrian refugees in both countries where 53% of
Syrian refugees in Turkey are between 18-59 years old (UNHCR, 2018f) and 80% of Syrian
refugees are between 20 -40 years old (Neske 2017).
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Respondent’s refuge duration in Turkey is on average 3.5 years (41.3 months) and in Germany the
duration is almost 3 years (34.4 month). This difference in duration enforces the idea that refugees
first fled to neighboring countries and afterwards to Europe. It also tells us that the sampled
interviewees are well settled in the place of refuge and not newly arrived from Syria. Finally, it
confirms that many refugees arrived in Germany around 2015 during the peak of refugee
movement to Europe .The cost of arriving to the host country was 4401Euro per household in
Germany” and 548 Euro per household for refugees in Turkey.

Married respondents represented the highest proportion in both countries with on average 70%
of respondents in Germany stating their marital status as married and 27.4% single. In Turkey,
57.7% reported that they are married and 40 % single. This bias towards those who are married is
a result of the respondent targeting criteria which required respondents who were able to make
the decision to return or stay on behalf of themselves and any other person. This excluded potential
respondents who were single and part of a household and who would not be the overall
responsible for making that decision. However statistics available about Syrian refugees in 2016
in Germany saying that 56.5% in 2017 the percentage was 64.7% of Syrian refugees are married
(Schmidt 2018; Rich 2016).

The average number of people per household is 4.5, lower than the generally accepted average
household size of 6 in Syria (WEFP Turkey, 2016). This could be due to family separation as a result
of the war and migration or to the loss of family members. McNatt and Boothby (2018) found
that almost 36.5% of Syrian refugees registered in Jordan are separated from at least one member
of their families.

The education background of the sample shows almost equal distribution between the three
categories with a slight increase in respondents with a university degree or currently at university.
39% of the total sample had a university degree or above (33.6 % in Germany and 42.9% in
Turkey)’ with 25% (28.2% in Germany, 22.3% in Turkey) with no education or primary education
and finally 36% (38.2% in Germany, 34.8% in Turkey) who had reached secondary school. Access
to slightly more respondents with a University education may have been due to the network
approach of the sampling methodology meaning that the most similar type of respondent will have
the highest access, making the sample no representative in terms of education. We see from
German national statistics that this % of Syrian refugees with a University degree is estimated
lower at in the national data with only 23% of Syrian Asylum seekers stated to have a University
degree or equivalent (Konle-Seidl 2018:17).

The sample reflects the differences between the average income in Turkey and Germany™. As we
can see in the table, on one hand only 0.8% of respondents in Germany reported that their income
is less than 300 Euro while in Turkey, 42% of respondents reported this level of income.
Conversely, 45.3% of respondents in Germany reported that their income is higher than 1000

30 According to a study in 2016, the average cost for Syrian refugees to arrive Germany was 5,556 Euro (Briicker
2016) http://doku.iab.de/kurzber/2016/kb2416.pdf

31 An annual statistics summary from BAMF on asylum seekers shows that these findings on marriage, age and
education ate representative. See (Schmidt 2018; Rich 2016; Neske 2017).

32 For ease, the nominal value of income is used to measure average income in both countries not purchasing power
parity.
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Euro a month™ while only 0.9% of respondents in Turkey reported that their income is higher
than 1000 Euro a month. This shows the disparity between the two host countries in terms of
social benefits and ease of finding informal employment, although the difference in exchange rate
and costs of living should also be taken into consideration. At the time of this survey 1 Euro was
equal to 7.3 Turkish Lira. National statistics estimate the average per capita income for Syrian
refugees in Turkey at approximately 302 Euro per month with 42% of the survey respondents
falling in this category (Trading Economic, 2018). In Germany, the average household net
disposable income per capita is 2471 Euro (OECD better life index, 2018).*

Respondents were asked to classify themselves before the war as rich, poor, or not poor and not
rich. In Germany, 80% of the sample reported themselves as not poor and not rich with 7.5%
reported themselves as poor, 12.5% reported themselves as rich, around. In Turkey, 9% of the
sample reported themselves as poor and 72% reported themselves as not poor and not rich and
around 19% reported themselves as rich. It may be that the level of people fitting into the poor
classification is underestimated as generally, it is not common for Syrian people to openly identify
themselves as being poor. On average, 22% of respondents reported that they lost a family
member in the war 33.1% do not have any assets in Syria.

84.3% of respondents in Germany are unemployed compared with 48% in Turkey which is logical
bearing in mind that in Germany refugees can only work under certain conditions (including
passing a German language test) and depend mostly on social benefits whereas the informal labour
market in Turkey is much larger than in Germany with Syrians also working in professional jobs
(mostly NGOs). In relation to the legal status of respondents in Germany, the majority (80%) have
the status of refugee, temporary protection (10%), asylum status (5.6%) and a work permit (3.4
%,). In Turkey, the majority have a temporary protection card (10 %), work permits and some have
the Turkish nationality (9.7%). 78% of respondents in Germany reported that they have an average
ot good level of proficiency in German with 22% reporting little or no ability. This high percentage
could be related to the need to speak German to be able to work but also in order to get permanent
residency or nationality. In Turkey, only 66% of respondents reported average or good proficiency
of Turkish which could be due to the high number of Syrians in Turkey which has created a type
of closed economy negating the need to learn Turkish. As well as the lack of requirement for
Turkish proficiency with regard to Turkish residency or nationality.

19.5% of respondents reported not feeling welcome in Germany, 9.5 % stated they did not want
to answer (and were therefore grouped in analysis with the former response) compared to 17%
reporting not feeling welcomed in Turkey with 7.14% refusing to respond. However, the majority
of respondents (80.5% in Germany and 83 % in Turkey) of respondents feel welcomed.”

33 Including rent paid by the German Government.

3+ The average household adjusted net of disposable income per capita is 33,652 Euro per year. It was converted
from dollar to Euro and divided by 12.

3 Many variables were assessed in the survey but only a restricted set showed significance in analysis. Therefore,
some variables were excluded as they do not have influence on the results. For brevity, not all findings are discussed
here.
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Appendix 8: Materials used in the experiment on the influence of
information

Link for the video include negative information

http:/ /www.aljazeera.net/news/reportsandinterviews/2018/8/3 /-3 sall-cae ) -l by ) gus- 1Y

el

The leaflet represents positive information

Financial support in case of voluntary repatriation

In the past there has been support for the return of refugees from different countries when their
countries became safe, including money, travel and settlement.

If you would like to return, there could be similar programs in the future for Syrians who are
willing to return voluntarily when the war in Syria ends.

If you are interested in getting more information, you should check the website for answers to
your questions or call the phone number.

For more information:

+49 911 943-0

https://www.returningfromgermany.de/en

Settlement of the conditions of those people wishing to return

Syrian embassies in Berlin and other countries are ready to settle the situation of Syrian refugees
wishing to return, regardless the reason of the asylum.

Turkey pledges reconstruction

Media reports reveal the readiness of Turkey and international organizations to develop and set
up plans and projects for the reconstruction of Syria after ending the war. Such as building
universities, schools and infrastructure such as electricity, water and roads.

The European Commission is ready to support the reconstruction of Syria

A document attached to the proposals by the European Commission said that one of the steps
that Brussels city could take was to mobilize funding to support reconstruction efforts, including
assistance in security, demining and ceasefire control.

The EU Federica Mogherini spokeswoman said that the EU had already raised approximately 9.4
billion euros, including approximately 1 billion euros spent on humanitarian missions inside
Syria.

According to the document, the EU can help restore basic services of water, health and
education, to demonstrate peace advantages.

The document added that “The EU can support the drafting of a new constitution and

organization special elections by supporting elections management and make an EU electoral
mission.”
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Appendix 9: Quotes from respondents

Quotes on the analysis of ‘Return One day’

As long as the current Government remains in Syria respondents do not believe the situation will
improve and they will not return.

“Syria did not give me anything. In my youth I did not see any respect to human beings from The Regime. . .
My parents and my husband are with me in Turkey. Nothing ties me with Syria.” (A 22 year old woman in
Turkey).

“T do not trust the situation in Syria will be any better. Our area was taken by Iranians and Hezb
Allah.”® We have nowhere to return to.” (A 47 year old man in Germany).

An indication as to how poor education and opportunities are in general in Syria, even before the
war.

“T started to establish my children’s education here... (in Turkey)... I have no house, no work in Syria.
I cannot provide a good life for my children there.” (A 28 year old woman in Turkey).

“The problem is the absence of security in Syria because of the regime and militia affiliated with it. I took
my children to Jordan and then brought them to Germany to protect them and to get them a better future. 1t is not
Sor me.” (A 45 year old man in Germany).

Quotes on the influence of socio-economic characteristics on ‘Return One day’
Gender

An interesting reason mentioned by some female respondents interviewed in Turkey was related
to increased social freedom after coming to Turkey.

“In Turkey I can decide independently about my life compared to in Syria. I can bring up my children in
the way that I want, not in the way my mother or nzy mother in law wants. And they ... (the mother and mother
in law)...are less strict with me... (in terms of traditional customs and rules). .. Traditions are how dead people
control those who are alive.” (A married 27-year-old woman in Turkey).

We can speculate on a number of reasons for the above, for example, that some traditions are
followed in Syria as a result of community pressure to conform or to maintain certain community
petceptions which ate diluted when leaving the home country and/or the extended family setting.
Perhaps also the absence of older relatives in Turkey allows for rejections of some traditional
customs. In addition, after moving to Turkey many older Syrian refugees lost their status as head
of the family due to a weak economic position and became more dependent on the younger
generation who are more able to adapt and engage economically in Turkey. A recent study in
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Turkey found that the majority of female Syrian refugees in Turkey fall in the age group of 18-24,
are those who least want to return to Syria. (Erdogan 2017:39).

Wealth classification

Respondents classifying themselves as rich reported that they do not want to return due to safety
and security, lack of stability, political situation (Assad regime), lack of political freedom, and the
future of their children.

“Vam a trader. I make more money in other countries compared to Syria.” (A 27-year-old man in Turkey).

Influence of contextual factors

Reflection insights about why refugees stated not wanting to return can be interpreted from the
below quotation.

“Uf I wanted to return 1 would not have sold my house, which was all that 1 had in Syria, in order to
come ... (to Germany)... The problem is not only about the war ending. There are other matters negatively
influencing whether I want to return, crime, the future of my children. The most important is to live without feeling
that you are owned by a Government or by anybody.” (A 32 year old man in Germany).

When consulting the data it is clear that the intention to return is according to certain conditions
including presence of safety and security and the removal of Bashar Al Assad and his Regime.

“I do not want to return becanse of the Assad Regime. 1 was arrested, my brother died under torture.
How can I go back as long as the regime still exists there?” (A 28-year-old man in Germany).

Political and security variables are interlinked, particularly in the context of armed conflict.

“We want a free Syria in which we live a safe and dignified life and have the full freedoms that the people
deserve, withont the regime of Bashar Assad and his intelligence gangs.” (A 35-year-old man in Turkey).

The complexity of the returning decision means that it is not significantly influenced at the macro
level but instead is nuanced according to the micro factors at the individual level. This idea is
echoed several times in the interviews for example in the below quotation.

“T will not return unless the regime of Assad falls and dismantles all armed groups and improve the health
care and education situation.” (A 23 year old man in Turkey),

For others, the removal of Al Assad’s Governments enough to rethink about returning.
“Because 1 want to return only in the event of the fall of the regime which means if the war ends but the

regime does not fall, I do not want to return.” (A 32 year old female in Turkey).

Whether the lack of freedom of speech was a key factor in their decision to leave or not seems to
be irrelevant as refugees in exile now have a new situation where they are able to value this factor
and develop new aspirations and motivation (Omata 2013; Van Hear 2003:7).

“If Syria is safe or not I do not want to return. 1 lost years of my life and do not have a future. If was
Sorced to return I will go to Lebanon not to Syria as it is better for me. But if it is up to me 1 will stay here to

58



continue what 1 already started. I will finish my studying and get University degree in Germany.” (A 27 year old

man in Germany).

The analysis in this research also demonstrates that the value shown to reconstruction in the home
country also depend on the host country level of development. New aspirations evolve, complex
to the level that refugees themselves cannot identify what and how. This was, to some extent,
captured through respondent elaboration on their interview answers.

Simply, 1 felt my value as human being in this community ... (Germany...) much more than where I
am coming from, home. I respect this host country very much and appreciate their respect.” (41 years old male in
Germany).

One male respondent explained that if he were in Syria, even before the war, he would not be
able to afford to secure things for his children as he can in Germany.

“There is someone to help me to build their future. This forces me to stay and not think to return,
whatever he 1 will be offered.” (A42 year old man in Germany).

It is important to mention that there is a category of Syrian refugees of 20% who do not mind
returning under certain conditions, which specifically relate to the removal of Bashar Al Assad as
President, the initiation of democratic political processes and the start of reconstruction programs
including infrastructure and job opportunities.

“I¢ is not about money. 1 will not return until the war finishes completely and safety and security returns

as it was. That includes having a civil, independent state. These are things that are not going to happen in the coming
years.” A 25-year-old man in Germany.
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Appendix 10: Limitations

Although substantial clear and useful findings were generated by this research, which are found to
be mostly in line with the literature, there are some limitations that deserve to be mentioned.

Due to time and cost restrictions and to the size of the refugee populations in Turkey and
Germany, a limit had to be set at 250 interviews per country. In order to overcome the limitations
of relying on quantitative data, limited information from in-depth conversations was considered
in analysis (limited due to time and cost restrictions).

Lack of access to significant numbers of female respondents, particularly in Germany has an
influence on the ability of this research to consider the influence gender differences related to
intention to return. In addition, the strategy of targeting the head of household as respondent
results in a lack of understanding of intra household dynamics on returning decision making.
However, this targeting strategy was designed based on a common understanding of the Syrian
family structure and an assumption that these intra-household discussions are included in the head
of household’s perspective.

Interviewing actual returnees could have added validity to this research. However, the lack of
contacts within Government held areas of Syria and the overall difficulty to reach out to returnees
in Syria made it difficult to cross check current results with actual returnee decisions. In spite of
this, the research conducted seems to be in line with similar research findings from other studies
demonstrating a certain level of validity of results.

Understanding the limitations of the applied sampling methodology, which is most commonly
used for qualitative studies, is important however, measures were taken to guarantee the random
selection of respondents (as mentioned in Chapter 5).

This study did not take into account any policies or potential policies from the home country
Government that could encourage or discourage refugees to return based on the significant
distrust between Syrian refugees and the current Government in Syria.

The behavioural experiment was based on using video as an impactful means of communication.
However, it was not possible to find a video with positive content on the situation in Syria making
it necessary to develop a leaflet with positive information. This leaflet was less impactful than the
video and caused a negative reaction from the respondents indicating a lack of trust regarding
positive information about Syria (particularly in relation to return).

Data collection challenges included the sensitive nature of the topic with some respondents afraid
to declare any information which could be used against them, over utilizing the ‘prefer not to
answer’ option. Enumerator turnover was challenging in terms of maintaining the momentum of
the data collection as well as having to provide continuous training on the survey. The timing of
survey was not ideal being at the time of the Eid festival, making it more difficult to identify both
enumerators and respondents.
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Appendix 11: Full empirical analysis

Turkey 0 ) ©) @ 6)
Return one day (R)
Aleppo -0.233** -0.216** -0.175* -0.195* -0.180*
(0.087) (0.089) (0.091) (0.084) (0.102)
Rural Damascus -0.254** -0.171 -0.154 -0.306* -0.102
(0.097) (0.104) (0.110) (0.097) (0.110)
Deir Ezzor & Al Raqqa -0.094 -0.104 -0.087 -0.084 -0.025
(0.091) (0.097) (0.101) (0.0854) (0.108)
Hama -0.220* -0.192 -0.229* -0.193* -0.116
(0.114) (0.117) (0.121) (0.111) (0.128)
Homs -0.161 -0.125 -0.124 -0.155 -0.094
(0.113) (0.121) (0.125) (0.1006) (0.129)
Idleb -0.103 -0.150 -0.139 -0.086 -0.033
(0.097) (0.102) (0.106) (0.093) (0.115)
Alhaskah -0.037 -0.016 -0.00815 0.00454 -0.0154
(0.142) (0.139) (0.137) (0.1206) (0.132)
Latakia -0.150 -0.139 -0.161 -0.104 -0.0248
(0.188) (0.198) (0.204) (0.175) (0.217)
Daraa -0.391 -0.461 -0.356 -0.399 -0.353
(0.301) (0.301) (0.306) (0.270) (0.319)
Istanbul 0 0.132 0 -0.0543 -0.0711
) (0.0921) () (0.0984) (0.0980)
Gaziantep 0.0586 0.238"* 0.0363 -0.0885 0.0156
(0.0770) (0.0911) (0.0759) (0.0907) (0.0858)
_Sanli Urfa -0.150* 0 -0.192** -0.251* -0.227*
(0.0893) 0 (0.0970) (0.0968) (0.108)
Hatay 0.0587 0.234* 0.0503 0 0
(0.0997) (0.106) (0.0978) () 0
Refuge duration (Month) -0.00187 -0.00124 -0.000539 -0.00185 -0.000970
(0.00163) (0.00163) (0.00173) (0.00161) (0.00154)
Male 0.139* 0.144* 0.115* 0.162"* 0.133*
(0.0630) (0.0593) (0.0600) (0.0611) (0.0615)
Age -0.000385 -0.00395 -0.00247++ -0.0000338 -0.00194
(0.00275) (0.00291) (0.00298) (0.00266) (0.00277)
Family presence 0.101+ 0.0939++ 0.0778++ 0.131* 0.101+++
(0.0652) (0.0673) (0.0664) (0.0635) (0.0630)
Marital status divorce/widowed -0.198 -0.157 -0.200 -0.119 -0.167
(0.176) (0.151) (0.164) (0.151) (0.160)
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Marital status single -0.00237 -0.0406

(0.0665) (0.0649)
Education secondary/vocational -0.0692++ -0.0703
(0.0655) (0.0637)
University and above -0.144* -0.115"
(0.0678) (0.0644)
Poor 0.275* 0.284**
(0.0935) (0.0915)
Not poor not rich 0.148™ 0.144™
(0.0711) (0.0671)
Income average in turkey -0.0857+++ -0.0778*
(0.0513) (0.0528)
Treatment negative -0.0682" -0.0873+++
(0.0582) (0.0568)
Treatment positive -0.0257 -0.0543
(0.0575) (0.0559)
No assets in SYR -0.238" -0.243*
(0.0596) (0.0587)
Income from formal work 0.0418
(0.0914)
Income from informal work 0.208"
(0.0802)
Government benefits -0.0491
(0.0576)

Not Feel welcomed

Language

Legal status Work permit

Legal status Nationality

Lose family member in war

Detention threat

crime

Armed group
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-0.00242
(0.0657)

-0.0769
(0.0660)

-0.129*
(0.0694)

0.305"
(0.0952)

0.155™
(0.0682)

-0.118™
(0.0540)

0.0874+++
(0.0576)

-0.0616
(0.0573)

-0.250"
(0.0613)

-0.146™
(0.0701)

0.0648
(0.0594)

0.0418
(0.0927)

0.0244
(0.0945)

0.00463
(0.0612)

-0.0337
(0.0645)

0.0512
(0.0623)

-0.177
(0.0684)

0.196™
(0.0894)

0.0912++
(0.0660)

0.0261
(0.0569)

-0.00233
(0.0577)

0.0392
(0.0650)

-0.104*
(0.0551)

0.0910+++
(0.0571)

-0.00488
(0.0643)

-0.0659
(0.0637)

-0.158"
(0.0658)

0.296"*
(0.0921)

0.151*
(0.0689)

-0.0516
(0.0572)

-0.00650
(0.0557)



Political parties

-0.0875

(0.0960)
Freedom speech 0.00924
(0.124)
Freedom to elect 0.259*
(0.156)
Bashar Assad not president 0.103
(0.0595)
Job opportunities 0.0125
(0.0607)
House in Syria 0.159*
(0.0567)
Water electricity 0.145™
(0.0710)
Health service -0.0517
(0.0649)
schooling 0.0410
(0.0789)
Legal services 0.0179
(0.0618)
Social forum -0.0493
(0.0543)
Family inside SYR -0.0000753
(0.0542)
_cons 0.838"* 0.727** 0.996"* 0.879" 0.707*
(0.161) (0.208) (0.187) (0.187) (0.206)
N 324 324 318 332 332
R2 0.126 0.200 0.201 0.187 0.172
Standatd errors in parentheses
*p<0.10," p<0.05," p<0.01 *+*P<020 +*+P<0.15
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Germany ) ) ©) @ B
Return one day (R)
Aleppo 0.0600 0.0656 0.0516 0.0880 0.0591
(0.0932) (0.0937) (0.0931) (0.0999) (0.0988)
Rural Damascus -0.149 -0.0275 -0.174 -0.115 -0.149
(0.123) (0.122) (0.121) (0.128) (0.122)
Deir Ezzor & Al Raqqa -0.177 -0.183 -0.241 -0.160 -0.155
(0.143) (0.141) (0.152) (0.153) (0.156)
Hama 0.131 0.121 0.135 0.193 -0.0444
(0.1406) (0.156) (0.151) (0.160) (0.155)
Homs -0.0746 -0.0650 -0.0901 -0.0598 -0.0918
(0.138) (0.138) (0.136) (0.142) (0.132)
Idleb 0.00486 0.00432 -0.0561 0.00783 0.00263
(0.1406) (0.144) (0.155) (0.149) (0.142)
Alhaskah -0.00824 0.0245 0.0158 0.0887 -0.00248
(0.109) (0.104) (0.111) (0.117) (0.127)
Latakia 0.386 0.372 0.440* 0.446 0.202
(0.259) (0.267) (0.248) (0.276) (0.231)
Daraa -0.0864 -0.0746 -0.138 -0.0331 -0.120
(0.193) (0.191) (0.190) (0.199) (0.2006)
Essen 0.189* 0.177* 0.158* 0.160 0.129
(0.0872) (0.0845) (0.0920) (0.100) (0.104)
Cities around Essen 0.130 0.0367 0.120 0.121 0.142
(0.1406) (0.171) (0.159) (0.150) (0.148)
Refuge duration (Month) 0.00468 0.00473 0.00534 0.00327 0.00521
(0.00351) (0.00354) (0.00347) (0.00384) (0.00337)
Male -0.249* -0.254* -0.279* -0.241* -0.175+++
(0.111) (0.113) (0.121) (0.111) (0.118)
Age 0.00755+++ 0.00592 0.00791+++ 0.00916* 0.00479
(0.00515) (0.00495) (0.00519) (0.00527) (0.00558)
Family presence -0.216™ -0.187* -0.239* -0.215* -0.204*
(0.0862) (0.0882) (0.0873) (0.0885) (0.0876)
Marital status divorce/widowed -0.168 -0.188 -0.224 -0.109 -0.183
(0.232) (0.224) (0.233) (0.238) (0.234)
Marital status single -0.180* -0.188* -0.179* -0.214* -0.167*
(0.0900) (0.0930) (0.0943) (0.0963) (0.0978)
Education secondary/vocational -0.0432 -0.0542 0.0346 -0.0662 -0.0741
(0.0869) (0.0860) (0.0910) (0.0899) (0.0858)
University and above 0.163" 0.181* 0.221™ 0.0964 0.126*
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Poor

Not poor not rich

Income average in Germany

No assets in SYR

Treatment negative

Treatment positive

Income from formal work

Income from informal work

Government benefits

Not Feel welcomed

Language

Refugees legal status

Asylum legal status

Lose family member in war

Detention threat

crime

Armed group

Political parties

Freedom speech

(0.0926)

0.151
(0.149)

-0.0480
(0.109)

-0.0404
(0.0781)

0.162*
(0.0801)

0.00611
(0.0761)

-0.0138
(0.0765)

(0.0897)

0.165
(0.141)

-0.0460
(0.108)

0.00883
(0.0787)

0.125+++
(0.0800)

0.0509
(0.0758)

0.0137
(0.0766)

-0.429"
(0.103)

0.0335
(0.137)

0.537+
(0.153)
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(0.0965)

0.128
(0.150)

-0.0580
(0.107)

-0.0553
(0.0811)

0149
(0.0817)

-0.00536
0.0773)

-0.0283
(0.0763)

-0.103
(0.0800)

0.167*
(0.0912)

0.0129
(0.0908)

0.107
(0.140)

0.148°
(0.0831)

(0.0986)

0.0556
(0.156)

0.0824
(0.108)

-0.0498
0.0792)

0.00451
(0.0767)

0.0111
(0.0786)

-0.00749
(0.114)

0.102
(0.123)

-0.0839
(0.0995)

-0.0193
(0.121)

0.344™
(0.153)

(0.0960)

0.0850
(0.144)

-0.0872
(0.101)

-0.0113
(0.0814)

0.00296
(0.0750)

-0.0128
(0.0764)



Freedom to elect -0.140
(0.158)
Bashar Assad not president 0.0482
(0.0746)
Job opportunities -0.240™
(0.0946)
House in Syria 0.182"
(0.0734)
Water electricity 0.0837
(0.118)
Health service 0.109
(0.127)
schooling 0.00840
(0.123)
Legal services 0.0714
(0.0965)
Social forum -0.0628
(0.0808)
Family inside SYR 0.231
(0.0752)
_cons 0.547* 1.071* 0.675* 0.483* 0.354
(0.2506) (0.307) (0.285) (0.278) (0.261)
N 234 234 233 234 234
R2 0.236 0.280 0.262 0.239 0.312
Standatd errors in patentheses
*p<0.10,"p <005 p<001 *+P<020 ++*P<0.15
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Turkey M @ ) @ G
Return Safe (RS)
Aleppo 0.005 0.036 0.011 0.032 -0.052
(0.145) (0.148) (0.151) (0.153) (0.163)
Rural Damascus -0.312* -0.209 -0.178 -0.381* -0.246
(0.156) (0.170) (0.176) (0.171) (0.181)
Deir Ezzor & Al Raqqa 0.172 0.186 0.161 0.175 0.080
(0.151) (0.154) (0.161) (0.160) (0.176)
Hama 0.007 0.055 -0.001 0.013 -0.057
(0.166) (0.165) 0.171) (0.169) (0.182)
Homs 0.046 0.075 0.062 0.032 -0.051
(0.172) (0.179) (0.185) (0.180) (0.190)
Idleb 0.127 0.112 0.058 0.138 0.068
(0.148) (0.155) (0.156) (0.158) (0.179)
Alhaskah 0.176 0.201 0.187 0.288" 0.127
(0.179) (0.183) (0.172) (0.174) (0.184)
Latakia 0.113 0.139 0.043 0.097 0.043
(0.210) (0.202) (0.222) (0.213) (0.233)
Daraa -0.670" -0.692 -0.666" -0.665™ -0.715"
(0.161) (0.165) (0.167) (0.168) 0.172)
0 -0.129 -0.167* -0.137 -0.014
Istanbul ) (0.097) (0.090) (0.106) (0.102)
-0.0368 -0.125 -0.181* -0.184* 0.0183
Gaziantep (0.0887) (0.0965) (0.0889) (0.0993) (0.114)
-0.043 -0.177 -0.190 -0.184 0
_Sanli Urfa (0.100) (0.120) (0.122) (0.117) ©
0.096 0 0 0 0.224
Hatay (0.098) ) () ) 0.121)
-0.003 -0.002 -0.002 -0.003* -0.002
Refuge duration (Month) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
0.0375 0.042 0.002 0.057 0.0436
Male (0.073) (0.073) (0.075) (0.071) 0.072)
0.005 0.002 0.003 0.005+++ 0.002
Age (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
-0.123* -0.142" -0.193" -0.0953+++ -0.139*
Family presence (0.0640) (0.0670) (0.0667) (0.0647) (0.0675)
-0.155 -0.179 -0.101 -0.178 -0.140
Marital status (0.201) (0.189) (0.183) (0.197) (0.190)
divorce/widowed
0.020 -0.008 -0.004 -0.024 -0.004
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Marital status single (0.080)

-0.046
Education (0.072)
secondary/vocational
-0.200"
University and above (0.077)
0.296
Poor (0.119)
0.191*
Not poor not rich (0.079)
0.046
Income average in turkey (0.063)
-0.138*
Treatment negative (0.065)
-0.022
Treatment positive (0.070)
-0.189*
No assets in SYR (0.074)

Income from formal work

Income from informal work

Government benefits

Not Feel welcomed

Language

Legal status Work permit

Legal status Nationality

Lose family member in war

Detention threat

crime
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(0.080)
-0.066
(0.073)

-0.206"

(0.077)

0.276™
(0.122)

0.178"
(0.079)

-0.023
(0.065)

0.157*
(0.064)

-0.040
(0.069)

0.191*
(0.074)

0.108
(0.098)

0.098
(0.092)

0.003
(0.068)

(0.083)
-0.076
0.071)

-0.193*

0.077)

0.281*
(0.117)

0.180"
(0.079)

0.027
(0.069)

0.143*
(0.063)

-0.023
(0.0710)

0167
0.073)

0.166*
0.075)

0.084
(0.073)

-0.050
0.111)

-0.159+++
0.111)

0.105+++
(0.067)

(0.079)

-0.020

(0.072)
-0.218"

(0.082)

0.226*
(0.126)

0.151°
(0.079)

0.115*
(0.062)

-0.016
(0.070)

0.084
(0.074)

-0.062
(0.063)

-0.020

(0.081)

-0.070

(0.069)
0212

(0.077)

0314
(0.116)

0.189"
(0.075)

0.130"
(0.065)

-0.025
(0.069)



Armed group (0.064)
-0.110
Political parties (0.101)
-0.402"
Freedom speech (0.093)
0.425"
Freedom to elect (0.105)
0.096++
Bashar Assad not president (0.072)
0.057
Job opportunities (0.070)
0.138"
House in Syria (0.0606)
0.006
Water electricity (0.086)
-0.160™
Health service (0.080)
-0.117
schooling (0.089)
0.118"
Legal services (0.070)
-0.074
Social forum (0.060)
0.101+++
Family inside (0.061)
SYR
_cons 0.623 0.843" 0.969" 0.7217 0.603"
(0.205) (0.251) (0.249) (0.249) (0.255)
N 285 285 279 289 289
R2 0.239 0.264 0.296 0.291 0.290
Standatd errors in patentheses
*p<0.10,"p <005 p<001 *+P<020 ++*P<0.15
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Germany %) ) ©) @ )
Return Safe (RS)
Aleppo 0.097 0.088 0.129 0.054 0.130
(0.099) (0.099) (0.097) (0.101) (0.105)
Rural Damascus 0.016 0.048 0.037 0.023 0.043
(0.099) (0.103) (0.097) (0.107) (0.107)
Deir Ezzor & Al Raqqa 0.215 0.203 0.197 0.228 0.251
(0.155) (0.154) (0.160) (0.155) (0.169)
Hama -0.227* -0.215* -0.180* -0.211* -0.288*
(0.0929) (0.0949) (0.102) (0.0891) (0.113)
Homs 0.017 0.019 0.052 0.006 0.041
(0.105) (0.104) (0.0995) (0.105) 0.111)
Idleb -0.080 -0.087 -0.093 -0.108 -0.048
(0.105) (0.0940) (0.103) (0.103) (0.113)
Alhaskah -0.030 -0.036 0.007 -0.007 0.020
(0.108) (0.112) (0.106) (0.126) (0.128)
Latakia -0.003 0.006 0.116 0.019 -0.027
(0.174) (0.179) (0.189) (0.185) (0.192)
Daraa -0.175 -0.180 -0.152 -0.170 -0.133
(0.146) (0.152) (0.134) (0.141) (0.145)
Essen 0.200* 0.197* 0.140 0.142 0.189
(0.088) (0.0806) (0.097) (0.092) (0.115)
Cities around Essen 0.143 0.080 0.073 0.219 0.182
(0.136) (0.140) (0.140) (0.157) (0.159)
Refuge duration (Month) -0.005 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 -0.005
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Male 0.0923 0.0794 0.0397 0.104 0.125
(0.174) (0.177) (0.168) (0.178) 0.177)
Age -0.002 -0.002 -0.001 0.002 -0.002
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006)
Family presence -0.155+++ -0.156+++ -0.173" -0.098 -0.129
(0.101) (0.103) (0.104) (0.100) (0.106)
Marital status divorce/widowed 0.258 0.259 0.157 0.348 0.284
(0.218) (0.2206) (0.193) (0.253) (0.215)
Marital status single 0.151 0.144 0.141 0.128 0.143
(0.102) (0.104) (0.102) (0.100) (0.107)
Education secondary/vocational -0.121* -0.135* -0.0855 -0.142* -0.126*
(0.073) (0.076) (0.075) (0.077) (0.075)
University and above -0.081 -0.070 -0.0402 -0.103 -0.146
(0.0990) (0.0968) (0.0948) (0.0990) (0.106)
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Poor -0.246™

(0.122)
Not poor not rich -0.123
(0.108)
Income average in Germany 0.009
(0.070)
No assets in SYR -0.208™
(0.0787)
Treatment negative 0.037
(0.068)
Treatment positive 0.074
(0.068)

Income from formal work

Income from informal work

Government benefits

Not Feel welcomed

Language

Refugees legal status

Asylum legal status

Lose family member in war

Detention threat

crime

Armed group

Political parties

Freedom speech

Freedom to elect
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-0.225°
(0.120)

0.113
(0.107)

0.021
(0.073)

0.214*
(0.0821)

0.060
(0.067)

0.081
(0.070)

0.101
(0.087)

0.151
(0.137)

0.227+++
(0.152)

-0.260"
(0.123)

0.137
(0.109)

-0.029
(0.066)

-0.184*
(0.0802)

0.031
(0.066)

0.070
(0.070)

0.078
(0.095)

0.107
0.078)

0.011
(0.088)

-0.084
(0.148)

0.146*
(0.081)

-0.338"
(0.126)

0.164+++
(0.108)

-0.013
(0.067)

0.0274
(0.069)

0.083
(0.071)

-0.082
(0.110)

-0.026
(0.122)

-0.081
(0.088)

-0.126
(0.145)

-0.037
(0.182)

0.095
(0.182)

-0.278"
(0.120)

0.141++
(0.106)

0.004
(0.071)

0.014
(0.073)

0.057
(0.073)



Bashar Assad not president 0.196™

(0.069)

Job opportunities -0.020
(0.099)
House in Syria 0.158"
(0.081)

Water electricity 0.118
(0.131)
Health service -0.188
(0.120)

schooling 0.086
(0.122)

Legal services 0.087
(0.096)

Social forum 0.028
(0.101)

Family inside SYR 0.052
0.077)

_cons 0.570* 0.780* 0.590* 0.399 0.321
(0.313) (0.364) (0.329) (0.312) (0.299)

N 202 202 201 202 202
R2 0.213 0.226 0.259 0.239 0.220

Standatd errors in parentheses
*p<0.10,"p <005 p<001 *+P<020 ++P<0.15
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Appendix 12: Survey questionnaire (translated from Arabic)

g;;:“on Kobo Coding Survey Questions With Choices: English
Group Group Consent
Introduction: This survey is an anonymous survey. Your individual responses
will not be shared with any entities. The survey team are volunteers for
Erasmus University Rotterdam for Master degree purposes. We do not
represent any Governmental or any political party. We are studying whether
people are thinking to stay in the host country or to return to Syria and what
their key priorities are in this situation. You were selected by chance to be
Note Note interviewed for this questionnaire. The information you provide will be used
to better understand the priorities of Syrian people living in host countries
and to attempt to inform future policies on and programs for refugees. We
assure you that whatever information you provide in this questionnaire will
be kept confidential. The survey will last approximately 35 minutes and you
are free to stop the interview at any time. You are also free to decline to
participate.
* Confirm willingness to answer questions
* Confirm confidentiality of interview
Select One e o * Stress that interview is not to persuade people to return
agree_dont * Stress that interview and research will not have any influence on their legal
status in the host country
Choices 1 Agree
Choices 0 Don’t agree
Select One select_one Would you like to help us with this research and participate in the survey?
agree_dont
Choices 1 Agree
Choices 0 Don’t agree
Select One el Country
Survey_Country
Choices 177 Turkey
Choices 65 Germany
Group Group General_questions
Date date Date of interview
Select One el oac Location of interview
Survey_Country
Choices Number Select location
Select One el oac Enumerator
en_Country_
Choices Number Select researcher
Group Group Demographics
Select One select_one Yes_No Are you the head of household?
Choices 1 Yes
Choices 0 No
integer integer How old are you in years?
Select One | select_one Gender Sex (enumerator to observe)
Choices 1 Male
Choices 0 Female
Select One | select_one ethnicity | What is your ethnicity?
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Choices 0 Arab

Choices 1 Kurd

Choices 2 Turkman

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify

Select One | select_one religion What is your religion?

Choices 0 Muslim

Choices 1 Christian

Choices 2 Yazidi

Choices 3 Duriz

Choices 4 Ismali

Choices 5 Agnostic

Choices 6 Atheist

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify

Select One | select_one marital What is your marital status?

Choices 0 Martied

Choices 1 Single

Choices 2 Divorced

Choices 3 Widowed

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Select One sele.ct_o.ne What is the nationality of your spouse?
nationality_spouse

Choices 0 Syrian

Choices 1 German

Choices 2 Turkish

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify

integer integer How many household members lived with you in Sytia before you left?

Select One | select_one Edu What is your highest completed level of education?

Choices 0 None

Choices 1 Primary school

Choices 2 Secondary school

Choices 3 Vocational education

Choices 4 Undergraduate university

Choices 5 Master

Choices 6 PHD

Select One | select_one economic | How would you rate your economic situation in Syria before the war started?

Choices 1 Very poor

Choices 2 Poor

Choices 3 Not poort, not rich

Choices 4 Rich

Choices 5 Very rich

Select One select_one lang To what extent do you speak the native language of this country?

Choices 0 Not at all

Choices 1 Poor
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Choices 2 Average
Choices 3 Good
Choices 4 Excellent
Group Group Movement_and_Status
Note note Wherte is your home location in Syria?
Select One select_one Governorate
Governorate
Choices Governorate List of Governorates
Select One | select_one District District
Choices Districts List of District
Select One select‘_oTle Sub district
Subdistrict
Choices Subdistrict List of Sub district
date date Which month and year did you arrive in this country?
Select One | select_one Yes_No Before coming here, did you live in any other country after you left Syria?
Choices 1 Yes
Choices 0 No
Select One | select_one countries | If yes, which country?
Choices countries List of countries
integer integer If yes, how long did you live there (in months)
Select One :Z‘Ee_::l)jjving How did you reach the country you are living in now?
Choices 0 Legally to turkey without visa
Choices 1 Official visa
Choices 2 UN relocation program
Choices 3 Oversea migration (Illegal migration)
Choices 4 Overland migration (Illegal migration)
Choices 5 Family reunification
Choices 98 Other
Choices 100 Do not want to answer
Text text Other, please specify
Text text Why do you not want to answer?
integer integer How long did you travel to artive in this country (in days)?
integer integer How much did you pay to arrive here in this country?
Select One | select_one Yes_No Do you have members of your family with you here?
Choices 1 Yes
Choices 0 No
Choices 100 Do not want to answer
ls\/illel:i;le Zi;cl;__r\r::tl}tf;eou How many people from your family are living in this country?
Choices 0 Spouse
Choices 1 Dependent children
Choices 2 Grown-up children
Choices 3 Parents
Choices 4 Other dependent relatives
Choices 100 Do not want to answer
Choices 5 Other relatives
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integer integer How many spouses?

integer integer How many dependent children?

integer integer How many adult children?

integer integer How many parents?

integer integer How many other dependent relatives?

integer integer How many other relatives?

— o How many of your family members previously mentioned are living with you

now?
Select One | select_one Yes. No Do ym‘l have direct fanﬁly mem?ers ‘(spouse or children) living in other
countries who want to join you in this country?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Select One select_o.ne. If yes, to what extent is it likely that they will be able to join you in the near
extent_living future?

Choices 0 Very likely

Choices 1 Likely

Choices 2 Unlikely

Choices 3 Very unlikely

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Choices 99 Don't know

Select One select_one Did you lose any member of your family who was living with you in Syria
Yes_No_NT_Say duting the war?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text enumerator Notes

Text text Why do you not want to answer?

Select One select_one Did you lose any member of your family who was living with you while you
Yes_No_NT_Say were in transit to the host country?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Text text enumerator Notes

Select One IS:;ZE;;:; What is your current legal status in this country?

Text text Other, please specify

Text text Why do you not want to answer?

ls\/ilj':itple z:zz:::rcl:)lillztprl;_tr Why did you chose to come to this country?

Choices 1 Work opportunities

Choices 2 Relatives/friend present in host country

Choices 3 Chance to change nationality

Choices 4 Provision of assistance package

Choices 5 Because it has a border with Syria

Choices 6 Because Turkey is supporting Syrians

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

IS\ZE;;IC :Zi:r;ﬁg;_gr Why did you chose to come to this country?
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Choices 0 I was forced as it is the country where I gave my finger prints

Choices 1 Work opportunities

Choices 2 Relatives/friend present in host country

Choices 3 Chance to change nationality

Choices 4 Provision of assistance package

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify

Text text Why do you not want to answet?

Group Group Employment_and_Income

Select One select_one What nature of employment did you have in Syria?
employment_type

Choices 1 Employed and working public and privet sectors

Choices 2 self employed

Choices 3 Unemployed

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Select One Ziepcli)_};fnt_type 1 What type of employment did you have in Syria?

Choices 0 High ranked managerial jobs

Choices 1 Professionals

Choices 2 Manual labout - unskilled

Choices 3 Skilled worker ot craft

Choices 4 Skilled agticultural and fisheries

Choices 5 Teacher/education sector

Choices 6 Clerk or administrative job

Choices 7 Armed forces or police

Choices 8 Transportation

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify

Select One :rllijcl;zzznt_typeZ What type of employment did you have in Syria?

Choices 1 Transportation

Choices 2 Skilled jobs but independent

Choices 3 Family farm

Choices 4 Shop owner or skilled craft

Choices 5 Business man trader

Choices 6 Unskilled labour

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify

Select One Z:;Cli)_yzl:nt_type 3 What type of employment did you have in Syria?

Choices 1 Student

Choices 2 Housewife

Choices 3 Retired

Choices 4 Studying German

Choices 5 Looking for a job

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify
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select_one

Select One What nature of employment you have in this country?
employment_type

Choices 1 Employed and working public and privet sectors

Choices 2 self employed

Choices 3 Unemployed

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Select One el o What type of employment do you have in this country?

employment_typel

Choices 0 High ranked managerial jobs

Choices 1 Professionals

Choices 2 Manual labour - unskilled

Choices 3 Skilled worket ot craft

Choices 4 Skilled agticultural and fisheries

Choices 5 Teacher/education sector

Choices 6 Clerk or administrative job

Choices 7 Armed forces or police

Choices 8 Transportation

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify

Select One Ziepcl;ziint_typez What type of employment do you have in this country?

Choices 1 Transportation

Choices 2 Skilled jobs but independent

Choices 3 Family farm

Choices 4 Shop owner or skilled craft

Choices 5 Business man trader

Choices 6 Unskilled labour

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify

Select One :rlliaclz)_y(zzznt_typﬁ What type of employment do you have in this country?

Choices 1 Student

Choices 2 Housewife

Choices 3 Retired

Choices 4 Studying German

Choices 5 Looking for a job

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify

— — Including yot?rself., how many members of your household are in formal
employment in this country?

ls\/illel;;le zzlllsfze_:i:)llfti};rllecome What are your household's sources of income?

Choices 0 Formal work

Choices 1 Informal work

Choices 2 Seasonal work

Choices 3 Governmentbenefits

Choices 4 Remittances

Choices 100 Do not want to answer
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Text text Other, please specify

Select One select_oné What is your current average monthly income from all sources?
monthly_income_tr

Choices 0 Less than 1740 TL

Choices 1 Between 1740- 2900 TL

Choices 2 Between 2900-5800 TL

Choices 3 Between 5800 8700 TL

Choices 4 Between 8700 11600 TL

Choices 5 More than 11600 TL

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Choices 99 I don’t know

Select One select_on? What is your current average monthly income from all sources?
monthly_income_gr

Choices 0 Less than 300 Euro

Choices 1 Between 300 - 500 Euro

Choices 2 Between 500 - 1000 Euros

Choices 3 Between 1000 - 1500 Euros

Choices 4 Between 1500 - 2000 Euros

Choices 5 Mote than 2000 Euros

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Choices 99 I don’t know

Text text Why do you not want to answer?

ls\/iel:i;le Z:ii?gj;i?;; What assets do you have in Syria?

Choices 1 Property

Choices 2 House

Choices 3 Agriculture land

Choices 4 Vehicle

Choices 5 Productive machines

Choices 6 Gold/cash

Choices 7 No assets

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify

ls\/iljz; e ::iigj;i:sfa What assets do you have in this country?

Choices 1 Property

Choices 2 House

Choices 3 Agriculture land

Choices 4 Vehicle

Choices 5 Productive machines

Choices 6 Gold/cash

Choices 7 No assets

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other, please specify

Text text Enumerator_observation

Select One Pl Does your household have any debts owing?

Yes_No_NT_Say
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Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why do you not want to answer?

Select One ;;lee;:__s;lleu e it If yes, what is your overall debt level?

Choices 0 Less than 2900 TL

Choices 1 2900 -11600 TT.

Choices 2 More than 11600 TL

Choices 99 Don’t know

Select One select_one If yes, what is your overall debt level?
Dept_Value_gr

Choices 0 Less than 500 Euro

Choices 1 500 - 2000 Euro

Choices 2 More than 2000 Euro

Choices 99 Don’t know

Text text Why do you not want to answer?

Select One select_one If you are indebted, how much are you spending to repay debt on average
Dept_pay_month_tr | per month?

Choices 0 Nothing

Choices 1 Less than 1740 TL

Choices 2 Between 1740- 2900 TL

Choices 3 2900- 4060 TTL

Choices 4 More than 4060 TT.

Choices 99 Don’t know

Select One select_one If you are indebted, how much are you spending to repay debt on average
Dept_pay_month_gr | per month?

Choices 0 Nothing

Choices 1 Less than 300 Euro

Choices 2 300 - 500 Euro

Choices 3 500 - 700 Euro

Choices 4 More than 700 Euro

Choices 99 Don’t know

Text text Why do you not want to answer?

Matrix What are your main sources of information on the security situation in Syria?

Question Matrix Question Rank the following list from 1 to 10 (10 being the most used soutce and 1

the least).

Matrix select_one A_Z Syrian Governmentnews TV channels

Matrix select_one A_Z Sytian Governmentnews websites

Matrix select_one A_Z International TV news channels

Matrix select_one A_Z International news websites

Matrix select_one A_Z Opposition TV news channels

Matrix select_one A_Z Opposition news websites

Matrix select_one A_Z Host country TV news channels

Matrix select_one A_Z Host country news websites

Matrix select_one A_Z Informal whats app news groups

Matrix select_one A_Z Facebook news pages
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Matrix select_ one A_Z Relatives and friends in Syria
Text text Other, please specify
Select One | select_one Yes_No Do you feel welcome in the country you currently live in?
Choices 1 Yes
Choices 0 No
Choices 100 Do not want to answer
Text text If no, why?
Select One | select_one mot Type of motive
To enumerator - Do you confirm that you have not applied any treatment to
Select One | select_one confirm . v 7 PP ’
this respondent?
Choices 1 Yes I confirm
To enumerator - Do you confirm that you played the video for the
Select One | select_one confirm J .. Y, pay
respondent before continuing the questions?
Choices 1 Yes I confirm
To enumerator — Do you confirm that you have distributed the publication
Select One | select_one confirm to the respondent with an explanation of the publication before continuing
the questions?
Choices 1 Yes I confirm
Group Group Perceptions of returning - Hypothetical
The following questions relate to a hypothetical situation where you may
Note note think about returning to Syria (even if you have not or are not currently
considering it)
Group Group Safety and security conditions
Matrix . . To what extent do you think the following are present in the areas that you
. Matrix Question . . .
Question may hypothetically consider returning to?
. select_one . .
Matrix Active fighting
rate_saftey
. select_one
Matrix Presence of armed groups
rate_saftey
. select_one ..
Matrix Criminality
rate_saftey
. select_one . .
Matrix Threat of kidnapping
rate_saftey
. select_one ]
Matrix Threat of detention
rate_saftey
Matrix .
. 0 High
Choices
Matrix
] 1 Moderate
Choices
Matrix
) 2 Low
Choices
Matrix 3 N .
. ot existin,
Choices J
Text text Other
Matrix . . On a scale of 10, with 1 being the least effect and 10 being the most, to what
. Matrix Question . - .
Question extent do these things have an effect on your willingness to return to Syria?
Matrix select_one A_Z Active fighting
Matrix select_one A_Z Presence of armed groups
Matrix select_one A_Z Criminality
Matrix select_one A_Z Threat of kidnapping
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Matrix select_ one A_Z Threat of detention
Text text Other, please specify
Group Group Economic conditions
Matrix Dt O To what extent do you think the following are present in the areas that you
) atrix Question . . .
Question may hypothetically consider returning to?
. select_one ..
Matrix Job opportunities
rate_saftey
. select_one .
Matrix Secure housing
rate_saftey
. select_one L
Matrix Water, waste management, electricity infrastructure
rate_saftey
. select_one .. .
Matrix Functioning health services
rate_saftey
. select_one .. .
Matrix Functioning Education system
rate_saftey
. select_one . . . .
Matrix Functioning key services like transport, banking,
rate_saftey
Matsi select_one Functioning services for legal administration e.g. birth registration, passport
atrix
rate_saftey etc
. select_one o . .
Matrix Good access to essential items such as food, clothing, hygiene etc
rate_saftey
Matsi select_one NGOs delivering assistance inside Syria implementing development and
atrix . 5
rate_saftey reconstruction projects
Text text Other, please specify
On a scale of 10, with 1 being the least effect and 10 being the most, to what
Group Group . s .
extent do these things have an effect on your willingness to return to Syria?
Matrix select_one A_Z Job opportunities
Matrix select_one A_Z Secure housing
Matrix select_one A_Z Water, waste management, electricity infrastructure
Matrix select_one A_Z Functioning, free health services
Matrix select_one A_Z Functioning, free education system
Matrix select_one A_Z Functioning key services like transport, banking
. Functioning setvices for legal administration e.g. birth registration, passport
Matrix select_one A_7Z & 8 & & » Passp
etc
Matrix select_one A_Z Good access to essential items such as food, clothing, hygiene etc
Matrix select_one A_Z Humanitarian assistance is available
Matrix select_one A_Z Re construction starts in Syria
Matrix .
. 0 High
Choices
Matrix
] 1 Moderate
Choices
Matrix
. 2 Low
Choices
Matrix 3 N -
) ot existin,
Choices J
Text text Other
Group Group Political conditions
To what extent do you think the following are present in the areas that you
Note Note

may hypothetically consider returning to?
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select_one

Matrix Freedom to select political leaders (through election or other mechanism)
rate_saftey
. select_one . .. .
Matrix The presence of multiple political patties
rate_saftey
. select_one
Matrix Freedom of speech
rate_saftey
. select_one .. .
Matrix Strong civil society
rate_saftey
. select_one )
Matrix Freedom of belief
rate_saftey
Matrix
. 0 High
Choices £
Matrix
) 1 Moderate
Choices
Matrix
. 2 Low
Choices
Matrix
. 3 Not existin:
Choices J
Text text Other
G G On a scale of 10, with 1 being the least effect and 10 being the most, to what
rou; rou . o .
P P extent do these things have an effect on your willingness to return to Syria?
Matrix select_one A_Z Freedom to elect political leaders (through election or other mechanism)
Matrix select_one A_Z The presence of multiple political parties
Matrix select_one A_Z Freedom of speech
Matrix select_one A_Z Strong civil society
Matrix select_one A_Z Freedom of belief
Text text Other
N To what extent do you think the following are present in the areas that you
ote note . . .
may hypothetically consider returning to?
. select_one . . . .
Matrix Family and friends in Syria
rate_saftey
. select_one . . .
Matrix Social forums available e.g. mosques, commmunity centres etc
rate_saftey
. select_one . .. .
Matrix Social benefits (other than humanitarian assistance)
rate_saftey
Matrix
. 0 High
Choices &
Matrix
) 1 Moderate
Choices
Matrix
] 2 Low
Choices
Matrix
. 3 Not existin,
Choices <
Text text Other
On a scale of 10, with 1 being the least effect and 10 being the most, to what
Group Group . - .
extent do these things have an effect on your willingness to return to Syria?
Matrix select_one A_Z Family and friends to return to Syria
Matrix select_one A_Z Social forums available e.g. mosques, commmunity centres etc
Matrix select_one A_Z Social benefits (other than humanitarian assistance)
. Changes in German Governmentimmigrant policies making it more difficult
Matrix select_one A_Z 8 & b &

to get permanent residency
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Matrix select_one A_Z Inability to unify your family in the host country

Text text Other

Group Group Decision making about returning

Select One | select_one returning | To what extent have you and your family thought about returning to Syria?

Choices 0 Never thought about it

Choices 1 Thought about it

Choices 2 Actively looked into options

Choices 3 Registered with a return programme

Choices 4 Returned on exploratory visit

Choices 5 Planning to return without assistance

Choices 6 No but thought about going to a third country

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other

Select One | select_one returning? Have you made any concrete decision about returning? For response option
1 to 98

Choices 0 Not to return

Choices 1 Return under certain conditions

Choices 2 Return under any condition

Choices 3 Undecided

Choices 4 Go to third country

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Other

Select One | select_one returning3 If you returned, would you plan to return to your place of origin or another
place?

Choices 2 Place of origin

Choices 0 Place of origin other place

Choices 1 Another home

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Select One select_one Governorate

Governorate

Choices Governorate List of Governorates

Select One select_one District District

Choices District List of District

Text text Why?

Select One | select_one countries | If you thought about going to a third country, which country is it?

Choices countties List of countries

Text text Why?

Matrix : : How likely would it be that you would return to Sytia in the following

Question Matrix Question timeframes?

Matrix select_one returning4 | Less than 6 months’ time

Matrix select_one returning4 | 6 months to 1 year

Matrix select_one returning4 | 1 to 2 years

Matrix select_one returning4 | After 2 years

Matrix select_one returning4 | not returning

lé/[;:)rilcis 1 Very unlikely

L
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Matrix

Choices 3 Not sure

Matrix

Choices 4 Likely

1(\:/[;:128 5 Very likely

Matrix . . L .

o Matrix Question To what extent would the following influence your decision to return?

Matrix select_one returning5 | The end of the war

Matrix select_one returning5 | Bashar Al Assad is not President

Matrix select_one returning5 | Jobs are available

Matrix select_one returning5 | Establishment of a Kurdish autonomous area

Matrix select_one returning5 | Negative changes in the approach to Syrian refugees in the host country

Matrix select_one returning5 | Inability to find work in the host country

Matrix select_one returning5 | The norms of the host country do not match with my family's norms

1(\:4}?:125 0 Very little

Matrix

Choices ! Little

Matrix

Choices 2 Not sure

Matrix

Choices 3 Much

1(\:/[;;?;5 4 Very much

Text text Other

Group Group Return scenarios (Vignette methodology)
Imagine you get professional counselling and support for relocating, would

Select One | select_one Yes_No you go back to Syria if you were offered the travel costs for your whole
family?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Imagine you get professional counselling and support for relocating,

Select One | select_one Yes_No would you go back to Syria if you were offered the travel costs plus 150€ for
every member of your family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Imagine you get professional counselling and suppott for relocating,

Select One | select_one Yes_No would you go back to Syria if you were offered the travel costs plus 300€ for
every member of your family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
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If no: Imagine you get counselling and support for relocating, would you go

Select One | select_one Yes_No back to Syria if you were offered the travel costs plus 450€ for every member
of your family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Imagine you get professional counselling and support for relocating,

Select One | select_one Yes_No would you go back to Syria if you were offered the travel costs plus 600€ for
every member of your family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Imagine you get professional counselling and support for relocating,

Select One | select_one Yes_No would you go back to Syria if you were offered the travel costs plus 750€ for
every member of your family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Imagine you get professional counselling and support for relocating,

Select One | select_one Yes_No would you go back to Syria if you were offered the travel costs plus 1000€
for every member of your family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Imagine you get professional counselling and support for relocating,

Select One | select_one Yes_No would you go back to Syria if you were offered the travel costs plus 1250€
for every member of your family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Imagine you get professional counselling and support for relocating,

Select One | select_one Yes_No would you go back to Syria if you were offered the travel costs plus 1500€
for every member of your family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Imagine you get professional counselling and support for relocating,

Select One | select_one Yes_No would you go back to Syria if you were offered the travel costs plus 2000€
for every member of your family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
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If no to all of the above - How much would the country you currently live in

Select One | select_one ifno have to give you for you to decide to go back to Syria now with all the
people who are currently living with you?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?

integer integer How much?

Select One | select_one Yes. No If Syria become safe like it was before the w'ar and you were offered travel
costs for all of you, would you return to Syria?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Would you return to Syria if it became secure, as it was before the wat,

Select One | select_one Yes_No and you were offered travel costs plus 150€ for every member of your family
who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why ?
If no: Would you return to Sytia if it became secure, as it was before the war,

Select One | select_one Yes_No and you were offered travel costs plus 300€ for every member of your family
who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Would you return to Syria if it became secure, as it was before the war,

Select One select_one Yes_No and you were offered travel costs plus 450€ for every member of your family
who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Would you return to Syria if it became secure, as it was before the war,

Select One | select_one Yes_No and you were offered travel costs plus 600€ for every member of your family
who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Would you return to Syria if it became secure, as it was before the war,

Select One | select_one Yes_No and you were offered travel costs plus 750€ for every member of your family
who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
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If no: Would you return to Syria if it became secure, as it was before the war,

Select One | select_one Yes_No and you were offered travel costs plus 1000€ for every member of your
family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Would you return to Syria if it became secure, as it was before the war,

Select One | select_one Yes_No and you were offered travel costs plus 1250€ for every member of your
family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Would you return to Sytia if it became secure, as it was before the war,

Select One | select_one Yes_No and you were offered travel costs plus 1500€ for every member of your
family who is older than 15 years?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?
If no: Would you return to Sytia if it became secute, as it was before the war,

Select One | select_one Yes_No and you were offered travel costs plus 2000€ for every adult, would you
return to Sytia?

Choices 1 Yes

Choices 0 No

Choices 100 Do not want to answer
If no to all of the above - How much would the countty you curtrently live in

Select One | select_one ifno have to give you for you to decide to go back to Syria now with all the
people who are currently living with you?

Choices 1 No, I do not want to go back to Syria

Choices 2 Yes, there is a specific amount

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Text text Why?

integer integer How much?
Imagine the following situation: The fighting in Sytia stops and there are no
security concerns. It is as it was before the war. Many NGOs and companies

Note Hote have started reconstruction activities and job opportunities with good salaries
are generated. However, schools are not functioning well as there is shortage
in teachers and facilities. There are too many students in each classroom and
some of the students attend the school without finding proper classrooms.

Select One | select_one returning4 In the case explained, above how likely is that that you would consider to
return?

Choices 1 Very unlikely

Choices 2 Unlikely

Choices 3 Not sute

Choices 4 Likely

Choices 5 Very likely
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Imagine the following situation: The fighting in Syria stops and there are no

security concerns. It is as it was before the war. Many NGOs and companies

Note note have started reconstruction activities and job opportunities with good salaries
are generated. However, the health system is not functioning well as there are
not enough doctors or hospitals.

. In the case explained, above how likely is that that you would consider to

Select One | select_one returning4
return?

Choices 1 Very unlikely

Choices 2 Unlikely

Choices 3 Not sure

Choices 4 Likely

Choices 5 Very likely
Imagine the following situation: Back in your city, there is no fighting taking

Select One | select_one scenatio pl‘ace anymore flnd the security s.ituz?tion is as it was .before the'war. You have
a job opportunity and you are thinking about returning. What is the
minimum level of monthly income which would allow you to return?

Choices 0 No return

Choices 1 <300

Choices 2 300-500

Choices 3 500-700

Choices 6 >700

Choices 100 Do not want to answer

Choices 99 I do not know
Imagine the following situation: Back in your city, there is no fighting taking

Note Hote place anymore and the security situation is as it was before the war. The
political situation has not changed but you have the Turkish/German
nationality.

Select One | select_one returning4 In the case explained, above how likely is that that you would consider to
return?

Choices 1 Very unlikely

Choices 2 Unlikely

Choices 3 Not sure

Choices 4 Likely

Choices 5 Very likely

Text text Enumerator notes
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