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ABSTRACT
Migrant Adults’ Reasons of Non-participation in Organized Adult Education
Activities
by

Dilek Cankaya

In this study, migrant adults who migrated to Istanbul between 1985 and
2004, their non-formal and/or informal learning experiences, their reasons of non-
participation in organized adult education activities and the relationship between
migrants’ characteristics and reasons of non-participation were investigated.

The sample of the study constitute by 202 adults who were residents of
Kagithane’s four neighborhoods. The data was collected by an interview using an
instrument including Reasons for Non-participation Scale (RENOPAS) developed by
Kirazoglu (1996) and questions related with the demographic characteristics of the
subjects.

Some of the migrants defined their non-formal and/or informal learning
experiences. These learning areas were categorized and named as job related
learning, religious belief, skills related with women, socialization, city life, political
awareness, Turkish language, learning on their own, and others.

As a result of the factor analysis, the reasons of non-participation in
educational activities of migrants (factors) were named as, low self-confidence,
negative attitudes toward education, financial and communicational barriers, time
constraints, family responsibility and familiarity with the courses, fear and hesitation
regarding the environment, dissatisfaction from education, and unwillingness to

participate.
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There were significant relationship between the factors related with the
reasons of non-participation in adult education activities and migrants’ demographic
characteristics in different levels. There were significant differences on the factors
related with gender, age, marital status, education level, occupation, house
ownership, perceived financial status and SES, migration reasons, and learning
experiences. Hovewer, there were no statistically significant differences on the
factors related with the place of birth and migration time.

Finding of the study indicate that migrant adults in Istanbul are deprived in
different aspects and their needs are not satisfied properly by public adult education
institutions. Hovewer, adults create their own learning areas by using different kind

of sources.
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OZET
Go¢ Etmis Yetigkinlerin Egitim Kurumlarinin Yiriittiigi Yetiskin Egitimi
Etkinliklerine Katilmama Nedenleri

Dilek Cankaya

Bu arastirmada, Istanbul’a 1985-2004 yillar1 arasinda go¢ etmis yetiskinlerin,
egitim kurumlarin ylriittigi yetiskin egitimi etkinliklerine katilmama nedenleri,
yaygin (non-formal) ve/ya kendiliginden (informal) 6grenme deneyim alanlari ve
yetiskin egitimi etkinliklerine katilmama nedenlerinin niifusbilim 6zellikleri ile
iligkisi arastirilmistir.

Bu ¢alismanin &rneklemini 2005 yilinda Istanbul’un Kagithane ilgesinin dort
mahallesinde oturan 202 go¢ etmis yetiskin olusturmustur. Arastirma verileri,
Kirazoglu (1996) tarafindan gelistirilen “Yetigskin Egitimi Etkinliklerine Katilmama
Nedenleri Olgegi” ile deneklerin niifiisbilim 6zelliklerine ydnelik sorularin
bulundugu bilgi formu kullanilarak goriismelerle toplanmistir.

Faktor analizi sonucunda go¢ etmis yetiskinlerin egitim etkinliklerine
katilmama nedenleri (faktorler), diisiik 6z-giiven, egitim etkinliklerine kars1 olumsuz
tutum, maddi ve iletisimsel engeller, zaman kisitliligi, aile sorumlulugu ve kurslara
tanisiklik, cevreden ¢ekinme- korku, kurslardan memnuniyetsizlik, katilmaya
isteksizlik olarak adlandirilmistir.

Gog etmis yetiskinlerin bir kism, ¢esitli orgiin (formal) olmayan 6grenme
deneyimleri tanimlamistir. Bu 6grenme alanlar1 gruplandirilarak, igle, dini inangla
ilgili, kadinlara 6zgiilesmis 6grenme, sosyallesme, kent yasamu, politik bilinglenme,

Tiirk¢e, kendi kendine 6grenme ve digerleri olarak adlandirilmistir.

viii



Niifusbilim 6zelliklerin bir kismi ile yetigkin egitimi etkinliklerine katilmama
nedenleri olan faktorler arasinda degisik diizeylerde iliski bulunmustur. Toplumsal
cinsiyet, yas, medeni durum, egitim diizeyi, meslek, ev sahipligi, algilanan ekonomik
ve sosyo-ekonomik statii, gd¢ etme nedenleri ve 6rgiin olmayan 6grenme deneyimine
sahip olma durumlari ile faktorler arasinda degisik diizeylerde anlamli iligki
gbzlemlenmistir. Buna karsilik, go¢ etmis yetigkinlerin dogduklar1 bolge ve goc etme
tarihleri hicbir faktor ile iligkili ¢itkmamustir.

Arastirma sonuglari, Istanbul’a gog etmis yetiskinlerin pek ¢ok agidan
yoksunluk i¢inde olduklarini ve devlete ait yetiskin egitimi kurumlarinin da onlarin
gereksinimlerine yeterince yanit vermedigini gostermektedir. Buna karsilik,
yetiskinlerin kendi 6grenme alanlarin1 baz1 kaynaklar kullanarak yarattiklari

sOylenebilir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the missions of adult education is to help people learn new roles or
improve their role performance in the society. However, participation in either
formal or non-formal adult education programs is still low in the world among
adults, especially by disadvantaged groups, such as poor, uneducated, disabled
people. For this reason, studies related to the issues of participation and non-
participation in adult education gain special importance especially to identify the
reasons of participation or non-participation in adult education activities.

The migrants are one of the most important groups who need adult education
in Turkey. There are many studies indicating that migrants who are uneducated,
unqualified and constitute close to half of the urban population, are not participating
in formal and adult education activities in general. However, migrants are not
participating in organized adult education activities; rather may have different kinds
of informal learning experiences.

In this first chapter, introduction to the problem, statement of the purpose,
research questions of the study, significance of the study is presented. In the second
chapter, the related literature is presented mainly in two parts, namely adult
education with focus on participation and non-participation in organized adult
education activities and non-formal/informal learning; migration with focus on
internal migration. In the third chapter, research method is presented with the
population and sample selection, data collection instruments, the procedure of the
study, and data analysis. Findings of the study are presented in the fourth chapter.
Summary of the findings and discussion, conclusion, limitations, and some

recommendations for further research is included in the last chapter.



1.1. Introduction to the Problem

Population indicators and educational level of a society reflects the
developmental level of a society. Population and education are interconnected
phenomenon; they affect each other mutually (Sezal, 2001). Population movement
and internal migration are very important concepts especially for developing
countries. For example, after World War II, in 1950, 25 percent of Turkish
population was living in the urban areas, nowadays; this rate is increased to 64.9
percent (DIE, 2000). This major change in Turkish society is manifested most visibly
in the growth in size and number of urban places, and redistribution of population in
the country. A number of serious problems arise because of the high level of
urbanization that may be summarized as infrastructure problems, social problems,
housing problems, transportation problems, insufficient labor demand to absorb the
agrarian migrants in non-agrarian jobs and other problems. Thus, inevitably, there
are many non-qualified and unemployed workers in urban centers (Unliihisarcikls,
1999).

Also, like urbanization, educational level of Turkish society has increased
after establishment of Republic as well. In 1935, among the school aged children 75
percent of the urban population and 25 percent of the rural population registered a
formal school (Caglar, 1999) and most of the population was living in villages
(76.5%). According to 1990 census, 80.5 percent of the population above the age of
6 was literate; in terms of literacy. At the same time, there was a discrepancy
according to gender; females and males literacy rate were respectively 72.0 and 88.8
percent and nearly half of the literate population had not attended any formal school
(Altunya, 1999), and primary and secondary education percentages were 87.2 and

40.1 respectively. According to UNDP report (1996), educational background level



of Turkey’s total labor force was 78.1 percent primary education graduate or less, 7
percent junior high school graduate, 9.7 percent high school graduate, and 5.2
percent university graduate. In 2000, literacy rates for age 6 and above were 87.3
percent, and there was still a gap in literacy rates between males (93.9%) and females
(80.6%), which was further apart in the rural areas. The enrolment rate of
compulsory primary education was lower than the overall average in South Eastern
Anatolia (74.6%), Eastern Anatolia (75.8%) and Black Sea region (86.4%).
Similarly, general enrollment rate of secondary education level of South Eastern
Anatolia (21.0%), Eastern Anatolia (26.7%), Black Sea (32.8%), and Mediterranean
region (38.5%) were below the overall average (cited in Altunya, 1999).

These less educated and unqualified people from different regions were
moved to big cities. Highest net in migration was towards Istanbul (108 %o) and
Kocaeli (108%o), followed by Antalya (90%o), Icel (68%0) and izmir (64%o) between
1985 and 1990. However, some cities like Kars (-4%o), Tunceli (-154%o), Siirt (-
141%o), Glimiishane (-135%o), and Bayburt (-133%o) lost their population in 1990.
The proportion of in-migrants within the total population of Istanbul was 15.5 (DIE,
1997). The 2000 census shows that, 4,111,355 people out of 10,018,735 people
living in Istanbul, was born outside of Istanbul. It means 41.0 percent of the city
population migrated to Istanbul (DIE, 2000).

The migrants who are ex-peasants in the cities deserve special attention as
they constitute close to half of the urban population in cities. Urbanization and
becoming urbanized have been defined by the United Nations as “Urbanization
means the concentration of population in a particular area, becoming urbanized
signifies the process by which the individual city-dweller adopts urban values, makes

use of the opportunities offered by the urban environment, and is integrated in the



urban way of life” (United Nations, 1996, p.22-23). However, in cities, migrants
have not been able to integrated to the social network; they were engaged in
marginal, informal sectors which did not require education and skill, their income
was very low. Limited income also did not give much chance to transform their
lifestyle for becoming urbanized (Kiray & Abadan-Unat, 1985). They feel alone in
cities, and need to protect their cultural identity. These needs create fellow townman
(hemsehri) organizations that define a culture of “us” and “the others” (Bal, 1997,
Ciftgi-Yesiltuna, 1997). Generally, migrants who are from same village or region
live in the same streets in order to protect themselves from the threat of cities’
heterogonous and large population and functions as an informal control mechanism
especially on women to prevent a change in their religiously defined rural gender
roles (Erman, 1998).

According the findings of the study carried out by Giiner-Alkis (1988), in the
process of urbanization, adults living in squatter settlements have individual as well
as social needs for education. More than half of the adults imply that they are
interested in taking part in education; moreover it can be said that those adults who
are not interested in participating educational activities they encounter various
barriers. Furthermore, it has been understood that they are not fully aware of
educational opportunities (cited in Gliner-Alkis, 1993). The unqualified and
uneducated ex-peasant migrants need to be educated for adjustment of new life
conditions (Kabaday1, 1997). One of the missions of adult education process is to
facilitate adults to adjust to their new life conditions and to increase the educational
level of the society.

But, 1990 census results show that only 7.12 percent of the adult population

had participated in some private or state institutes’ adult education activities (DIE,



1993), and in 2004, only about 3 million adults are attending public or/and private
adult education programs (MEB, 2004). Participants in adult education activities are
well educated, had an above average income, and lived in urban areas. That means
underprivileged population who are less educated, illiterate, living in rural or squatter
settlements areas, married women, elderly and handicapped can not make use of the
benefits of adult education (Okgabol, 1996).

Migrant adults, who have not participated in organized adult education
activities, might have non-formal and informal learning experiences in their social
networks and work places, and these learning experiences can help them to adjust to
new conditions as well as may isolate them from the urban life. Present study would
be helpful to identify their informal learning experiences and their thoughts about

these experiences.

1.2. Statement of the Purpose

The purpose of this study is to explore reasons of non-participation in
organized adult education activities of migrant adults, their non-formal and/or
informal learning experiences, and to explain the relationship between migrants’

characteristics and to their reasons of non-participation.

1.3. Definitions of the Terms
The followings are the definitions of some of the terms used in this study:
Organized adult education activities take place in public or private education, and

training institutions for adults.



Non-formal education refers to all educational activities, programs that take place
outside the formal school system and public or private education, and training
institutions.

Informal learning takes place outside the curricula provided by formal and non-

formal educational institutions and programs.

1.4. Research Questions of the Study

In this study answers were sought for the following research questions:

1. What are the major factors that effect migrants’ non-participation in
organized adult education activities?

2. What are the types of non-formal and/or informal learning experiences of
migrant adults?

3. Is there any relationship between selected demographic characteristics and
non-participation in organized adult education activities of migrant adults? Selected
demographic variables are: gender, age, marital status, number of children,
educational level, occupational status of the non-participant and his/her spouse,
house ownership, perceived family financial status, and perceived SES, place of

birth/origin, reasons of migration, migration date to Istanbul.

1.5. Significance of the Study

In Turkey, researchers are generally interested in organized adult education
activities and in these researches duration of urbanization is questioned in relation to
the demographic variables. But there are very few researches done about non-formal
and/or informal learning experiences of non-participants and migrants’ reasons of

non-participation in adult education activities. This research may enrich the related



literature and to help promoting effective educational programs for a disadvantaged
group, namely migrants, by identifying the reasons of non-participation in adult

education.



2. REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

The literature review includes two main parts, namely adult education which
is subdivided as formal, non-formal and informal learning, participation and non-
participation in organized adult education activities in general and in Turkey; and

migration with focus on internal migration within Turkey.

2.1. Adult Education

Adult education term includes two different concepts: adulthood and
education. Although there is no universally accepted definition for adulthood,
Darkenwald and Merriam (1982) define adults as “persons who have completed or
left school or collage and are no longer full-time students are considered adults on
the grounds that they have assumed the productive social roles that characterize adult
status” (p.8). Education, which derives from the Latin verb (educere) meaning “to
lead forth”, encompasses forms of learning characterized by the presence of a
instructor, someone presumed to have greater knowledge, and a learner or learners
presumed to have lesser knowledge and expected to be instructed or led by said
instructor.

Adult education is defined in different contexts. In broadest sense, the term
describes a process of adult learning; technically it describes a set of organized
activities carried on by a variety of institutions for the specific objectives (Knowles,
1980). However, the most widely used definition of adult education is the definition
of UNESCO. In Terminology of Adult Education (1979) a comprehensive definition
is provided as:

“the term denotes entire body of organized educational process, whatever the
content, level and method, whether formal or otherwise, whether they prolong



or replace initial education in schools, collages and universities as well as in

apprenticeship, whereby persons regarded as adult by society to which they

belong develop their abilities, enrich their knowledge, improve their technical
or professional qualifications or turn them in a direction and bring about
changes in their attitudes or behavior in the twofold perspective of full
personal development and participation in balanced and independent social,

economic and cultural development” (UNESCO; 1979).

It is also important to differentiate education and learning. Darkenwald and
Merriam (1982) emphasized the differences between education and learning and said
that “all education surely involves learning, but not all learning involves education,
and education is deliberate, systematic and sustained effort to transit, evoke, or
acquire knowledge, attitudes, values, or skills”. Longworth (2003, p.12) defined
learning as:

“doing things in a different way, creating an out-and-out focus on the needs

and demands of the learner; giving learners the tools and techniques with

which they can learn according to their own learning styles and needs. It is
not teaching, not training, and not even education in its narrow didactic sense.

It has a much wider scope. It has a social, economical, politic, personal,

cultural, and of course, educational meaning in its widest sense”.
2.1.1. Adult Learning

The needs of learning (and teaching) derive from personal needs such as
psychological, having knowledge, retraining, and leisure; and societal necessities
such as socialization, scientific and technological needs, protection from negative
effects of globalization, democracy and secularity (Okgabol, 2005).

The European Commission’s memorandum on lifelong learning defines three
basic categories of purposeful learning activity: formal, non-formal, and informal
learning (cited in Longworth, 2003): formal learning, which is organized by
professional educators with defined curriculum and takes place in education, and

training institutions, leading to recognized diplomas and qualifications. Non-formal

learning which takes place alongside the mainstream systems of education and
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training with some sorts of systematic instruction. Non-formal learning may be
provided by adult education institutions, in the workplace or through the
organizations of non-governmental organizations (NGO) or civil society groups.
Informal learning is defined as a natural accompaniment to everyday life either
conscious or unconscious. However, there are some varieties in the definitions and
types of informal learning. Foley (2004) defines informal learning as “conscious”
attempt to learn from experiences in a group or individual base. Livingstone, Hart
and Davie defines (2003, p. 47) informal learning as “all activities we engage in on
our own or with others, outside of organized courses, to gain new knowledge or
skills”, and informal learning takes place outside the curricula provided by formal
and non-formal educational institutions and programs. Informal learning can take
place in any place, such as the workplace, the family, a religious institution, the
community and the like. Also, Freire’s (1970) reflections on collective learning
through dialogue are perceived as a part of informal learning practice; and self-
directed learning and dialogue have been used as a strategy to facilitate spiritual
development (English, 2000). Involvement in informal learning activities are
perceived as a tool for increased self-confidence, extended social networks, and
increased knowledge about formal educational activities. Also, researchers give great
importance both education and learning which give people political and economical
voice in the society as a citizen (Gallacher, Crossan, Leahy, Merrill, & Field, 2000).
Learning is closely related to the way in which individuals develop in relation
to their social and physical environment and it is effected, may even to some extent
be controlled by society or other collectives (Rogers, 1996). Furthermore,
unstructured characteristics of informal learning may be manipulated by different

social groups. This implies that like formal and non-formal education and learning,
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informal learning can be perceived as a part of political nature of educational process
which reproduces the dominant ideology (Freire & Macedo, 1987). In individual
level, this manipulation explained by Marsick and Watkins as:

“It is easy to become trapped by blind spots about one’s own needs,

assumptions, and values that influence the way people frame a situation, and

by misperceptions about one’s own responsibility when errors occur. When
people learn in families, groups, workplaces, or other social settings, their
interpretation of a situation and consequent actions are highly influenced by
social and cultural norms of others. Yet, people often do not deeply question
their own or others’ views. Power dynamics may distort the way in which
they understand events. These issues make it imperative that we teach adult
learners strategies to make this kind of learning both more visible and more

rigorous” (2001, p.31).

2.1.2. Participation and Non-participation in Organized Adult Education

There is no single theory or model to explain or predict participation in adult
education. There are number of models and studies, some emphasizing the
psychological reasons and some emphasizing participation with social and
environmental forces on the individual.

However, reasons for taking adult education courses are primarily related
with job-related phenomenon, most of the participants mentioned that the reasons
taking the courses was either to prepare for a new job or to help to do the current job
better and researches show that lifelong learning has a positive effect on wages
(Jenkins, Vignoles, Wolf & Galindo-Rueda, 2002).

The regions that people live in have an effect on participation as well as
financial statuses. Johnstone and Rivera (1965) revealed that 85 percent of adults
with high income living in middle size cities could say at least one source where they

might get information and this rate declines to 19 percent of adults with low level of

income living in rural areas (cited in Giiner- Alkis, 1993).
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People do not participate in organized adult education activities in general
and different researches and theoreticians interested in non-participation reasons.
Cross (1981) suggests a typology of barriers into three categories; situational,
institutional and dispositional barriers. Situational barriers relate with learner’s life
situation; institutional constraints relate with institutions’ features and dispositional
barriers relate with the persons’ self- perception and attitudes (cited in Gallacher & et
al, 2000). Young (1999)’s definition of main impediments of learning have
similarities with Cross’s categorization. In this categorization, institutional,
informational, financial, and motivational obstacles are main impediments for
participation (cited in Gallacher & et al, 2000).

Darkenwald and Merriam (1982) classified obstacles to participation into four
general categories: institutional, informational, situational, and psychosocial. They
explained institutional barriers as erected by learning institutions or agencies that
exclude or discourage certain groups of learners because of such things as
inconvenient schedules, full-time fees for part-time study, restricted locations, and
like this. In addition to those, lack of attractive or appropriate courses, institutional
policies and inappropriate implementations, practices can be characterized as
institutional barriers. Informational barriers are mentioned fundamental obstacle with
psychosocial barriers. It is not only institutional failure in informing people and also
failure of people “particularly the least educated and poorest to seek out or use the
information that is available” (Darkenwald & Merriam, 1982; p.137). Situational
barriers relate with the learners’ life context, the realities of one’s social and physical
environment such as, cost, lack of time, lack of transportation, geographical
isolation, lack of child care and home responsibilities especially for woman.

Psychosocial barriers (more narrowly attitudinal or dispositional) are individuals’
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beliefs, attitudes, values or perception that inhibit participation in organized learning
activities such as perception of age, interest, experiences associated with the level of
SES, and worth of education in the reference group (Darkenwald & Merriam, 1982).

Darkenwald and Valentine (1985) identified similar reasons for non-
participation in organized adult education programs with Darkenwald and Merriam
(1982), lack of confidence, lack of course relevance, time constraints, low personal
priority, cost and personal problems.

It is known that participation in adult education is very rare in older people
and most of them are middle classes and those with higher levels of educational
attainment. Negative experience of education in childhood, and lack of resources are
some reasons and these are both cultural and socio-economic factors of non-
participation in older ages (Jamieson, Miller, & Stafford, 1998).

Earlier negative school experiences can cause negative attitudes toward
education and schooling. These attitudes and experiences can be seen as working
class culture which is understood as “the others™ in the society, that causes to
develop negative attitudes to education and middle class institutions like schools
(Willis, 1977) and O.Rourke (1995) identified that

“When educational disadvantage is compounded by other material differences

- of gender, ethnicity, poverty, class, disability and sexuality - the effect is

often a denial of imagined possibility. Too often education has already

written these people off, and they internalize a belief that education is not for

the likes of them” (cited in McGivney, 2001, p.39)
also each generation learns from previous generations; the ability to build on the
human capital of one’s elders plays an important role in the growth generated by

rising time spent in school (Bils & Klenow, 2000). This phenomenon indicates that

negative attitudes toward education passes through generation.
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One of the highest participation rates in organized educational activities is in
Canada; however, there is a discrepancy according to economical status of
participants and non-participants, 42 percent of the whole population reported taking
a course in formal setting in 2001; lowest income generated respondents’
participation rate is 27 percent, while the highest two categories report over 50
percent participation rate (Livingstone, Hart, & Davie, 2003). Moreover, financial
constraints are one of the most important reasons for non-participation in educational

activities mentioned above.

2.1.3. Participation and Non-participation in Organized Adult Education
Activities in Turkey

In everyday life, the terms of “people’s education”, “non-formal education”,
and “adult education” are used as synonyms. National level, Regulation of Non-
formal Education Institutions which is bounded to The Ministry of National
Education (MONE) conducts and coordinates adult education activities, according to
the Basic Law of National Education (acted in 1973 no: 1739). Regulation of Non-
formal Education Institutions issued by the MONE defined non-formal education in
1979 as:

“Non-formal education is for individuals, who never attended formal

education or have dropped it at any level. Non-formal education activities lie

within or outside of formal education as lifelong teaching-learning, guidance,

and applied programs with different duration and levels, which are organized

according to individual’s interests, abilities, and desires for their social,

cultural, and economic development (cited in Okgabol, 2001, p.2).

Public, private, and non-governmental organizations provides adult education

activities include variety of activities which can be grouped as vocational, leisure-

hobby types, literacy, driving courses, and socio-cultural activities. One of the most



15

widespread adult education institutions is People’s Education Centers (PECs). There
are 922 centers all around the Turkey which are bounded to Regulation of Non-
formal Education Institutions. There is no available data either the number of private,
in-service training institutions or their participants. It is because there are number of
researches about participants of institutions which are bounded Regulation of Non-
formal Education Institutions. According to data obtained from these institutions,
majority of the participants are women except apprenticeship trainings, literacy, and
driving courses. People who are high school or university graduates prefer private
courses, and less educated group prefer public, free of charge courses. Illiterate or
only literate population and people who are older than 44 years old do not attend
courses in general who need adult education. Participants of Koran courses are
generally primary school gradates (Okcabol, 2001). State Institute of Statistics’ data
show that the number of Koran courses and participants are increasing continuously.
There were 48 courses and 1288 participants in 1960 and it is increased to 1562
courses and 65,465 participants in 1980, and to 4891 courses and 177,325
participants in 1995 (cited in Okg¢abol, 2001).

Ural (1993) adopted an instrument to investigate the reasons of adult learners
for participating in organized adult education programs in Turkey. She found eight
main reasons for participating in adult education programs, namely inner-directed
learning, escape, learning for competition, social relations, other-directed learning,
personal improvement, obedience to authority, and social and economic
improvement. Also, she found that most of the participants of PECs are female,
between 15 and 25 years old, single, primary school graduates, average income level,

residing in Istanbul since birth. Going to school, working, lack of information, child
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rearing, and lack of interest are frequently stated reasons for not participating in any
adult education programs before.

Akgiiner (1994) assess the attitudes of participants’ demographic
characteristics in different PECs. She found that females, university graduates, adults
who born in Istanbul or other cities, singles, housewives, adults from low income
level seem to have more positive attitudes.

Kirazoglu (1996) developed a scale to assess the reasons of non-participation
in adult education activities. The Reasons for Non-Participation Scale (RENOPAS)
is the unique instrument which assess reasons of non-participation in adult education
activities. The instrument is found to be highly reliable (Cronbach alpha is .9323),
and valid. Factor analysis and judgers classification carried out for the construct
validity of the instrument. The factors are financial constraints, negative attitudes
toward educational activities, time constraints, fear and hesitation regarding the
environment, low self-confidence, communicational barriers, family responsibility
and institutional barriers. Kirazoglu found that most influential demographic
characteristics were age, which is related to six factors. Educational level, marital
status, number of children, occupational status, spouses’ occupational status, and
perceived family status associated with five factors, then gender related with three
factors as one of the most influential demographic characteristics. Also, he found that
the most important factor is financial constraints which influenced by different nine
demographic characteristics, and least important factors is negative attitudes towards
educational activities and institutional barriers which are affected by two
demographic characteristics. The years of residence in Istanbul do not have any

significant effect on the factors.
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Also, Giiner- Alkis (1993) found that there is no statistically significant
relationship between the years of residence in Istanbul and participation in adult
education activities, especially vocational trainings. However, there is a significant
relationship between years of residence in Istanbul and formal level of education of
squatter settlement residents. Residents who find themselves in the best situation in
the terms of level of education are who stay in the cities for duration of between 11-
30 years.

Problems of residents of squatter houses, who are generally migrants,
necessitate that they develop new behaviors (knowledge, skill, and attitude) and style
of living and these encounter as “the needs of education”. Squatter settlements’
residents are neglected masses and they are the segment of the population whose
needs of education should be met (Giiner- Alkis, 1993).

Unliihisarcikly, Kirazoglu and Okgabol, (1994) found that most of the
migrants (67%) do not have any out-of-school learning experiences. Most frequently
stated reasons for non-participation are no desire to participate (43%), financial
constraints (30%), childcare (17%), and unpermissive husband (5%). However,
migrants mentioned some difficulties when they moved to Istanbul. They stated
different kinds of activities can help them to overcome these difficulties: information
about the place, opportunities and sources of the new region (28%), job related
learning activities (24%), cultural adaptation activities (16%).

Sociology Association carried out a research in different squatter settlement
regions (n=2021) in different cities of Turkey in 1993. This reseach indicates that
educational level of people who are living in squatter settlement regions, are 19.8
percent illitarete, 12.5 percent literate, 46.1 percent graduated from primary school,

11.1 percent graduated from secondary schools, 8.6 percent graduated from high
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schools, and only 1.8 percent graduated from higher education. In addition to that, 84
percent of the residents of squatter settlement regions had not participated in any
organized adult education activities (Sosyoloji Dernegi, 1993) and nearly half of the
participants of any courses the range of 12 and 19 age group was participants of
Koran courses (45.7%). Especially older group who did not participate Koran
courses, motivate their children to participate in Koran courses, which implies
religious education increase in city life. Similarly, Isik and Pinarcioglu (2001) found
that 35 percent of adults take part in one of adult education activities in Sultanbeyli,
Istanbul, and nearly 50 percent of participants of any kind of course take part in

Koran Courses.

2.2. Migration

This part will provide theoretical background on definition of migration,
reasons of migration and migration in Turkey, squatter settlement phenomenon and
immigration to Istanbul. The concept of migration derives from the “Latin migrare,
to change one residence, but by current definitions it means rather to change one’s
community” (Petersen, 1968, p. 287) and “geographical movements of individuals or

groups” (Richmond, p. 428).

Migration is often considered as a consequence of the development process as
economies shift away from agricultural production and become more urbanized.
Nowadays, it is assumed that internal migration is a livelihood strategy for the poor
people, but the governments should take into consideration the migrants’
contribution to economy and provide them the adequate living conditions in the
immigration regions (Deshingkar & Grimm, 2005). Beside this, unmanaged

migration causes many problems: First of all, it is a demographic problem; it
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influences sizes of populations at areas of origin and destination. It is an also
economic problem: Major shifts in population have taken place due to economic
imbalances between origin and destination. Furthermore, it is also a sociological
problem since the social structure and cultural system of both the areas places of
origin and of destination are affected by migration and in turn affect the migrants.

Last but not the least, educational services also suffer under the conditions.

People move because of many reasons. According to Lee (cited in Najar,
1976) for every decision to migrate there will be positive and negative factors
associated with the place of origin, and with the place of destination, intervening
obstacles, -such as ethnic barriers, distance and social class-, and personal factors.
Related to this, there is a traditional approach of studying migration which is based
on pull-push factors theory. The general claim of this theory is that the socio-
economical imbalances between the area of origin and destination cause migration.
The push factors are related with the negative characteristics of the origin (generally
less urbanized areas), that the migrants were born in, such as insufficient and infertile
land for cultivation and the absence of work opportunities. The pulling factors are
related with the destination; the urbanization and its opportunities for occupation,
education and general life standards of urban areas. People migrate in order to work
and earn money somewhere else, because they perceive it to be to their advantage;
they expect to gain, or to avoid loss or getting away from staying in the places where

they were born.

The theory of the determinants of migration goes back to 1880s when
Ravenstein (1889) proposed his “laws of migration”. According to these laws,
migrants’ choices of destination are regulated by distance, they tend to go short

distances, and they prefer major centers of recommence and industry. Migrants tend
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to move first toward nearby towns and eventually move to most rapidly growing
cities. Nowadays, especially poorer people move shorter distances because of their

limited sources (Deshingkar & Grimm, 2005).

2.2.1. Migration and Turkey

Turkey’s demographic structure was constructed mainly by migration in, out
and within the Anatolia during especially 20™ century (Zarakoglu, 2000, I¢duygu &
Sirkeci, 1999). Since, founding of Turkish Republic in 1923, migration has been
multifaceted effect on the country. The internal migration process in Turkey has
captured different migratory trends in it. There are multiple forms of internal
migration like interregional seasonal migration from rural to urban places; seasonal
rural to rural migration; migration from urban to urban; migration from urban to rural
and particularly after the late 1980s the forced migration from eastern parts of the
country (Igduygu &Unalan, 1997). It is also possible to observe changing forms of
migration in different historical stages of economic and political development in
Turkey. Migration history of Turkish Republic has been divided into different
periods by researchers. Igcduygu and Sirkeci (1999) states four main periods based on
the problematic stages of the internal migration; namely, 1923-1950, 1950’s-1960’s,
1960-1970-1980’s and after 1980°s. And Ozbay and Yiicel (2001) have been divided
into mainly three periods: 1923-1950 forced migration, 1950-1980 labor migration,
after 1980 global and local transformations. In this research, Turkish migration
history will be divided into mainly these three periods with some important

migratory movements.
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1923-1950. In that period, the migration can be characterized as political
displacement. Clearly the aspect of force is a matter of degree proposes to regard
forced migration as migration under duress.

After World War I and War of Independence, large populations of Turkish
national citizens and Muslims were living outside the national borders of Turkish
Republic migrated an in and out (and also within) after formation of the national
state. After Lausanne Treaty (July 23", 1923), between 1923 and 1925, 500
thousands Muslims and about 1 million Orthodox Greeks were exchanged (Ari,
1999). “It appears to be generally accepted now that most of the forced displacement
which has taken place in history is closely linked to the emergence of the nation
state” (Kuhlman, 2000, p.5).

Around 1930s, there has been some anti-regime movements taking place in
the eastern part of the country and 55 tribes, most of which were Kurdish people,
were forced to migrate to different parts of Turkey (Degirmen, 2000). Also, there
were some internal and international migration taking place in that period but these
were not a great effect on population distribution of the country. Percentages of
urban population in 1927 (the first census), 24.2 percent and in 1950, 25.0 percent
was living in the urban cities. Growth in the proportion of urbanized areas and
variation in the rate of urbanization in Turkey are shown in the Table 2.1. The rate of
urbanization was low initially (1927-1950), increased sharply after 1950 census. The
rapid urbanization in Turkey is characterized by moderately rapid population growth
in general, due to a decline in death rates which took place chiefly after 1945 and

migration from rural to urban areas.
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Table 2.1. City and Village Population 1927-1950

Census Year Total City % Village %
1927 13648270 3305879 242 10342391 75.8
1935 16158018 3802642 23.5 12355376 76.5
1940 17820950 4346249 24.4 13474701 75.6
1945 18790174 4687102 249 14130072 75.1

1950 20947188 5244337 25.0 15702851 75.0

Source: DIE, 1993

1950-1980. From 1950s to 1980s, migration was caused by economical
reasons. The changes in the world after World War II, changes in economic
conditions from agricultural based society to more industrialized society in Turkey,
and rapid increase of population in rural areas were some basic causes of internal
migration. Internal migration has played a very important role in Turkey’s economy.
It has affected not only the development of industry and the growth of capitalism but
also caused an increase in social stratification and a decline in agriculture and
changed the government’s economical policy as well. Up to the 1950s the main body
of the population was still peasant and living in rural areas (see, Table 2.1-2.2; 75%
in 1950 and 56.1 in 1980). Kiray and Abadan-Unat (1985, p. 496-497) mentioned
that: “The words The People meant peasants living in isolated, self-sufficient villages
with their extended families and kin relations, their plow and ox, and their fatalistic
muslim and practical, folk-belief system”.

After the World War II, USA Aid that carried out in the frame of Marshall
Plan steered to the countries that called “Third World” beginning from first half of
the 1950s. Concerning the agreement that includes particularly purchase of tractors, a
sociologist from USA who had lived in Turkey said “If Marshall Plan tractor
machines force peasants to move to the cities, I could not think about that how lived
be there. If rapid agricultural mechanization does not go in collaboration with rapid

industrialization, this brings destruction for the people who snapped off from fields
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and do not have any other employment opportunity” (cited in Kéymen, 1999, p. 17-
18). After a great increase of tractor usage in the agriculture (9905 in 1950, 31,415 in
1952, 118,825 in 1971) (cited in Kdymen, 1999) small land owners left agriculture
and landless families increased from 9.1 percent in 1963 to 21.9 percent 1973
(Kongar, 1976). Those who could not remain in agriculture, even as a wage worker,
migrated to the cities. In the 1950s and 1960s, most migrants in the city had strong
links with their villages. Usually the male members of the households migrated to
city while leaving the women and children back in the village. After 1960s other
family members has migrated to cities (Ozbay, 1999). In that period of time not only
internal but also international migration rate increased (Ozbay & Yiicel, 2001;

Akgiir, 1997).

Table 2.2. City and Village Population 1955-1980

Census Year Total City % Village %
1955 24064763 6927343  28.8 17137420 71.2
1960 27754820 8859731  31.9 18897089  68.1
1965 31391421 10805817 34.4 20585604  65.6
1970 35605176 13619101 38.3 21914075 61.6
1975 40347719 16869068 41.8 23478651  58.2
1980 44736957 19647007 43.9 25091950 56.1

Source: DIE, 1993

After 1945, virtually all countries in Western Europe began to attract
significant numbers of workers from abroad (Massey, Arango, Kouaouci, Taylor,
1993). Some countries established labor recruitments with these countries, and one of
the labor exporter countries was Turkey. A mass migration from Turkey to European
countries took place after that labor recruitment agreement with several Western
European countries in the early 1960. After 1973 (these recruitments were stopped,
because of economic crises in the Europe), instead of labor migration, family

reunification migrations occurred in these countries (Ozbay & Yiicel, 2001; Sirkeci,
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2002; Kadioglu, 1997). Turkish emigration was not only the direction of Western
Europe, “when the labor export opportunities ended in Western Europe new
destinations appeared as Australia and Arab countries. Nowadays, totally about 3
million Turkish national people are living outside” (Sirkeci, 2002: p.12).

Between 1977 and 1979, Turkey had an economic and social crisis. In this
period there had been queues for the goods ranging from cooking oil to gasoline;
common prices increased 53 percent in 1978 and 64 percent in 1979. Already the
years following 1976 had been the years when the relative prices turn versus
agriculture, in favor of industry, there was an increasing trend of poverty in rural
areas (Boratav, 2000).

After 1980s. In 1980, liberal economy policies were established and basic
characteristics of Turkey (like most of developing counties) were became economic
globalization and neo-liberal economy policies, nearly two million people were
unemployed in that period (Igduygu & Sirkeci, 1999, Boratav, 2000). The reasons of
migration became more complicated in that period: socio-cultural, economical, and
political reasons. Nearly 350 thousand people migrated to west Europe as a
politically motivated refugee between 1980 and 1995, first, because of military coup
of September, 12, 1980 and then Kurdish ethnic revival (igduygu & Sirkeci, 1999).
After the late 1980s the forced migration from Eastern parts of the country caused
another flow of migration. There is no significant population data about forced
displacement; but one of the governor of the region declared 2,785 small settlement
places were totally or partially evacuated (Milliyet Newspaper, 1996, 27" May, p.6)

Until 1985, more than half of the population in Turkey was living in rural
areas (Table 2.3, in 1985: 47.0%) and social structure of rural area is characterized as

poor, under populated peasant life (Kiray & Abadan-Unat, 1985). These were
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pushing factors for the people who were living those areas. After 1985, urban centers
became densely populated not because of high birth rates in cities, but because of
massive exodus from these rural areas and other small cities.

Also, two important economical crises (1994 and 2001) affected the whole
society especially poor people and middle class. By these crises, sharing the gross
national product has changed against majority, and in favor of the rich minority

(Sonmez, 2002, Boratav, 2000a).

Table 2.3. City and Village Population 1985-2000

Census Year Total City % Village %
1985 50664458 26865757 53.0 23798701 47.0
1990 56473035 33326351 59.0 23146684 41.0
2000 67803927 44006274 649 23797653 35.1

Sources: DIE, 1993 and 2000

In Turkey because of that there is no policies aimed to solve the problems of
migrants or institutional regulations, migrants try to solve the problems regarding
their basic rights with relatives who migrated before they arrive and they try to solve
the problems regarding their adaptation to the cities by family institute that has
protective function and religious institute that they know from rural areas. However,
attributes of people who migrated after 1980 and change undergoing about their style
of assessment of their productive roles enhanced the communication in a different
sense, on the other hand beside adjustment process this gives opportunity to urban

tension” (Peker, 1999).

2.2.2. Squatter Settlement in Turkey
The most important consequence of this rapid internal migration as

households- in a context where the speed of industrialization was relatively low- is
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the beginning of squatter settlements (gecekondu) process in big cities of the country.
“Gecekondu” is a Turkish concept meaning “built overnight”. It is officially defined
as a house built in a very short time on state or privately owned land without
permission and with the efforts of migrants themselves. Since the 1950s with
different objectives, several squatter settlement amnesty laws have been established.
Most of the time these objectives are set as part of vote seeking political agendas,
which further enhance rural-to-urban migration (S6nmez, 1996, Keles, 1982).

The development of squatter settlements shows difference in different periods
of time. Keles (1993) identifies this phenomenon in three periods. Until 1960s they
were places where the sheltering needs of poor families were met and places that
they constructed in their own possibilities, between 1960-1970 squatter houses again
were being constructed with labor of the owners but the rate of renting increased, that
is to say the owner’s squatter houses constructed excessive amount of house that they
needed. After 1980 companies that construct and sell squatter settlements emerged.
The share of squatter settlements reached to the same levels among houses for rent.
Therefore, squatter settlement regions are not economically or socially homogenous
yet (Erder, 1996).

About half of the housing premises in large cities are unlicensed or illegal
squatter constructions. People came to the cities because of urbanization and its
opportunities for occupation, education and general life standards of urban areas. The
rate of population growth in cities far exceeds job creation, leading to more
unemployment and worsening poverty. World Resources Institute Report for 1996
show that the opportunities of the cities cannot be used by people who are living
below the poverty level (cited in Tathdil, 1997). It is also important to notice that

especially after 1984 resident of squatter settlement regions could built more floors



27

over their houses, that increase the rate of the owning another house. First and
second generation of migrant could increase their life standards but the comers of the
city are turned over their poverty; and it shows the “poverty by turns” characteristic
of the squatter settlement (Isik & Pinarcioglu, 2001).

In the areas of squatter houses, low rates of teacher-student in the level of
basic education, crowdedness of schools, facts like double-triple education, squatter
settlement children’ obligation of bringing money to home prevented education of
squatter settlement house’s children in the quality that the cities demand. Since
education and world horizon of migrants coming from rural areas and forced
migrants at takeoff point does not include new searches at the beginning of
migration, migrants do not question the city life. As the duration of stay extends, they
question the place of themselves and children in the system, question their future,
and gradually their level of content decreases. As they do not live as a city-dweller,
they always think about their takeoff point, however since they know the return is
impossible, they usually arm family and religious institution (Peker, 1999).
Furthermore, Isik and Pinarcioglu (2001) found that narrowing of opportunities that
education offers to the migrants and the low level of profit by education are the

reasons for not to give importance to education in a squatter settlement region.

2.2.3. Istanbul and Migration

Istanbul is the one of the most affected city because of migration. The highest
provincial in-migration between 1985 and 1990 was equal in Istanbul and Kocaeli.
Permanent resident population of Istanbul in 1985 was 5,068,512; net migration rate
in this year was 60 per thousand (net migration=in—out migration) and the proportion

of in-migration within the total population of Istanbul was 5.7 percent. In 1990,
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permanent resident population of Istanbul was 6,433,569, net migration rate was 108
per thousand and the proportion of in-migration within the total population of
Istanbul was 15.5 (DIE, 1997) and half of the population migrated from Black Sea,
East, South East, Middle Anatolia and Mediterranean regions (Ozbay, 1999).

The highest population growth occurred in squatter settlement settlements in
1985-1990. The sub-provinces with the highest population growth were Kagithane
with 159.8 per thousand per year and Umraniye with 142 per thousand (Table 5) and
these sub-provinces were poorer than other sub-provinces which population growth

rate was very low (Sénmez, 1996, Ozbay 1999).

Table 2.4. Highest population and annual growth within sub-provinces of Istanbul
(1985-1990)

Sub-provinces 1985 1990  Annual growth rate %o

Kagithane 120,996 269,042 159.8
Umraniye 118,995 242,091 142
Biiytikgekmece 11,310 22,394 136.6
Silivri 15,767 26,049 100
Pendik 182,205 289,380 95.5

Source: Sonmez, 1994
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3. METHODOLOGY

This section is composed of a research design which includes the population
and sample selection, data collection instruments, the procedure of the study, and the
data analysis.

This is a descriptive survey type study which attempts to explore the non-
formal and/or informal learning experiences, the reasons of non-participation in adult
education activities of migrant adults and to explain the relationship between

migrants’ characteristics and their non-participation reasons.

3.1. Population and Sample Selection
Population of the study is the adults who were born outside of Istanbul in
Turkey, headed household (financial supporter and/or main caregiver of the family),
migrated to the city between 1985 and 2004, and have not participated in any
organized adult education activities during their lifespan and are living in sub-
provinces that are mostly squatter settlements. Adults who participated in the
following organized adult education activities are not included in the population and
sample:
e Courses offered by the People’s Education Centers,
e Courses or any educational activity offered by any adult education institution
bounded to the Ministry of National Education (MONE),
e Courses like computer, accounting, foreign language, etc. provided by private
firms,
e In-service training activities provided by a foundation, municipality or

association.
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However, adults who have participated in the following educational activities
are considered within the population:
e In university preparatory courses,
e In the courses where pregnant women attend,
e In short term seminars,
e In driver courses.

Population of the study is selected from the migrants who migrated between
1985 and 2004, because until 1985, more than half of the population of Turkey was
living in rural areas (in 1985, 47.0%), and nowadays that shows a decrease of 35.1
percent. One of the most effected cities because of migration is Istanbul; between
1985 and 1990, in-migration within the total population of Istanbul had increased 9.8
percent. It is assumed that adaptation to city life and seeking for educational
opportunities take at least one year, because of that 2004 is chosen as the last year for
migration to Istanbul.

There is no statistical data about the proportion of squatter settlements in sub-
provinces of Istanbul. But it is known that Kagithane, Umraniye, Sultanbeyli,
Bagcilar are some of sub-provinces that most of the houses are unlicensed (S6nmez,
1994, 1996, Isik and Pinarcioglu, 2001, Erder, 1996). Kagithane is the sub-province
which has the highest population growth between 1985 and 1990 due to in-migration.
Therefore, Kagithane was purposefully selected as a sub-province to represent the
squatter settlement regions of Istanbul. The reasons for selecting just one sub-
province are both financial constraints and the time limits. With the information
collected from headmen in the Kagithane’s neighborhoods, settlements where
residence were mostly migrants came to Istanbul after 1985, were identified. These

settlements are mostly located in the downtown of Kagithane, Nurtepe, Yahya Kemal
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and Hamidiye neighborhoods. Headmen also pinpointed streets where residents were
mostly migrants of 1985 and after, in these neighborhoods. In these streets,
households were selected through systematic sampling. A household was chosen
randomly as a starting point in each street, and then every second house was selected.
In each of the selected households, for the eligibility of the non-participant, each
headed household adult was asked whether s/he has ever participated in any adult
education activity during their lifespan, if s/he migrated to the city between 1985 and
2004, if s/he accepted being interviewed, to be included within the sample group of
the study. In every household, only one head of household was interviewed. If the
person did not meet the criteria or did not except being interviewed for the research,
s/he was not included in the sample and the next house was visited for the interview.

In these four neighborhoods, 202 subjects (household) were interviewed.

3.2. Data Collection Instruments

The instrument of the study is the structured interview form which includes
Reasons for Non-participation Scale (RENOPAS) developed by Cem Kirazoglu in
1996 in Istanbul and questions related to the demographic characteristics of the
subjects (Appendix A).

a) Reasons for Non-Participation Scale (RENOPAS)

The Reasons for Non-Participation Scale RENOPAS consists of 67 four
points Likert type statement. RENOPAS was developed to assess the non-
participation reasons’ of adults in adult education activities. In the first three steps of
the development of the RENOPAS, Kirazoglu reviewed related literature; and
interviewed 20 non-participant and 25 experts from the field of education. For the

content validity of the instrument, 25 judgers evaluated the form of RENOPAS in
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terms of the defined factors such as situational, institutional, informational and
psychosocial barriers defined by Darkenwald and Merriam (1982). For the reliability
and construct validity, the instrument was administered to 325 non-participants. First
form of RENOPAS consisted of 74, four points Likert type items indicating the
reasons for non-participation. The instrument was found to be highly reliable
(Cronbach alpha is .9323). Factor analysis and judgers classification carried out for
the construct validity of the instrument. After reliability and validity analysis items
were deleted and the number of items decreased to 67 in the RENOPAS.

b) Demographic Information Form:

The questionnaire that includes RENOPAS has a section for the demographic
characteristics of the people. While demographic information form of this study was
being developed by the researcher, RENOPAS’s demographic information form was
utilized, and the researcher added some further demographic information questions.
Demographic information part of the interview form includes the following
questions: gender, age, place of birth/origin, marital status, educational level, number
of children, educational status of the children, occupational status of the non-
participant and his/her spouse, house ownership, ownership of another house,
perceived family financial status, perceived SES, direction of migration, date of
migration to Istanbul, reasons of preferring Istanbul and their non-formal and/or
informal learning experience. Finally, a pilot study is conducted with ten migrant
adults who never participated in any organized adult education activities from
different educational levels to see the appropriateness of the demographic questions.
According to these interviews, the demographic questions were reorganized in terms

of their clarity.
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3.3. Procedures

During data collection, every subjects in the sample is interviewed at their
homes or coffee houses (kahvehane). 35 male subjects are interviewed in coffee
houses to represent both genders equally because it is not possible to interview with
them at their home.

The data is collected within two weeks of July, 2005 by the researcher herself
and by trained interviewers. Trained interviewers who are the friends of the
researcher were voluntary for the research and most of them were university
graduates. They were trained by the researcher about the aim of the research and the
application of the interview form. At the end of the data collection period, researcher

was able to reach 106 females and 96 males (Table 3.1).

Table 3.1. Distribution of the sample by neighborhood

District Female Male
Kagithane Central 27 21
Nurtepe 35 35
Yahya Kemal 24 23
Hamidiye 20 17
Total 106 96

3.4. Analysis of Data

The statistical software package for windows (SPSS 13.01) is used for
statistical analysis. For demographic information, crosstabulation, frequency
distribution and percentiles were carried out. A factor analysis was done to
understand the major factors that effect migrant adults’ non-participation in adult
education activities. Factor analysis was used with rotation method and varimax with
Kaiser Normalization to see combination of the items. The criterion for factor

extraction is the eigenvalues 1 or higher.
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Depending on the number of the categories of the independent variables t-test

or one-way analysis of variances (ANOVA) were carried out that to see the effect of

independent variables on the factors of non-participation reasons. If there were

statistically significant effects on independent variables on the factors at the end of a

one-way ANOVA analyses, post hoc test, Scheffe multiple ranges procedure was

implemented to see which group(s) make(s) the difference.

Some statistical symbols and letter used in the tables that show the results of

data analysis are represented below.

n
f

%

s

%

to

P
SS
df
MS
Fo

Sample size in that category
Frequency

Percent

Standard deviation

Mean

Observed t-test result
Significance level

Sum of squares

Degree of freedom

Mean square

Observed F-test value
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4. FINDINGS

Data of this study was gathered from 202 subjects who were migrants and did
not participate in any adult education activities provided by any public or private
educational institution. Findings of the study are presented in this chapter, in three
sections: demographic findings, findings of non-formal and/or informal learning, and

the results of the implementation of RENOPAS.

4.1. Demographic Findings

In the interview form, there were questions about the following demographic
characteristics of the subjects: gender, age, marital status, number of children,
educational level, occupational status of the non-participant and his/her spouse,
house ownership, perceived family financial status, and perceived SES, place of
birth, reasons of migration to Istanbul, and migration time to Istanbul.

Age Level. Among the 106 female (52.5%) and 96 male (47.5%) interviewed,
majority were 30 years old and older (Table 4.1). If subjects’ age group were taken
into consideration according to migration time, 63.7% of the age group who were
less than 25 years old migrated to Istanbul after 1995, and 83.0% of the subjects in

40-49 age group migrated between 1985 and 1995 (Appendix B1).
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Table 4.1. The subjects’ age groups by gender

Gender Total
Age Group Female Male

f % f % f %
Less than 25 17 16.0 5 52 22 109
25-29 27 255 21 219 48 23.8
30-39 34 321 45 469 79  39.1
40-49 20 189 21 219 41 203
50- 8 7.5 4 42 12 59
Total 106 100 96 100 202 100

Marital Status. Most of the subjects were married (84.2%). The percentage of
married female subjects (90.6%) was greater than the proportion of the married

males (77.1%) (Table.4.2).

Table 4.2. The subjects’ marital status by gender

Gender

I\é[;rtlltlzl Female Male Total
f % f % f %
Single 6 5.7 19 19.8 25 124
Married 96 90.6 74 77.1 170 84.2
Divorced 1 0.9 2 2.1 3 1.5
Widow 3 2.8 1 1.0 4 2.0
Total 106 100 96 100 202 100

Number of Children. Out of 177 subjects (except single subjects), 165 of

them had at least 1 child and at most 11 children. Total number of children in the
sample was 445. Among 170 married subjects, 6.5% of them had no children. Mean
score of children per household with children was 2.51. Married subjects with two

children constituted 32.4 % (Table 4.3).



37

Table 4.3. The subjects’ number of children by marital status

Marital Status
Number of Single Married Divorced Widow Total

Children f %  f % f % f % %
No child 25 100 11 6.5 1 333 O 0 37 183
One 0 0 24 14.1 1 333 0 0 25 124
Two 0 0 55 324 1 333 1 250 57 282
Three 0 0 38 224 0 0 1 250 39 193
Four 0 0 25 147 0 0 0 0 25 124
Five and more 0 0 17 10.0 0 0 2 500 19 9.4
Total 25 100 170 100 3 100 4 100 202 100

Educational Level. Educational levels were taken into consideration

according to graduation level, because there were only a few subjects in some
categories (for detail information about educational level see Appendix B2).Most of
the subjects were primary school graduates (56.4%) and those who did not attended
any formal schooling and primary school dropouts (22.3%). High school and higher
education graduates were equal (7.9%). Among the female subjects 35.8% did not
attended any formal schooling and they were primary school dropouts while males in
this category are only 7.3%. Percentages of male subjects (30.2%) who attended
formal schools six or more years was two times higher from the percentages of their
females counterparts who received six or more years of schooling (13.2%) (Table

4.4).

Table 4.4. The subjects’ educational level by gender

Gender
Educational Level Female Male

f % f % f %
Not attended and 38 358 7 73 45 223
primary school dropout
Primary school graduate 54 509 60 625 114 564

Total

Junior high sc. graduate 3 28 8 83 11 5.4
High sc. graduate 4 38 12 12.5 16 7.9
Higher Ed. graduate 7 6.6 9 94 16 79

Total 106 100 96 100 202 100
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125 of children of migrants were between 0 and 7 years old who were not
attending school yet. Most of migrants’ children were attending compulsory
education (34.4%), it is followed with the graduated from primary school (19.4%).
About 10% of female did not attend any formal schooling or dropped primary school
(Appendix B3).

Occupational Status. Most of the males were either blue collar workers

(59.4%) or white collar workers (11.5%), and entrepreneur (11.5 %) as see in Table
4.5. Most of the females were housewives (66.0%), blue collar worker (13.2%) and
housewives but doing something at home to earn money to support their family
financially (12.3%). Among eight un-employed males, only two of them were single,

and six of them were married.

Table 4.5. The subjects’ occupational status by gender
Gender

Occupational Status Female Male Total

f % f % f %
Blue collar worker 14 132 57 594 71 351
White collar worker 6 57 11 115 17 84
Entrepreneur 1 0.9 11 115 12 5.9
Housewife (doing thing at home) 13 123 0 0 13 64
Housewife 70 66.0 0 0 70  34.7
Retired 2 1.9 9 94 11 5.4
Un-employed 0 0 8 8.3 8§ 40
Total 106 100 96 100 202 100

Most of the male subjects’ spouses were also housewives (87.1%) and most
of the female subjects’ spouses are blue collar workers (72.6%) (Table 4.6). Only
2.2% of male mentioned that their wife was working at home to support their

families’ financial position.



39

Table 4.6. The subjects’ spouses’ occupational status by gender

Gender Total
Occupational Status Female Male

f % f % f %
Blue collar worker 69 719 7 9.5 76 447
White collar worker 6 63 2 2.7 8 4.7
Entrepreneur 5 52 0 0 5 2.9
Housewife (doing thing at home) 0 0 1 1.4 1 0.6
Housewife 0 0 63 85.1 63 37.1
Un-employed 14 146 0 0 14 82
Retired 2 21 1 1.4 3 1.8
Total 9 100 74 100 170 100

House Ownership. Most of the subjects were living in rental houses (63.67%)

as seen in Table 4.7. Nearly half of the house owners were early migrants between
1985 and 1989 (45.9%) (Appendix B4). Among house owners only 12 of them has

another house (16.22%)).

Table 4.7. The house ownership

House Ownership f %
Own house 74  36.33
Rental 128  63.67
Total 202 100

Perceived Family Financial Status. About 40% of the sample perceived their

family financial status as middle level, the next largest group perceived below middle
level (33.2%). Female subject perceived their family financial status worse than

males (Table 4.8).
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Table 4.8. The subjects’ perceived family financial status by gender

Gender Total

Perceived Financial Status Female Male

f % f % f %
Low level 28 26.4 21 21.9 49 24.3
Below middle level 39 36.8 28 29.2 67 33.2
Middle level 37 349 43 44.8 80 39.6
Above middle level 2 1.9 4 42 6 3.0
High level 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 106 100 96 100 202 100

Perceived SES. One question of the study was related to how the non-
participant migrants perceive their status (place) in the society considering their jobs,
educational level, the sub-province that they live in, and income level. According to
findings, most of the subject perceived their places in the society at the middle level
(40.1%); then come the ones who perceived their place in the society below the
middle level (31.7%). None of the subject perceived their SES at high level (Table

4.9).

Table 4.9. The subjects’ perceived SES by gender

Gender Total

Perceived SES Female Male

f % f % f %
Low 24 22.6 16 16.7 40 19.8
Below middle 36 34.0 28 29.2 64 31.7
Middle 40 37.7 41 427 81 40.1
Above middle 6 5.7 11 11.5 17 8.4
High level 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 106 100 96 100 202 100

Place of Birth. About 33 percent of the sample was from Black Sea region

and it’s followed by the migrants from Eastern Anatolia (27.2%) and South Eastern

Anatolia (20.8%) regions (Table 4.10).
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Table 4.10. The subjects’ place of birth by gender

Gender Total
The Region Female Male

f % f % f %
Black Sea Region 42 39.6 25  26.0 67 332
Eastern Anatolia Region 20 18.9 35 36.5 55 272
South Eastern Anatolia 17 16.0 25 26.0 42 208
Central Anatolia Region 14 13.2 8 83 22 109
Aegean Region 7 6.6 0 0 7 3.5
Marmara Region 4 3.8 2 21 6 3.0
Mediterranean Region 2 1.9 1 0.5 3 1.5
Total 106 100 96 100 202 100

Reasons of Migration. Forty eight subjects (23.8%) migrated to Istanbul after

they had migrated some place else before. Main reasons of migration from their land
were economic reasons (39.6%), marriage (10.4%) and job of spouses (12.5%).
Interestingly, forced migration (10.4%) and lack of security (6.3%) was mentioned
by eight people.

Reasons of migration to Istanbul, 202 subjects indicated mostly in a parallel
way with indicated by above mentioned 48 subjects: economical reasons (60.9%),
marriage (11.4%), and spouses’ job (6.4%). Forced migration and lack of security
was mentioned 8.4% of the sample for the reasons of migration to Istanbul (Table

4.11).



42

Table 4.11. The subjects’ reasons for migration

Migrant to First
Reasons for . o
Migration Istanbul migration

f % f %
Economical reasons 123 60.9 19 39.6
Marriage 23 114 5 10.4
Spouse’s job 13 6.4 0 12.5
Forced migration 13 6.4 5 10.4
Security 4 2.0 3 6.3
Education 13 6.4 4 8.3
Health 4 2.0 1 2.1
Appointment 7 35 4 8.3
Relatives 2 1.0 1 2.1
Total 202 100 48 100

Migration Time. Among the sample, 32.2 % came to Istanbul between 1985

and 1989. Most of the females migrated to Istanbul between 1990 and 1994 (32.1%)
and most of the males came between 1985 and 1989 (42.7%) (Table 4.12).
According to crosstabulation of migration time and the region that they were born in,
most of the migrants from Black Sea (65.7%), Eastern Anatolia (65.46%), and
Southeastern Anatolia (54.8%) migrated to Istanbul between 1985 and 1995

(Appendix BS5).

Table 4.12. Migration time of the subjects by gender

L Gender
Mlg'ratlon Fermale Male Total
Time

f % f % f %

1985-1989 26 245 41 427 67 332
1990-1994 34 321 21 219 55 272
1995-1999 26 245 22 229 48 238
2000-2004 20 18.9 12 12.5 32 158

Total 106 100 96 100 202 100

4.2. Learning Experiences
In terms of the types of non-formal and/or informal learning experiences of
migrant adults, 61.4 percent of subjects identified at least one non-formal and/or

informal learning experience in Istanbul (see Table 4.13). Most of the learners were
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female (60.5%). According to educational level, most of the learners were primary
school graduates (53.2%), and subjects who did not attend any formal schooling and
primary school dropouts (21%), and less than 39 years old (79.8%) (Table 4.13). For

additional information about non-formal/informal learners see Appendix B6.

Table 4.13. Demographic characteristics of respondents of

non-formal and/or informal learning

; ‘o Learnin rien
Demographic Characteristics c g experience

Total f %

Gender Female 106 75 70.8
Male 96 49 51.0

Age groups  Less than 25 22 17 77.3
25-29 48 35 72.9

30-39 79 47 59.5

40-49 41 20 48.8

50+ 12 5 417

Not attended 45 26 57.8

Educational Primary school graduate 114 66 57.9
level Junior high sc. graduate 11 8 72.7
High sc. graduate 16 10 62.5

Higher Ed. graduate 18 14 77.8

Answers about non-formal and/or informal learning experiences of migrant
adults were classified into nine different learning areas (see Table 4.14) by the
researcher. There are skills related with women, job related learning, religious belief,
socialization, city life, political awareness, Turkish language, learning on their own,
and others.

Job Related. Some subjects who defined learning experiences related with a
job that they learned this job in the work place with the assistance of experienced
workers, or by practicing it. Painting, apprenticeship, car repairing, manufacturing
cloths, textile, and shoe shining are some types of on the job learning. That is
generally a kind of informal learning because people are learning their jobs from

experienced workers or learning by doing in practice.
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Religious Belief. Some “Sunni” subjects (n=31) mentioned religious learning

in their close environment with hodja at community meetings. Learning how to read
Koran, information about religious rituals were some types of religious learning
occurred in these community meetings. That is generally a kind of informal learning
because people are transmitting the religious knowledge by practicing; however it is
also a kind of non-formal learning because of its organized characteristics (somebody
purposefully organize them). It is known that Alevi have different place to pray and
different praying rituals. Some of the Alevi subjects (n=6) mentioned that they
learned and practiced their religious identity in these places and there were some
meetings about social issues as well. That is a kind of non-formal learning which is
organized in a setting purposefully.

Gendered Skills Related with Women. Some female subjects mentioned that

they learned to produce handcrafts either to save money or to support home
economics from their close environment. Lacework, embroidery, sewing, clothing,
and macramé were some types of craft that was mentioned by mostly female
respondents. That is a kind of informal learning because females are transmitting the
methods of producing that kind of things as well as transmitting the knowledge of
“being a good woman”.

Socialization. Most common type of socialization was in associations related
to solidarity with village or town of origion. In these associations, different kinds of
activities were carried. Meetings about the problems of the sub-province that they
were living in or origin, cultural activities (such as playing folk instrument and folk
dances, theatre), and seminars (such as child rearing, women health) were frequently
mentioned activities in these associations. It is a kind of non-formal learning because

these activities are organized by associations for educational purposes.
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City Life. Some subjects mentioned that there are important differences in
human relations, daily life, and the way of coping with the problems in their origin
and in Istanbul; and they defined that they learned how to behave, communicate with
others and cope with economical problems as of their life in Istanbul. That is a kind
of informal learning because people observe the new environment and behave
according to the circumstances by self-socialization in a new environment.

Learning on their own. Some of the subjects mentioned that (n=5) they read

books to learn new things or for enjoyment. Five male subjects mentioned that they
learned how to use computer and they use internet as a source of information.

Turkish Language. Some of the subjects mentioned their native language was

not Turkish and they learned Turkish in Istanbul by communicating with Turkish
speakers more frequently. One of the subject mentioned that she spoke a dialect of
Turkish and after migrating to Istanbul, she realized that people could not understand
her and she tried to change her dialect to communicate people effectively.

Political Awareness. Some subjects mentioned that they involved in a

political grouping either in a political party or politically oriented NGOs (Non-
governmental organizations). Defined learning experiences in a political awareness
include ethnic identity, religious identity, and dynamics of social and political
developments in the Turkey as well as in abroad, and finding a way to help poor and
undereducated neighbors. That is a kind of informal learning, because participation
in these kinds of grouping was not aimed to educational purposes by the subjects as
well as the group itself.

Others. In this category, most mentioned type of learning was about child

rearing from doctors and local clinics (n=4), and driving license courses; then some
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sports activities in local sport centers. Two female subjects mentioned that they
learned reading and writing in associations of their village.

Among the respondents, 55 of them defined more than one type of non-
formal and/or informal learning experiences. As many people mentioned a number of
categories stated at the same time, total number of categories was not equal to
number of people responded as seen in Table 4.14-16. Most of the female
respondents had a learning experience related with women (27.1%), and religious
belief (21.7%). However, most of the respondents of male subjects had a learning
experiences related with job (33.3%) and socialization in associations (25.0%) as

seen in Table 4.14.

Table 4.14. Responses to learning experiences by gender

Gender
Total
Learning Areas Female Male

f % f % f %
Job related 16 124 24 333 40 199
Religious beliefs 28 21.7 10 139 38 18.9
Skills related with women 35 27.1 0 0 35 174
Socialization 11 8.5 18 25.0 29 144
City life 11 8.5 6 83 17 85
Learning on their own 4 31 6 83 10 5.0
Turkish language 8 6.2 1 1.4 9 45
Political awareness 4 31 3 4.2 7 35
Others 12 93 4 5.6 16 8.0
Total 129 100 72 100 201 100

According to age groups, most of the subjects who were less than 25 years
old, had learning experiences on “skills related with women” (27.6%), “job related
learning”, and learning about “religious beliefs” (24.1%). Subjects who were within
the range of 25-29 years old, most frequently stated “job related learning” and “skills
related with women” equally (19.0%), followed by learning about “religious beliefs”

(15.5%), and “‘socialization” in associations (13.8%). Subjects between the age of 30
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and 39, mentioned most frequently “job related learning” (22.1%), “socialization” in
associations (19.5%), and followed by learning about “religious beliefs” (15.6%).
Subjects who were within the range of 40-49 years old, most frequently stated
learning about “religious beliefs” (21.4%), “skills related with women™ (17.9%).
Nearly half of the subjects, who were older than 49 years old, had learning

experiences on “religious beliefs” (44.4%) (Table 4.15).

Table 4.15. Responses to learning experiences by age group

Age Groups
Learning Areas -25 25-29 30-39 40-49 50-

F % f % f % f % f %
Job related 7 24.1 11 19.0 17 22.1 3 107 2 222
Religious beliefs 7 24.1 9 155 12 156 6 214 4 444
Skills related with 8 276 11 190 10 13.0 5 179 1 111
women
Socialization 2 69 8§ 138 15 19.5 4 143 0 0
City life 1 34 5 8.6 8 104 2 7.1 1 11.1
Learning on their own 2 69 3 5.2 5 65 0 0 0 0
Turkish language 0 0 4 69 3 39 1 3.6 1 111
Political awareness 1 34 2 34 2 2.6 2 7.1 0 0
Others 1 34 5 8.6 5 6.5 5 179 0 0
Total 29 100 58 100 77 100 28 100 9 100

According to educational level of non-formal/informal learning areas,
subjects who did not attend any formal schooling and primary school dropouts, most
frequently stated “skills related with women” (28.9%), followed by learning about
“religious beliefs” (15.5%). Subjects who were primary school graduates, most
frequently stated “job related learning” (27.5%), followed by learning about
“religious beliefs” (19.6%). Subjects who were junior high schools graduates, most
frequently mentioned “job related learning” and learning about “religious beliefs”,
and “socialization” in associations equally (23.1%). High school graduates
mentioned learning about “religious beliefs”, and “socialization” in associations
equally (21.4%). Nearly half of the subjects who were higher education institution

graduates, stated “socialization” in associations (44.4%) (Table 4.16).
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Table 4.16. Educational level and learning

Educational Level
Not attend/  Primary sc.  Junior High ~ High sc. Higher
Pr. dropout  graduate sc. grad. graduate inst. grad.

f % f % f % f % f %

Learning Areas

Job related 5 11.1 28 27.5 3 23.1 2 143 0 0
Religious beliefs 11 244 20 196 3 23.1 3 214 1 37
Skills related with 13 280 19 186 2 154 1 71 2 74
women

Socialization 2 44 9 838 3 231 3 214 12 444
City life 3 6.7 11 10.8 1 7.7 2 143 0 0
Learning on their own 1 22 6 59 0 0 1 71 2 74
Turkish language 8 17.8 1 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Political awareness 0 0 3 29 0 0 0 0 4 148
Others 2 44 5 4.9 1 7.7 2 143 6 222
Total 45 100 102 100 13 100 14 100 27 100

4.3. Results of the Implementation of RENOPAS

RENOPAS is the instrument for assessing the reasons of non-participation in
adult education activities was implemented to gather answer for the question of
“what are the major factors that effect their non-participation”.

When factor analysis was carried, principal components extracted 16 factors
that met the criterion for retention, accounting for 70.6 percent of the scale variance
(factor loadings are given Appendix C) by using rotation method and varimax with
Kaiser Normalization. In Kirazoglu’ s study (1996), the implementation of
RENOPAS indicated eight main factors that explain the reasons of non-participation
in adult education activities, namely financial constrains, negative attitudes toward
education, time constrains, fear and hesitation regarding the environment, low self-
confidence, communicational barriers, family responsibility, and institutional
barriers.

In this research, to compare with Kirazoglu’s eight factors and to make
meaningful analysis, number of factors extracted to eight factors. When factors

extracted to eight factors in this research, it explains 55.1 percent of the scale
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variance and all factors had more than two items according to highest factor loadings
(for factor loadings see Appendix D and Table 4.17-4.24). The factors of this
research renamed when it was necessary by comparing the items in the factor with
Kirazoglu’s factors name and the contents of the factors as F1- low self-confidence,
F2- negative attitudes toward education, F3- financial and communicational barriers,
F4-time constraints, F5- family responsibility and familiarity with the courses, F6-
fear and hesitation regarding the environment, F7- dissatisfaction from education,

F8-unwillingness to participate.

4.3.1. Factor Contents
For each of eight factors and the items which were included in each factor
with the item numbers, factor loadings and factor descriptions are presented below.

F1- Low Self Confidence. This factor contained 15 items (Table 4.17) with

the mean score of 1.5. The items indicated the low self-esteem with the dimensions
of being a part of new/strange environment, shyness, age related negative
perceptions, fear from new environment and experiences, feeling of low personal
competency because of low level of education. This factor accounted alone for 11.4
percent of the scale variance which was the highest in the factor analysis. This factor
and items were similar with the RENOPAS’ factor named as “low self confidence”

in the Kirazoglu’s study (for comparing see Appendix E).
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Table 4.17. The items in the factor of low self-confidence

Factor 1 Loading
8. Because I think I won’t understand the lectures given 818
7. Because I don’t have confidence in my learning abilities 743
57. Because I forget what I have learned very easily 710
20. Because I am old .687
41. Because people who are as old as me do not usually attend courses .667
15. Because I can’t compete with younger students .632
36. Because I am afraid of being unsuccessful in the courses 616
58. Because my reading and writing skills are not adequate .593
26. Because my education is very poor 582
61. Because learning new things is difficult 576
35. I'wouldn’t like to answer questions in front of everybody in class 553
62. Because I feel shy in an unfamiliar environment 551
43. Because I think people around me would laugh at me if I 551
participated in courses
56. Because I am not healthy 409
44. Because I think I am lazy 231

F2- Negative Attitudes toward Education. This factor included 11 items

(Table 4.18) with the mean score of 1.6. They indicated negative beliefs and thoughts
about usefulness, necessity of education, low level of benefits of education, difficulty
of courses, interest to participate are the reasons of non-participation in adult
education activities. Item 6, “I have heard that the course instructors do not treat the
course participants well” had the lowest factor loading with the second lowest mean
(1.14) among 67 items (see Appendix F for descriptive statistics of the items). This
factor and items were similar with the RENOPAS’ factor named as “negative

attitudes toward education” in Kirazoglu’s research.
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Table 4.18. The items in the factor of negative attitudes toward education

Factor 2 Loading
17. Because I don’t believe the courses would provide me with 739
opportunities
48. Because I don’t believe participating in courses would help increase 738
my income
12. Because I don’t believe training would help me in my job/profession 734
64. Such things do not cause earn money .684
21. Because I don’t believe completing a course would help me in .680
finding a job
10. Because I find it unnecessary to participate in courses .650
9. Because I am not interested in taking courses 564
11. Because I don’t believe the institutions organizing available courses 562
are qualified
60. Because I see no necessity for participating in a learning activity .560
42. Because I think the courses are difficult 527
6. Ihave heard that the course instructors do not treat the course 301

participants well

(Table 4.19) with the mean score of 2.5. These items indicated the financial

F3- Financial and Communicational Barriers. This factor contained 12 items

constraints, lack of financial support and expenses of these educational activities and

communicational barriers that mean lack of information about the available courses.

In Kirazoglu’s research, same items were in to two separate factors, namely

“financial constraints” and “communicational barriers” except the Item 18. “because

the courses are at inconvenient locations™.
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Table 4.19. The items in the factor of financial and communicational barriers

Factor 3 Loading
54. Because I am not financially sufficient 714
47. Because the transportation expenses are very high 703
22. Because I have never seen any advertisement about the courses .659
opened in my environment
59. Because I haven’t heard about the courses offered .650
34. Because courses are very expensive .635
33. Because earning a living is greater trouble 613
14. Because I don’t have information about the available adult 562
education courses
2 Because I think I can’t afford the expenses necessary for the 541
courses
45. Because I don’t have information about the institutions organizing 534
the courses
67. Because transportation is very difficult 528
18. Because the courses are at inconvenient locations 480
32. Because my family did not support me financially 411

F4- Time constraints. That factor contained nine items which is related with

time limitation and not having enough time to participate courses because of
occupation (Table 4.20) with the mean score of 2.2. The name of the factor and its

items fit with Kirazoglu’s implementation of RENOPAS.

Table 4.20. The items in the factor of time constraints

Factor 4 Loading
24. Because I get tired at work 816
55. Because where [ work it is very busy .790
53. Because I can’t get permission from the work place 175
25. Because I don’t want to waste my time that is already very limited 749
39. Because there is nobody to take care my job at work 747
27. Because I don’t have enough time for participating in courses 534
regularly
1. Because I don’t have the time for participation 482
31. T have no time because I have another job 429
63. Because I have no extra time for such things 418

F5- Family responsibility and familiarity with the courses. This factor

consisted of seven items which explained low personal priority, versus high family

priority and being unfamiliar with the content and participants of the courses (Table
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4.21) with the mean score of 1.9. Item 29, “because I can’t find anybody to attend
courses together with me” was perceived as a need of familiarity of the participant of
the courses by the researcher. When this factor was compared with previous study,
Items 50, 40, 4, and 13 are on the factor of “family responsibility” in Kirazoglu’s
research. Considering the additional items 30, 29, and 19 with the other items, this
factor was named as “family responsibility and familiarity with the courses” in this

research.

Table 4.21. The items in the factor of family responsibility and familiarity with the

courses
Factor 5 Loading
50. Because I can’t find time because of housework 784
40. Because I have to take care of my family .692
4. Because it is difficult for me to find any place to leave my .665
children to be taken care of
13. Because I want to spend most of my time with my family .623
30. Because I don’t know what is going on in these courses 487
29. Because I can’t find anybody to attend courses together with me 404
19. Because I don’t know what kind of people attend such courses 451

F6- Fear and hesitation regarding the environment. That factor had seven

items which were related family permission, course instructors and the duration of
the courses (Table 4.22) with the mean score of 1.7. Items 3, 49 and 66 were in the
factor of institutional barriers in Kirazoglu’s research, in spite of that this factor had

same name with previous implementation of RENOPAS.
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Table 4.22. The items in the factor of fear and hesitation regarding the environment

Factor 6 Loading
52. Because my mother-in law- don’t allow me to participate .592
23. Because my family did not allow me 489
65. Because the course instructor would be of the other sex 444
3. Because I don’t know the instructors in those courses well enough 483
5. Because my spouse don’t allow me to participate 433
49. Because it takes too long to finish the courses 461
66. Because course hours last too long 419

F7- Dissatisfaction from educational activities. That factor had three items

which were related with dissatisfaction because of the content of the courses, and
lack of desire and satisfaction from courses (Table 4.23) with the mean score of 1.6.
These three items were in the factor of negative attitudes toward education in
previous research; however, the content of the factor related with dissatisfaction from
courses, because of that, this factor was named as dissatisfaction from educational

activities by the researcher.

Table 4.23. The items in the factor of dissatisfaction from educational activities

Factor 7 Loading
51. Because no courses are offered I have desired .699
16. Because I can’t find any courses on subjects that [ am interested in ~ .677
28. Because the courses are not sufficient for satisfying our needs 516

F8-Unwillingness to participate. That factor consisted of three items with the

mean score of 1.3. These items are not interrelated and had one of the lowest mean

scores (1.11; 1.45; and 1.26) (Table 4.24).

Table 4.24. The items in the factor of unwillingness to participate

Factor 8 Loading
38. Because I can’t usually find place in the courses .635
46. If take a course people would think that I am ignorant 471

37. Because I think I would be bored 446
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4.3.2. The Effect of Demographic Characteristics on the Factors

In order to see whether there was an effect of the demographic characteristics
of the sample on the reasons of non-participation in organized adult education
activities, t-test or one-way analysis of variances (ANOVA) was carried out.

The Effect of Gender. T-test analysis was carried out in order to see whether

the gender makes difference on the scores of each factor. Significant differences (at
.000 alpha levels) were found on the following factors: “F1- low self confidence”,
“F3- financial and communicational barriers”, “F4- time constraints”, “F5- family
responsibility and familiarity with the courses”, and “F6- fear and hesitation
regarding the environment”. Females’ scores were significantly higher than of the
males on the factors of “F1- low self confidence”, “F3- financial and
communicational barriers”, “F5- family responsibility and familiarity with the
courses”, and “F6- fear and hesitation regarding the environment”. Males’ scores
were significantly higher than of females on the factor of “F4- time constraints”.
There were no significant differences between genders on the factors of “F2-
negative attitudes toward education”, “F7- dissatisfaction from education”, and “F§-

unwillingness to participate” (Table 4.25).

Table 4.25. t-test results for the factors by gender

Female Male
Factors

= S n o S to p
F1 106 1.71 .709 96 1.31 .446 23.060  .000
F2 106 1.59 .572 96 1.68 .769 -.845 NS
F3 106 2.73 .862 96 2.32 .745 12.585  .000
F4 106 1.86 .593 96 2.63 .859 -54.728  .000
F5 106 241 .783 96 1.35 .395 142.003  .000
Fo6 106 1.81 .673 96 1.51 .425 13.951  .000
F7 106 1.58 .850 96 1.57 .797 .006 NS

F8 106 128 .460 96 1.26 .440 .063 NS
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The Effect of Age. One-way analysis of variances (ANOVA) showed that

whether age groups’ score different on the each factor. Age groups used in this study
were less than 25, 25-29, 30-39, 40-49, and 50 and above. Significant differences (at
.002 to .024) were found on the factors “F1- low self confidence”, “F3- financial and
communicational barriers”, and “F4- time constraints”. There were no significant
difference between age groups on the factors of “F2- negative attitudes toward
education”, “F5- family responsibility and familiarity with the courses”, “F6- fear
and hesitation regarding the environment”, “F7- dissatisfaction from education”, and
“F8-unwillingness to participate” (Table 4.26).

Older than 49 years old subjects with mean 2.27 had significantly higher
scores than other younger age groups (the highest ¥ =1.53 for other the age groups)
on the factor of “F1- low self confidence” according to Scheffe multiple ranges
procedure. Factor of “F3- financial and communicational barriers”, there could not
differentiated at alpha 0.05 level but, older than 49 years group (%=3.06) had
significantly higher scores than less than 25 years old age group (¥=2.11) at alpha
0.1 level. Factor of “F4- time constraints”, cannot be pinpointed at alpha .05 level,
but, 30-39 age group (¥ =2.47) had significantly higher scores than less than 25 years

old (¥=1.74) and older than 49 years age groups (% =1.75) at alpha .1 level.

Table 4.26. One-way ANOVA results for on the factors by the age groups

Between groups Within groups
Factors SS df MS S ofE MS F, P
F1 7.825 4 1956  72.148 197 366 5341 .000
F2 1915 4 479  88.950 197 452 1.060 NS
F3 7.642 4 1910 131329 197 .667 2.866 .024
F4 12.683 4 3171 123.574 197 .627 5.055 .001
F5 1.816 4 454 133.707 197  .679 669 NS
F6 1.029 4 257 68.230 197 346 743 NS
F7 3.817 4 954  132.357 197 .672 1420 NS
F8 404 4 101 40.287 197 205 494 NS
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Marital Status. T-test was carried out to see whether marital status makes
difference on the scores of each factor. Divorced and widowed subjects were not
taken into consideration because there were only a few subjects in these categories.
Significant differences (at .000 to .026) were found on the factors “F1- low self
confidence”, “F3- financial and communicational barriers”, “F4- time constraints”,
and “F5- family responsibility and familiarity with the courses”. There were no
significant differences between adults with different marital status on the scores of
factors “F2- negative attitudes toward education”, “F6- fear and hesitation regarding
the environment”, “F7- dissatisfaction from education”, and “F8-unwillingness to
participate” (Table 4.27).

Married sample scores were higher than of singles on the factors of “F1- low
self confidence”, “F3- financial and communicational barriers”, and “F5- family
responsibility and familiarity with the courses”. It should be mentioned that most of
the single subjects were male (76%). Single subjects’ scores were higher than of

married subjects on the factors of “F4- time constraints” (Table 4.27).

Table 4.27. t-test results for the factors by marital status

Factors Married Single

X s n X S to p
F1 170  1.55 628 25  1.19 343 7.877 .006
F2 170  1.65 686 25 149 592 1.255 NS
F3 170  2.61 817 25 211 725 8.248 .005
F4 170  2.19 810 25 2.58 770 -5.037  .026
F5 170  1.99 830 25 1.32 381 15.968 .000
F6 170  1.68 611 25 1.53 346 1.484 NS
F7 170  1.53 780 25 1.72 832 -1.306 NS
F8 170 1.27 461 25  1.29 412 -0.075 NS

Number of Children. One-way ANOVA was carried out from (excluding

singles) subjects in order to test for the difference between the groups with different

number of children (no child, one, two, three, four, and five and more) on the scores
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of each factor. Significant differences (at .001 and .08 level) were found on the
factors of “F1- low self confidence”, “F3- financial and communicational barriers”,
and “F7- dissatisfaction from educational activities”. There were no significant
differences between adults with different number of children on the scores of factors
“F2- negative attitudes toward education”, “F4- time constraints”, “F5- family
responsibility and familiarity with the courses”, “F6- fear and hesitation regarding
the environment”, and “F8-unwillingness to participate” (Table 4.28).

To see why the significant difference occur Scheffe multiple range procedure
was carried. In terms of the first factor-F1, there were significant differences between
subjects with five or more children (% =2.12) and other groups (no child ¥=1.23; one
child ¥ =1.35; two % =1.49; three children % =1.53) except the subjects with four
children. For the factor of “F3- financial and communicational barriers” subjects
with five or more children (% =3.06) scored significantly higher than ones with no
child (¥ =2.06). For the factor of “F7- dissatisfaction from educational activities”,
subjects with no child (% =2.47) had significantly higher scores than other groups
(one child ==1.51; two ¥=1.50; three ¥ =1.47; four children % =1.43) except

subjects with five or more children.

Table 4.28. One-way ANOVA test for the factors by the number of children

Between groups Within groups
Factors ss_df _ Ms S _df MS F,  p
F1 9.661 5 1932 64338 171 376 5.135 .000
F2 2,669 5 534 79.212 171 463 1.152 NS
F3 10.547 5 2109 110.687 171  .647 3.259 .008
F4 6.671 5 1334 111813 171 .654 2.040 NS
F5 6.752 5 1350 115400 171 .675 2.001 NS
F6 1438 5 288 64403 171 377 764 NS
F7 11.048 5 2210 107951 171  .631 3.500 .005
F8 1.186 5 237 35422 171 207 1.145 NS
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Education Level. One-way ANOV A was carried out to test for the difference

between educational levels (not attended any formal schooling and primary school
dropouts; primary school graduates; junior high school graduates; high school
graduates; and higher educational institution graduates) of the subjects on the scores
of each factor. Significant differences (at .000 and .002) were found on the factors
“F1- low self confidence”, “F3- financial and communicational barriers”, “F4- time
constraints”, “F5- family responsibility and familiarity with the courses”, “F6- fear
and hesitation regarding the environment”, and “F7- high expectation from
education”. There were no significant differences between adults’ educational level
on the scores of factors “F2- negative attitudes toward education”, and “F8-
unwillingness to participate” (Table 4.29).

According to Scheffe multiple range procedure, subjects who did not attend
any formal schooling and subjects who were primary school dropouts (% =2.10) had
higher scores than all other groups (primary school % =1.43; junior high school
% =1.26; high school %=1.13; and higher educational institution graduates % =1.06)
on the factor of “F1- low self confidence”. Subjects who did not attend any formal
schooling and primary school dropouts (%=3.08) had higher scores than primary
school (%=2.59), junior high school (*=2.21), high school (*=1.75) and higher
educational institution graduates (¥ =1.65) and subjects who were primary school
graduates had higher scores than high school and higher educational institution
graduates on the factor of “F3- financial and communicational barriers”. According
to post hoc analysis results, significant differences could not be pinpointed on the
factor of “F4- time constraints”. However, primary school graduates had the highest
mean score (% =3.35), and higher educational institution graduates has the lowest one

(¥=1.74). Subjects who did not attend any formal schooling and primary school
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dropouts (% =2.52) had higher scores than all other groups (primary school *=1.78,
junior high ¥ =1.64, high school % =1.54 and higher educational institution graduates
% =1.39) on the factor of “F5- family responsibility and familiarity with the courses”.
Subjects who did not attend any formal schooling and primary school dropouts
(®*=1.95) had higher scores than all other groups (junior high school ¥ =1.31; high
school ¥ =1.38; and higher educational institution graduates % =1.27) except primary
school graduates (¥ =1.69) on the factor of “F6- fear and hesitation regarding the
environment”. Subjects who were higher educational institution graduates (% =2.58)
had higher scores than all other groups (who did not attended any formal schooling
and primary school dropouts ¥ =1.49; primary school ¥ =1.42; junior high school

% =1.61) except high school graduates (% =1.90) on the factor of “F7- dissatisfaction

from educational activities”.

Table 4.29. One- way ANOVA results for the factors by the educational level

Between groups Within groups
Factors 5S__df__MS ss _df  MS  Fy  p
F1 22.654 4 5663 57319 197 291 19.465  .000
F2 1.034 4 259  89.830 197 456 567 NS
F3 37.182 4 9295 101.789 197 S17 0 17.990  .000
F4 11.187 4 2.797 125.071 197 635 4405 .002
F5 25.082 4 6270 110.441 197 561 11.185  .000
F6 8.785 4 2196 60474 197 307 7.155  .000
F7 20.858 4 5214 115316 197 585 8.908  .000
F8 325 4 081  40.367 197 205 396 NS

Occupational Status. In terms of occupational statuses (blue collar, white

collar worker, entrepreneur, housewife working at home, housewife, retired, un-
employed), one-way ANOVA analysis indicated that there were significant
differences (at .000) on the factors “F1- low self confidence”, “F2- negative attitudes
toward education” , “F3- financial and communicational barriers”, “F4- time

constraints”, “F5- family responsibility and familiarity with the courses” , “F6- fear
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and hesitation regarding the environment”, and “F7- dissatisfaction from educational
activities” (Table 4.30).

On the other hand, Scheffe multiple range procedure indicated that
housewives scored (¥ =1.86) on “F1- low self confidence” significantly higher than
blue (% =1.26) and white collar (¥=1.21) workers; un-employed subjects (* =2.82)
scored on “F2- negative attitudes toward education” significantly higher than all
other groups (blue collar worker *=1.49; white collar worker % =1.65; entrepreneur
% =1.76; housewife working at home *=1.84; housewife *=1.59; retired *=1.53);
housewives working at home (%=2.90) scored on “F3-financial constraints and
communicational barriers” significantly higher than white collar workers (% =1.86);
blue collar workers (% =2.76)scored on “F4- time constraints” significantly higher
than retired (% =1.85), un-employed (% =1.82), housewives working at home
(£=1.75), and housewives (¥ =1.75), and entrepreneur (* =2.82); housewives
(¥=2.60) and housewives working at home (% =2.34) scored on “F5- family
responsibility and familiarity with the courses” significantly higher than all other
occupational status (blue collar worker % =1.48; white collar worker *=1.45;
entrepreneur ¥ =1.27; retired ¥ = 1.61; and un-employed ==1.25); housewives
(£=1.92) scored on “F6- fear and hesitation regarding the environment™ significantly
higher than entrepreneurs (x =1.25); white collar workers (% =2.33) scored on “F7-
dissatisfaction from education” significantly higher than blue collar workers

(£=1.47), housewives (¥ =1.45), and entrepreneurs (% =1.19).
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Table 4.30. One-way ANOVA results for the factors by occupational status

Between groups Within groups
Factors sS_df S S df MS  Fo  p
F1 15880 6 2.648 64.084 195 329 8.058 .000
F2 13.651 6 2275 77213 195 396 5.746 .000
F3 26378 6 4396 112593 195 577 7.614 .000
F4 46.654 6 7.776  89.604 195 460 16.922 .000
F5 61435 6 10.239 74.088 195 380 26.950 .000
F6 9.640 6 1.607  59.620 195 306 5255 .000
F7 17.783 6 2964 118391 195 .607 4.882 .000
F8 969 6 161 39.723 195  .204 793 NS

House Ownership. T-test was carried out to test for the difference between the

house owners and the others on the scores of each factor. Significant difference (at
.008) was found on the factor of “F4- time constraints”. There were no significant
differences between house owners and the others on the scores of factors F1, F2, F3,
F5, F6, F7, and F8 (Table 4.31). Subjects who were living in rental houses, scored

significantly higher than house owners on the factor of “F4- time constraints”.

Table 4.31. t-test results for the factors by house ownership

House owner Rental
Factors

% S n % S to p
F1 74 1.56 744 128 1.49 557 527 NS
F2 74 1.74 759 128  1.57 611 3.001 NS
F3 74 2.55 957 128 2.53 753 .051 NS
F4 74 2.02 829 128 2.34 800 -7.170  .008
F5 74 191 858 128 191 .803 .002 NS
F6 74 1.58 604 128 1.72 573 -2.883 NS
F7 74 1.56 883 128 1.59 .790 -.062 NS
F8 74 1.21 347 128 1.31 498  -2.128 NS

Perceived Family Financial Status. One-way ANOVA was carried out in

order to see the difference between the groups with different perceived financial
status (low, below middle, middle, above middle, and high level) on the scores of
each factor. Significant differences (at .000 to .051) were found on the factor of “F1-

low self confidence”, “F3- financial and communicational barriers”, and “F6- fear
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and hesitation regarding the environment”. There were no significant differences
between different perceived financial statuses on the scores of factors “F2- negative
attitudes toward education”, “F4- time constraints”, “F5- family responsibility and
familiarity with the courses”, “F7- dissatisfaction from education”, and “F8-
unwillingness to participate” (Table 4.32).

According to Scheffe multiple range procedure, the subjects with below
middle perceived financial status (¥ =1.67) had higher scores than the ones with
middle perceived financial status (% =1.39) on the factor of “F1- low self
confidence”. The subjects with low income (% =2.70) and below middle perceived
financial status (% =2.77) had higher scores than middle (% =2.33) and above middle
perceived financial status (% =1.35) on the factor of “F3- financial and
communicational barriers”. The subjects with below middle perceived financial
status (% =1.82) had higher scores than middle perceived financial status (¥ =1.53) on

the factor “F6- fear and hesitation regarding the environment”.

Table 4.32. One-way ANOVA results for the factors by perceived financial status

Between groups Within groups
Factors S df__MS ss  df  MS  Fo  p
F1 4.108 3 1369  75.865 198 383 3.574 015
F2 1.203 3 401 89.662 198 453 .885 NS
F3 17.009 3 5670 121.962 198 616 9.204  .000
F4 2.588 3 863 133.670 198 675 1.278 NS
F5 5.207 3 1.736 130.316 198 658  2.637 NS
F6 3.254 3 1.085  66.006 198 333 3254 023
F7 4.541 3 1514 131.633 198 665  2.277 NS
F8 .839 3 280  39.853 198 201 1.389 NS

Perceived SES. In terms of different perceived SES (low, below middle,

middle, above middle, and high level), one-way ANOVA analysis indicated that
there were found significant differences (at .001 to .020) on the factor of “F1- low

self confidence”, “F3- financial and communicational barriers”, “F4- time
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constraints”, and “F6- fear and hesitation regarding the environment” There were no
significant differences between perceived SES on the scores of factors “F2- negative
attitudes toward education”, “F5- family responsibility and familiarity with the
courses”, “F7- dissatisfaction from education”, “F8-unwillingness to participate”
(Table 4.33).

The subjects with below middle perceived SES (% =1.74) had significantly
higher scores than the ones low (%=1.43), middle (% =1.47), and above middle
(%=1.13) perceived SES on the factor of “F1- low self confidence”. The subjects
with low perceived SES (% =2.62) had higher scores than ones above middle
perceived SES (% =1.91) and the subjects with below middle perceived SES
(%=2.78) have higher scores than ones middle (*=2.43), and above middle
perceived SES on the factor of “F3- financial and communicational barriers”.
Subjects with above middle perceived SES (% =2.78) had higher scores than ones
below middle (*=2.10) and middle (¥ =2.18) perceived SES on the factor of “F4-
time constraints”. The subjects with low perceived SES (% =1.69) had higher scores
than middle (¥=1.57) and above middle (% =1.45) perceived SES on the factor “F6-

fear and hesitation regarding the environment”.

Table 4.33. One-way ANOVA results for the factors by perceived SES

Between groups Within groups
Factors S df__MS ss _df  MS  Fy  p
F1 6.234 3 2078  73.738 198 372 5.580  .001
F2 2.499 3 .833  88.365 198 446 1.867 NS
F3 11.677 3 3.892 127.294 198 643 6.054 .001
F4 6.598 3 2.199 129.660 198 655 3358  .020
F5 4.620 3 1.540 130.903 198 661  2.329 NS
F6 3.571 3 1.190  65.689 198 332 3.588  .015
F7 4.121 3 1374 132.053 198 667  2.059 NS
3

F8 211 070  40.481 198 204 344 NS
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Place of Birth. One-way ANOVA was carried out in order to see for the
difference between the regions (Black Sea, Eastern, Southeastern, and Central
Anatolia) that the subjects were born in on the scores of each factor. Subjects who
were born in Marmara, Aegean, and Mediterranean regions were not taken into
consideration because there were only few subjects in these categories. There was no
statistically significant difference between regions on the scores of each factor (Table

4.34),

Table 4.34. One-way ANOVA for the place of birth on the factors

Between groups Within groups
Factors Ss_df Ms $S  df  MS  F,
F1 2.326 3 .775 72714 182 400 1941 NS
F2 1.722 3 574  81.136 182 446 1.288 NS
F3 2.366 3 .789 126.743 182 696 1.132 NS
F4 3.879 3 1.293 126.539 182 695 1.860 NS
F5 3.026 3 1.009 121.770 182 669 1.508 NS
F6 1.516 3 505  62.768 182 345 1465 NS
F7 1.696 3 .565 114.400 182 629 899 NS
F8 .607 3 202  37.389 182 205 985 NS

Reasons of Migration. One- way ANOV A was carried out in order to see the

difference between the reasons of migration to Istanbul (economical, marriage,
spouse’s job, forced migration, education, appointment; by excluding security,
health, relatives) on the scores of the factors. There were statistically significant
differences between reasons of migration on the factors of “F3- financial and
communicational barriers”, “F4- time constraints”, “F5- family responsibility and
familiarity with the courses” (Table 4.35).

According to post hoc Scheffe multiple range procedure (at .1 alpha level),
the subjects who migrated to Istanbul because of economical reasons (% =2.61) and

marriage (¥ =2.59) had significantly higher scores than the subjects who migrated to
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Istanbul because of appointment (%=1.38) on the factor of “F3- financial and
communicational barriers”. The subjects who migrated to Istanbul because of
economical reasons (% =2.37), forced migration (¥ =2.22), and marriage (*=1.80)
had significantly higher scores than the subjects who migrated to Istanbul because of
appointment (¥ =1.44) on the factor of “F4- time constraints”. The subjects who
migrated because of marriage (% =2.45), had significantly higher scores than ones
who mentioned the reasons of migration as economical reasons (* =1.88), forced
migration (% =1.43) on the factor of “F5- family responsibility and familiarity with

the courses”.

Table 4.35. One-way ANOVA for the factors by the reasons of migration

Between groups Within groups
Factors ss df Ms $S  df MS  F,  p
F1 4.227 5 .528  75.745 190 392 1.346 NS
F2 4.366 5 546  86.499 190 448  1.218 NS
F3 10.226 5 2.045 124.245 190 654 3.128 .010
F4 13.873 5 2775 116.228 190 612 4536  .001
F5 11.381 5 2276 120917 190 636 3.577 .004
F6 3.132 5 .391 66.128 190 343 1.142 NS
F7 7.454 5 .932 128.720 190 667 1.397 NS
F8 702 5 .088  39.989 190 207 424 NS

Migration Time. One-way ANOVA was carried out in order to see the

difference between the periods that the subjects migrated to Istanbul (1985-1989,
1990-1994, 1995-1999, and 2000-2004) on the scores of each factor. There was no
statistically significant difference between the periods that the subjects migrated to

Istanbul according to the factors (Table 4.36).
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Table 4.36. One-way ANOVA for the factors by migration time

Between groups Within groups
Factors SS_ df _Ms S df  MS  F  p
F1 1.995 3 .665 77.977 198 394 1.689 NS
F2 .029 3 .010 90.835 198 459 021 NS
F3 1.707 3 .569 137.264 198 .693 821 NS
F4 2.738 3 913 133.520 198 674 1.353 NS
F5 3.732 3 1.244 131.790 198 666  1.869 NS
F6 575 3 .192 68.685 198 347 552 NS
F7 1.931 3 .644  134.243 198 678 .949 NS
F8 1.321 3 440  39.371 198 199 2214 NS

Learning Experiences. T-test was carried out in order to see the difference

between non-formal and/or informal learners and “non-learners” on the factors.

Significant differences (at .001 to .052) were found on the factor of “F1- low self

confidence”, “F2-negative attitudes towards education”, “F5- family responsibility

and familiarity with the courses”, and “F6-fear and hesitation regarding to

environment”. Subjects who had an experience of non/informal learning scored

higher than non-learners on the factors of “F1- low self confidence”, “F2-negative

attitudes towards education”, “F5- family responsibility and familiarity with the

courses”, and “F6- fear and hesitation regarding to environment” (Table 4.37).

Table 4.37. t-test results for the respondents of non-formal and/or

informal learning on the factors

Factors

Learning defined

Learning not defined

n ¥ S n ¥ S o p
F1 124 1.59 .649 78 140 586 4.398 .037
F2 124 171 .625 78 1.52 731 3.835 .052
F3 124 2.60 .877 78 244 748 1.836 NS
F4 124 2.14 788 78 236 .866 -3.260 NS
F5 124 2.06 .819 78 1.67 770 11.630 .001
F6 124 1.78 .610 78 1.50 506 11.575 .001
F7 124 1.75 .875 78 130 .650 15.083 .000
F8 124 134 504 78 1.16 421  7.836 NS
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5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This chapter begins with a summary and a discussion of the fieldwork
findings and it continues with conclusion, limitations of the study, and some
recommendations for further research.

The purposes of present field-work study were to analyze the reasons of non-
participation in adult education activities of migrant adults, the non-formal and/or
informal learning experiences, and also to explain the relationship between migrants’

characteristics and their non-participation reasons.

5.1. Summary and Discussion

Population of the study was the headed household adults who were born
outside of Istanbul in Turkey, migrated to the city between 1985 and 2004, and had
not participated in any organized adult education activities during their lifespan.

Kagithane with its four neighborhoods were identified purposefully to
represent the squatter settlements in Istanbul. Headmen of these neighborhoods
pinpointed streets where residents are mostly migrants of 1985 or after. A household
was chosen randomly as a starting point in these streets, and then every second house
was selected.

For the eligibility of the non-participation of each headed household adult in
each selected household were asked whether they had ever participated in any adult
education activities during their lifespan and migrated to the city between 1985 and
2004. If they have not participated in adult education activities and migrated to
Istanbul in this specific period, provided that they accepted the interview, they were

included within the sample after getting their informed consents. In order to secure
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equal representation of both sexes, 35 male subjects were interviewed in coffee
houses because it was hardly possible to find the male at home for the interview. At
the end of the data collection period, 106 female and 96 male subjects were

interviewed in Kagithane sub-province.

5.1.1. Demographic Characteristics

Most of the migrants were 30 years old and older (65.3%), primary school
graduates (56.4%), blue collar workers (35.1%) or housewives (34.7%), living in
rented houses (63.67%), and from Black Sea region (33.2%). They migrated to
Istanbul because of economical reasons (60.9%) between 1985 and 1994 (60.4%).
Regarding the demographic characteristics of the migrant adults, majority of them
were married (84.2%), and the married subjects had two children in average. Quite
large proportion of mothers from different regions had a baby when they were
younger than 15 years old. Among them a 22 years old female from Black Sea

Region had a ten year-old biological child.

Researches show that migrants tend to move toward nearby towns and
eventually they move to the most rapidly growing cities. However, most of the
migrants participated in this study came directly to Istanbul (76.2%). Before 1985,
major reasons of migration were caused by economical reasons. However, the
reasons of migration became more complicated after 1985, and included economical,
socio-cultural, and political reasons. In this research, economical reasons (60.9%),
marriage (11.4%), forced migration and lack of security (8.4%), and spouses’ job
(6.4%) were frequently indicated as reasons of migration to Istanbul. For the female
sample, spouses’ job and marriage seems to be the main reasons for migration. One

of the female sample from Black Sea region said that the girls in that region wait for
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a man from the same area to marry, in order to live in a big city, which may mean
that females do not have a crucial role in decision making process for migration.

According to the educational level, most of the subjects did not attend school
after five-years of primary education (78.7%). There was a discrepancy regarding
gender: 86.7 percent of the females and 69.8 percent of the males had less than six
years of schooling. Second generation of migrants had better educational
opportunities, but still 26.3 percent of them had less than six years of formal
schooling (for females, 32.9%; for males 20.0%). Some of them did not benefit even
from compulsory education which the state is required to provide all of its citizens as
a basic constitutional right. Literature also shows that education equipped people
political and economical voice in the society as a citizen. However, these migrants
are voiceless people even though they live in the center of the biggest metropolitan
city of Turkey, partly because of their low level of formal education. Low level of
formal education causes un-employment and employment in either in informal sector
or jobs in small business with low wage.

Findings about occupational statuses of migrants indicate that total number of
un-employed male head of household was 22, and only two of them were single.
Thus, among 170 married households, 20 male head of household were un-employed
(11.8%), and among the employed ones majority of them were low paid blue collar
workers. It is important to mention that migrants’ educational and economical status
were below the average level of Istanbul. However, migrant adults surprisingly

perceived their families financial and SES as middle level.
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5.1.2. Learning Experiences

In terms of non-formal and/or informal learning experiences, most of the
subjects (61.4%) identified at least one learning area in Istanbul. Those who had such
learning experiences are mostly female (60.5%), primary school graduates (53.2%),
and less than 39 years old (79.8%). Responses related to non-formal and/or informal
learning experiences were classified into nine learning areas as, job related learning,
religious belief, skills related with women, socialization, city life, political
awareness, Turkish language, learning on their own, and others.

Most of the subjects who stated “job related learning” were male (33.3%),
within the range of 30-39 years old (42.5%), and primary school graduates (70.0%).
As a part of informal learning, job related learning was the most frequently
mentioned type of learning area, and many formal education programs are related
with vocational training, as well as many non-formal education courses for job
training and upgrading. Employment related informal trainings were provided for the
new job entrants, not by the help of any organized educational activities, but the
other experienced workmates. It is important to mention that migrants came to city
because of better conditions and especially economical reasons. However, they
generally work as blue collar workers, with low wages.

Most of the subjects who mentioned learning about “religious belief” were
female (73.7%), less than 30 years old (73.7%), and did not attend any formal
schooling, primary school dropouts and graduates (84.2%). Religious belief was one
of the most frequently stated learning areas by those who were educated less than six
years. These findings match with the literature. Related literature shows that religious
belief is a way of protecting their cultural identity, and transmitting this to new

generation. Isik and Pinarcioglu (2001) and Sociology Association (1993) found that,
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nearly 50 percent of participants of any kind of course take part in Koran Course in
squatter settlements. That indicates that one of the most demanded areas of learning
either formal or non-formal is about religion in cities. In addition to Koran courses
which are regulated by the MONE, some groups organize courses to teach Koran and
the Muslim religion without any control of the State. One of the male subjects from
East Anatolia indicated that members of a religious group helped him to find a job
and then they invited him and his family to participate in the religious meetings of
their group. This approach seems to be common to attract people to religious
education. Even though “modern” city life necessitates secular people who can be
more acceptable and tolerant towards “the others”, migrants are unqualified and
without social support from state and democratic NGOs incline towards religious
beliefs. It seems that this issue has two sides. First, religious groups help migrants in
cities especially financially, and they are trying to include that their own religious
groups. Second, migrants try to protect “their fatalistic Muslim and practical, folk-
belief system” as a way of protecting their identity in city life.

Nearly half of the female learners mentioned that they learned to produce
handcrafts either to save money or to support family financially from their close
environment. Subjects who mentioned the “gendered skills related with women”
were less than 39 years olds (82.9%), and did not attend any formal schooling,
primary school dropouts and graduates (91.4%). This learning experience takes place
and is practiced at home. This issue should be discussed from two perspectives. First,
these less educated women who perceived their financial status as below middle try
to support home financially. Women, who produce handicrafts, receive very little
amount of money and do not have any social security. For example, a woman from

Central Anatolia could earn only two New Turkish Liras a day by producing at most
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three pieces of crafts. Secondly, they do not have any opportunity to change their life
style or to communicate with “the others” as they could not leave their houses. Thus,
women’s domestic roles remain. Although they produce for the public sphere and
their labor has a value in the public sphere, they physically remain in the private
sphere and cannot enjoy or benefits from the opportunities of the public sphere.

Adjustment to the “city life”” was another frequently mentioned type of
learning which takes place in Istanbul. There are important differences in human
relations, daily life, and the way of coping with the problems in their original places
and in Istanbul. They emphasize that they learned how to behave, communicate with
others and cope with the economical problems from their immediate environment.
On the other hand, in general migration and migrant population are perceived as a
cause of the problems of Istanbul. Thus, migrants try to find a way to adopt in their
new environment without any formal help from the public institutions.

Identified “Political awareness” in this study includes awareness about ethnic
identity, religious identity, knowledge about dynamics of social and political
developments in Turkey as well as abroad. They also express a need to find a way to
help poor and under-educated neighbors. The source of this kind learning experience
can either through political parties or NGOs that has political orientation. One of the
forced migrant female subjects who was a primary school graduate in Southeastern
Anatolia mentioned that she became aware of her ethnic identity in one of politically
oriented NGOs; because she said she was dismissed from her job because of her
ethnic identity in the first year of her migration to Istanbul. She after said she needed
to learn her ethnic identity in detail and identify herself with it. Exclusion of people

from social life because of their gender, ethnicity, religion, political identity or
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economical status may cause either a need of “awareness” by the excluded people, or
increase the probability of their involvement in “illegal or deviant” activities.

One of the most important tools for communication and to adjust to city life is
language but, no formal institution exists to care about these people whose mother
tongue is not Turkish. Some of the subjects had learned Turkish as a second language
in Istanbul, and most of them did not attend any formal education before. A female
subject who is 52 years old from Southeastern Anatolia, mentioned she learned
Turkish in Istanbul, she had 11 children and three of them did not attend any formal
education like their mother when they were in their birth place, due to nonexistence
of school in their village. She added that as a result, they did not feel any necessity to
learn Turkish, because they did not have any of basic state institutions like a health
office or clinics in their village and in other closer villages which may necessitates
speaking Turkish. Moreover if necessary, only males had interactions with State
institutions.

“Learning on their own” by books, internet etc., was not mentioned
frequently. Most of migrant adults do not read book and can not reach any source of
distance learning. The recourses like neighborhood libraries are very limited, those
available recourses for example happen to be about religion.

Only four female subjects who had at least one child, had information about
child raring from a formal institution (local clinics) or a person (doctors) by
demanding this information. The answers of migrants about non-formal and
informal learning experiences show that migrant adults seek and define their learning

needs without any assistance of formal institutions within their close environment.
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5.1.3. Reasons of Non-participation

Factor analysis was carried out to determine the factors that affect migrant
adults’ non-participation in formal adult education activities. It was found that eight
clusters of reasons or factors that effected non-participation in the adult education
programs. The factors were: 1. low self-confidence, 2. negative attitudes toward
education, 3. financial and communicational barriers, 4. time constraints, 5. family
responsibility and familiarity with the courses, 6. fear and hesitation regarding the
environment, 7. dissatisfaction from education, and 8. unwillingness to participate.

The factor analysis of RENOPAS in current research were not dramatically
different from Kirazoglu’s (1996) eight factors, except “F7- dissatisfaction from
educational activities”, and “F8- unwillingness to participate”. The contents of the
factors however, showed some variations from Kirazoglu’s study. There were very
close matches between three factors of the current study and Kirazoglu’s study: “F1-
low self-confidence” and “F2-negative attitudes toward education” contained highly
similar items having the Kirazoglu’s factors’ items with the same name. Moreover,
“F4- time constraints” factor loadings pointed to the same items. In previous
research, “financial constraints”, and “communicational barriers” were loaded as two
different factors, whereas in the current factor analysis, same items were combined
into one factor, namely “F3- financial and communicational barriers”. In this study,
“F5-family responsibility and familiarity with the courses” differed from Kirazoglu’s
factor named “family responsibility” as the items related with the familiarity with the
content and participants of the courses loaded in the same factors with items of
family responsibility. In previous research, all the items related to “institutional
barriers” were combined into the same factor, however, in the current research three

items of this factor were loaded into “F6- fear and hesitation regarding to
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environment”. “F7- dissatisfaction from educational activities” which was not
observed in Kirazoglu’s research, was considered as a part of “negative attitudes
toward education” in the previous research. “F8- unwillingness to participate” was
not observed in the previous research either.

In Kirazoglu’s research, most influential demographic characteristics were
age, which is related to six reasons of non-participation in adult education activities.
Then come the educational level, marital status, number of children, occupational
status, spouses’ occupational status, and perceived family status each associated with
five factors. Then comes the gender related with three factors as one of the most
influential demographic characteristics. Also, he found that the most important factor
is financial constraints which influenced by different nine demographic
characteristics, and least important factors is negative attitudes towards educational
activities and institutional barriers which are affected by two demographic
characteristics.

In current study, most influential demographic characteristics were
occupational status which was related to seven factors. Then, educational level was
the second influential characteristic which was related with six factors. Gender and
learning experiences are the third effective characteristics which are related with five
factors. The most important factors are financial and communicational barriers and
low self confidence which influenced by nine different demographic characteristics
among 13 characteristics, and then, the second important factor is time constraints
which influenced eight demographic characteristics. The least important factors are
unwillingness to participate (with zero demographic characteristics) and negative
attitudes towards educational activities (with two demographic characteristics).

According to this comparison, migrant adults’ reasons of non-participation in
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organized adult education activities seem because of their financial status as a result
of occupational status, and their low self-confidence. It seems that there is a circular
relationship among low self-confidence, financial status and non-participation; low
self-confidence and low level of financial status prevent participation in educational
activities, and non-participation cause low self-confidence, and unqualified person
with low wages. So, changes are needed in the nature of opportunities available for
these disadvantaged adults; progress is necessary towards economic and social
justice as well as increased educational level of the society.

Findings revealed that female subjects had lots of barriers in participating
formal adult education activities. This can be due to the disadvantaged status of
being female furthermore, being a migrant female in the society. “F5- family
responsibility and familiarity with the courses”, and “F6- fear and hesitation
regarding the environment” can be explained by the situation of migrant females in
their environment. Migrants from the same village or region generally live very close
to each others to protect themselves from the threat of the city life. This method of
living with fellow countryman generates an informal control mechanism especially
on women to prevent any change in their life style and make sure they function in
defined roles as a mother or caregiver. If the factor of “F1- low self confidence” was
taken into consideration, educational level of the females were lower than males and
it could be understood that low level of education negatively effects participation in
formal adult education activities. “F3- financial and communicational barriers” could
have an effect on their self-confidence as well. Migrant women exist such a financial
hardship that they struggle mostly to provide basic needs for their family. This factor
(F3) also defines communicational barriers that females do not have or can not reach

enough information about possible adult education activities and related institutions
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could not serve females effectively. It was observed that most of the females
perceived “courses” in relation to house and religion, such as embroidery, sewing,
and Koran courses. They stated willingness to participate that kind of courses if they
have opportunities and they motivate their daughters for “skills related with women”
types of courses and/or Koran courses. however some of them mentioned that they
do not want to join that kind of educational activities at all. One of the blue collar
female worker said that she would like to send her daughter who is not a good
student, to People’ Education Centers (PECs) vocational courses. Higher score of the
males on the factor of “F4- time constraints” is not surprising since there were more
male wage-workers when compared with the female in the sample.

In terms of age groups, older migrant adults had the lowest self confidence
level, and for this group “low self-confidence” was more important as a non-
participation reason. Some of the subjects who were less than 40 years old
surprisingly stated they were old for participating educational activities. It could be
perceived as a communicational barrier because they do not have enough information
about the target age groups of the educational activities, and adult education
institutions could not reach the adults. It is universally known that participation in
adult education is very rare in older people. Research shows that most of the
participants are middle classes and those with higher levels of educational
attainment. Negative experience of education in childhood, and lack of resources are
some reasons for non-participation in addition to other cultural and socio-economic
factors.

Finding of the study demonstrates that married subjects had lower self esteem
than single subjects, since most of the single subjects were male, that means married

women had lower self esteem than single male and female, and married males.
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Family obligations and responsibilities, to ask the permission from family members,
and financial status of the whole family influenced the married female subjects
negatively. Married women, who had five or more children, felt lower self esteem
than others. For them, financial and communicational barriers constituted further
reason for not participating adult education activities. Moreover, married females
with children explained that they cannot find any place to take care of their children.
On the other hand, subjects, who had no child had not satisfied from the courses. It
could be due to the fact that subjects, this group had better educational level than
others, and the fact that their expectations from educational activities were high.
Subjects who did not attend any formal schooling and primary school
dropouts had the lowest level of self-confidence; they faced financial and
communicational barriers; and they felt fear and hesitation regarding their immediate
environment. The reason of this phenomenon may be the fact that the subjects with
lower educational levels had relatively fewer years of formal schooling or no
schooling and thus felt less confidence in their capabilities. They had to work in
informal sector with low wages. Review of literature indicates that education helps
people to raise political and economical voice. Most likely migrant adults, perceive
lots of barriers for participating educational activities and unable to increase their
political and economical voice. However, unemployed subjects scored on “F2-
negative attitudes toward education” significantly higher than all other groups.
Therefore, it can be concluded that unemployed migrants may not believe organized
adult education activities would change their situation and help them find a job. This
finding is crucial for especially public adult education institutions whose one of the

aims to train or retrain people for a vocation.
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According to occupational status, housewives had lower self confidence than
the wage-workers. It is again related with the status of females in the society. Most of
the females were unpaid house workers with lower formal schooling. The other
reason for non-participation in organized educational activities for housewives was
“family responsibility and familiarity with the courses”. The role of housewives in
their home is defined as main caregiver for the family members, so their
responsibility has priority than their personal development. Subjects who are blue
collar workers did not have time for participating in educational activities especially
during the week, and most of the public adult education activities do not have
flexible schedule for them.

In terms of perceived family financial status and SES, subjects with low and
below middle perceived financial status; had lower self confidence and they felt fear
and hesitation regarding their immediate environment. Eventually, they stated
financial and communicational problems as a reason for their non-participation.

According to the place of birth and migration time to Istanbul, there were no
statistically significant differences on the factors related to reasons of non-
participation in adult education. That may be because they share the common
fundamental reasons of migration which is economical reasons. People migrated to
Istanbul in different periods of time from different regions, but they were all
economically deprived in their hometowns and they all share the same poor living

conditions and problems in squatter settlements.
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5.2. Conclusion

Finding of the present study are open to several conclusions. Migrant adults
are less likely to be participating organized adult education activities due to different
reasons. Some of the reasons related their own conditions and some of them derive
from the institutional barriers. Especially public institutions are not successful to
reach the needs of economically and educationally deprived migrant adults who
constitute nearly half of the urban population. It can be concluded that public
institutions do not serve them. Despite the fact that one of the most important
missions of adult education is to help deprived population, for the purpose of
reaching deprived adults to satisfy the need of adults, public adult education
institutes should generate courses free of charge and any other expenses.

Females need special attention about the reasons of their non-participation in
both formal and organized adult education activities. It necessitates that; education
history of poor females should be taken into consideration for promoting effective
programs for adults especially uneducated population.

It seems that migrant adults try to find or create their own learning
environments which are non-formal or informal learning areas. These learning areas
mainly help them acquire skills and knowledge for finding a job, supporting home
economics, and/or to identifying themselves with their religious or ethnic identity in
order not to be lost in a big city. In this aspect, organized adult education activities
provided by public adult education institutions and NGOs become crucial to help
migrants especially in the process of adjustment to the city life.

As a last conclusion, some important questions for adult educators as well as
other social scientists could be put forward. What can be done to get rid of the

migrant adults’ barriers of non-participation in organized adult education activities?
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Could non-formal and informal learning areas help migrants to solve their problems
in city life? If not, what kind of educational activities can facilitate them in this
process?

5.3. Limitations of the Study

One of the most important limitations of the study is its generalizability.
Migrants scattered around Istanbul and it is too difficult to identify each one of them
to use random sampling. Purposeful sampling does not present the population, but
may provide some inside information.

Another limitation is caused by the characteristics of the RENOPAS which
consist of 67 statements with four point Likert type scale. RENOPAS was developed
for self-report, not for interview. During the interviews, sometimes it was difficult to
implement RENOPAS. In the RENOPAS, some of the items are very similar in their
content. People were less motivated to respond interview questions because of
repetition of questions which can result in low reliability. During the data collection,
some subjects rejected to take part in the interview. Their reasons for rejection were
lack of time, misunderstanding the purpose of the interview, fear for to be
interviewed, prejudice about effectiveness/ functions of these kinds of studies. These
people could not be included the sample of the study that is also a limitation of
generalizability of the results.

During the interview process, some subjects may have felt to answer
questions according to “social desirability bias” which may happen. During an
interview, people are likely to react in ways they believe are socially acceptable and
wanted. For example, during the interviews, social desirability bias observed for
occupational statuses. In the first day of interview a female subject answered the

question of spouse’s occupation as blue collar worker, and then her husband said he
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was unemployed but he had worked as a blue collar worker before. Being an

unemployed person may perceive a fault of the person.

5.4. Recommendations for Further Researches

“Low self-confidence” and “financial and communicational barriers” were
two main factors to explain the reasons of non-participation in adult education
activities. It is recommended that the reasons of low self-confidence and
communicational barriers should be taken into consideration in forthcoming
researches and developing effective programs for disadvantaged groups in detail as
well.

It is recommended the RENOPAS’s validity and reliability analyses should
be done different population. Through, some items may be irrelevant and eliminated
for the specific population.

In the current research factor analysis, t-test and one-way ANOVA were
conducted to see the effects of demographic characteristics of the sample on the
reasons of non-participation in organized adult education activities. For further
explanations, some additional analysis would be used with different populations and
larger sample.

There are a few numbers of researches about informal and non-formal
learning experiences of different population. To explore why people choose that kind
learning experiences instead of organized adult education activities and what kind of
learning processes take place in informal learning, more studies should be carried
out, and why people participate in these religious courses either bounded to MONE

or illegal courses should be searched in detail.
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Also, the research findings necessitate answering some questions for further
researches: What can be done to get rid of the migrant adults’ barriers of non-
participation in organized adult education activities? Could non-formal and informal
learning areas help migrants to solve their problems in city life? If not, what kind of

educational activities can facilitate them in this process?
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YETIiSKINLERIN EGITIM ETKINLIKLERINE KATILMAMA

NEDENLERI
DEMOGRAFIK BiLGILER
1. Cinsiyet () Kadn () Erkek
2. Yasimz:
()14-19 ()20-24 ()25-29 ()30-39 ()40-49 ()50 yas ve iistii

3. Dogum Yeriniz Bolge:
4. Medeni Durumunuz ()Evli () Bekar ()Bosanmis () Esi vefat etmis
5. Cocugunuz var mi1? Kag tane?
()yok ()1tane ()2tane ()3 tane ()4tane ()5 ve daha fazla
6. Cocuklarin biiyiikten kiictige dogru

Cocuk Sayis1 | Cinsiyeti | Yast Su anki Egitim Durumu

1. Cocuk

2. Cocuk

3. Cocuk

4. Cocuk

5. Cocuk

7. Ne is yapiyorsunuz?(issizseniz ya da ev kadiniysaniz, issiz ya da ev kadini diye
yaziniz)

8. Esiniz ne is yapiyor?(issizse ya da ev kadiniysa, issiz ya da ev kadini diye
yaziniz)

9. Kendi Egitim Durumunuz:

() Hic gitmemis

() ilkokul Mezunu () ilkokuldan terk

() Ortaokul Mezunu () Ortaokuldan terk

() Meslek ok. orta kismi mez. | () Meslek ortaokulundan terk
() Lise mezunu () Liseden terk

() Meslek lisesi mezunu () Meslek Lisesinden terk

() Yiiksekokul mezunu () Yiiksekokuldan terk

() Universite mezunu () Universiteden terk

() Lisansiistii

10. Oturdugunuz ev sizin mi?
() Evet () Hayir, kirada oturuyoruz.
11. (Bu soru ev sahibiyse sorulacak) Baska sahip oldugunuz ev var m1?
() Evet () Hayir
12. Ailenizin maddi durumunu nasil gériiyorsunuz?
() Dar gelirli () Ortanin altinda () Orta () Ortanin Ustiinde () Yiiksek gelirli
13. Yaptigimiz isi, 6grenim durumunuzu, yasadiginiz semti ve gelir diizeyinizi
diisiinecek olursaniz, toplumdaki yerinizi nasil gériiyorsunuz?
() Altdiizey () Ortanin altinda () Orta () Ortanin istiinde () Uist diizey
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GOCE ILiSKIN SORULAR

Dogumunuzdan itibaren tasindiginiz-yerlestiginiz yerler:
14. Memleketinizden go¢ etme nedenleriniz nelerdi?
Ekonomik nedenler ()

Zorunlu go¢ ()

Bulunulan yerin dogal kosullar1 ()

(deprem, toprak kaymasi gibi)
Egitim

Saglhk

Dinsel nedenler

Gilivenlik sorunlari- savas kosullari
Memuriyette tayin (kendisi)

Esin/ aile reisinin tayini, is bulmasi
Evlilik

Diger:

)
)
)
)

~ I~ |~~~
N [N [N

15. Son olarak Istanbul’a gd¢ etme nedenleriniz nelerdi?

Ekonomik nedenler ()

Zorunlu go¢ ()

Bulunulan yerin dogal kosullar1 ()

(deprem, toprak kaymasi gibi)

Egitim ()

Saglik ()

Dinsel nedenler ()

Gilivenlik sorunlari- savas kosullart | ()
@)
@)
@)

Memuriyette tayin (kendisi)

Esin/ aile reisinin tayini, is bulmasi
Evlilik

Diger:

16. Kag yildir Istanbul’dasiniz?

17. Hepimiz egitim kurumlari disinda da siirekli bir seyler dgreniriz. Istanbul’a
geldikten sonra tek basiniza, bir grup insanla (komsulariniz, hemserileriniz, ayni
inanista oldugunuz kisilerle) size maddi manevi katki saglayan bir konuda yeni
bir seyler 6grendiniz mi?

() Evet

() Hayrr

Evet ise, neler?
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2. Boliim

Bu boliimde de okul disindaki egitim 6gretim etkinligine katilmaya engel

olan nedenler ciimleler halinde verilmistir.

Sizden istenen, her nedenin sizin i¢in ne kadar dogru oldugunu
belirtmenizdir. Bunun i¢in her nedeni dikkatle okuyup karsisinda parantez i¢inde
1’den 4’¢ kadar yer alan dayilardan birini isaretlemeniz gerekmektedir.

1’den 4’e kadar yer alan sayilarin anlami:
(1) Bu neden benim i¢in hi¢ dogru degil.
(2) Bu neden benim i¢in biraz dogru.
(3) Bu neden benim igin oldukca dogru.
(4) Bu neden benim i¢in ¢cok dogru.

Yetiskin egitimi etkinliklerine katilmama nedenleri >§D = | 8 )?0 _% ED éﬁ
TSl Es | 28| 2
T S G

1. Kursa katilacak zamanim olmadigi igin (1) (2) 3) (4)

2. Kurs i¢in gerekli harcamalari karsilayamayacagim (1) (2) 3) 4)
i¢in

3. Bu kurslardaki 6gretmenleri pek fazla tanimadigim (1) (2) 3) 4)
i¢in

4. Cocuklari birakacak yer bulamadigim icin (1) (2) (3) (4)

5. Kursa gitmeme esim izin vermedigi i¢in (D) (2) (3) 4)

6. Kurs 6gretmenlerinin kursiyerlere iyi (1) (2) 3) (4)
davranmadigini duymustum

7. Ogrenme yetenegime giivenemedigim i¢in (D) (2) (3) 4)

8. Verilen dersleri kafamin almayacagini diisiindiigtim | (1) (2) 3) 4)
icin

9. Kurslara katilmaya ilgi duymadigim i¢in (1) (2) 3) 4)

10. Kurslara katilmay1 gereksiz buldugum igin (1) (2) 3) (4)

11. Mevcut kurslart diizenleyen kurumlarin nitelikli (1) (2) 3) 4)
olduguna inanmadigim igin

12. Egitimin bana isimde/meslegimde yardimci (1) (2) 3) 4)
olacagina inanmadigim igin

13. Zamanimin ¢ogunu ailemle birlikte gecirmek (1) (2) 3) 4)
istedigim i¢in

14. Mevcut yetiskin egitimi kurslar1 hakkinda bilgim (1) (2) 3) (4)
olmadig1 i¢in

15. Geng 6grencilerle rekabet edemeyecegimi (1) (2) 3) 4)
diisiindiigiim i¢in

16. Ilgi duydugum konularda kurs bulamadigim i¢in (1) (2) (3) (4)

17. Kurslarin bana bir imkan saglayacagina (1) (2) 3) 4)
inanmadigim i¢in

18. Rahatc¢a gidebilecegim bir yerde kurs olmadigi i¢in (1) (2) (3) 4)

19. Bu kurslara ne tiir insanlarin gittigini bilmedigim (1) (2) 3) 4)
icin
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Yetigkin egitimi etkinliklerine katilmama nedenleri >§0 = | §E §“ 2 ’gﬁ
SHIED|E| S
oo | M5 s 4
T o
20. Yagh oldugum icin (1) (2) (3) (4)
21. Bir kursu bitirmemin is bulmamda yardimi (1) (2) 3) 4)
olacagina inanmadigim igin
22. Cevremde acilan kurslarla ilgili duyurulara hig (1) (2) 3) (4)
rastlamadigim i¢in
23. Ailem izin vermedigi i¢in (1) (2) (3) (4)
24. 1s yerinde ¢ok yoruldugum i¢in (1) (2) 3) (4)
25. Zaten ¢ok az olan bos zamanimi1 harcamak (1) (2) 3) 4)
istemedigim i¢in
26. Benim 6grenim diizeyim ¢ok diisiik oldugu icin (1) (2) (3) (4)
27. Kurslara diizenli bir sekilde katilabilecek kadar (1) (2) 3) 4)
zamanim olmadig1 i¢in
28. Kurslar ihtiyacimiza cevap verebilecek diizeyde (1) (2) 3) 4)
olmadig1 i¢in
29. Kursa birlikte gidecek insan bulamadigim i¢in (1) (2) 3) 4
30. Bu kurslarda neler yapildigini bilmedigim i¢in (1) (2) (3) (4)
31. Ek bir iste calistigim i¢in zamanim yok (1) (2) 3) (4)
32. Ailem parasal destekte bulunmadigi i¢in (1) (2) (3) (4)
33. Gegim sikintis1 daha agir bastig1 igin (1) (2) (3) (4)
34. Kurslar pahali oldugu i¢in (1) (2) 3) (4)
35. Sinif iginde, herkesin ortasinda, bana sorulacak (1) (2) 3) 4)
sorulari cevaplamak istemezdim
36. Kursta basarisiz olmaktan korktugum i¢in (1) (2) (3) (4)
37. Sikilacagimi diisiindiigiim i¢in (1) (2) 3) 4
38. Kurslarda yer bulamadigim i¢in (1) (2) (3) (4)
39. Calistigim is yerinde yerime bakacak kimse (1) (2) 3) 4)
olmadigi i¢in
40. Ailemle ilgilenmem gerektigi i¢in (1) (2) (3) (4)
41. Kurslara benim kadar yasl insanlar pek gitmedigi (1) (2) 3) 4)
icin
42. Kurslarin zor oldugunu diislindiigiim igin (1) (2) (3) 4)
43. Kurslara katildigimda ¢evremdekilerin bana (1) (2) 3) 4)
giilecegini digiindiigiim igin
44. Tembel biri oldugumu diisiindiiglim icin (1) (2) (3) 4)
45. Kurslar diizenleyen kuruluslar hakkinda bilgim (1) (2) 3) 4)
olmadigi i¢in
46. Kursa gidersem benim cahil oldugumu diisiiniirler (D) (2) (3) (4)
47. Ulasim masraflari ¢ok tuttugu icin (1) (2) (3) (4)
48. Kurslara katilmanin benim gelirimin artmasina (1) (2) 3) 4)
faydasi olacagina inanmadigim i¢in
49. Kurslar1 bitirmek uzun siirdiigii i¢in (1) (2) 3) (4)
50. Evdeki islerden zaman bulamadigim i¢in (1) (2) 3) 4
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Yetiskin egitimi etkinliklerine katilmama nedenleri T 28|28 =
: Rl

51. Istedigim konuda kurs agilmadigi igin (1) (2) (3) (4)
52. Kursa gitmeme kaynanam izin vermedigi i¢in (1) (2) (3) (4)
53. Is yerimden izin alamadigim igin (1) (2) (3) (4)
54. Maddi giiciim yetersiz oldugu i¢in (1) (2) 3) (4)
55. Calistigim is yerinde isler cok yogun oldugu i¢in (1) (2) 3) (4)
56. Sagligim bozuk oldugu icin (1) (2) (3) (4)
57. Ogrendiklerimi ¢abuk unuttugum icin (1) (2) 3) (4)
58. Okuma yazmam zayif oldugu i¢in (1) (2) (3) (4)
59. Acilan kurslardan haberim olmadigi icin (1) (2) (3) 4)
60. Bir egitim 6gretim faaliyetine katilma ihtiyact (1) (2) 3) 4)

duymadigim i¢in

61. Yeni seyler 6grenmek zor geldigi icin (D) (2) (3) 4)
62. Yabanc1 bir ortama girmekten ¢ekindigim igin (1) (2) (3) (4)
63. Boyle seylere ayiracak zamanim olmadigi i¢in (1) (2) 3) (4)
64. Boyle seyler para kazandirmaz (1) (2) (3) (4)
65. Kurs 6gretmeni karsi cinsten olabilecegi icin (1) (2) (3) 4)
66. Kurs saatleri uzun siirdiigii i¢in (1) (2) (3) (4)
67. Ulasim zor oldugu icin (1) (2) (3) (4)
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APPENDIX B

Additional Demographic Information About the Sample



Appendix B1. The subjects’ age groups by migration time
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Migration Time

Age Group 1985-1980 1990-1994 1995-1999 20002004 L°%l
f % f % f % f % f %
Less than 25 3 45 5 9.1 6 125 8 25.0 22109
25-29 8§ 119 19 345 14 292 7 219 48 23.8
30-39 27 403 19 345 24 50.0 9 28.1 79 39.1
40-49 25 373 9 l64 2 42 5 15.6 41 203
50- 4 6.0 3 55 2 42 3 94 12 59
Total 67 100 55 100 48 100 32 100 202 100
Appendix B2. The subjects’ educational level by gender
Gender Total
Educational Level Female Male
f % f % f %
Not attended any formal schooling 24 226 4 42 28 139
Primary school dropouts 14 132 3 31 17 8.4
Primary school graduate 51 48.1 56 583 107 53.0
Junior high school dropouts 3 28 4 42 7 35
Junior high school graduate 2 19 5 52 7 35
High school dropouts 1 09 3 31 4 20
High school graduate 4 38 12 125 16 79
Higher ed. institutions dropouts 1 09 1 1.0 2 1.0
Graduates of higher ed. institutions 6 5.7 8 83 14 69
Total 106 100 96 100 202 100
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Appendix B3. Educational level of migrants’ children according to gender

Sex
Educational Level Female Male

f % f % f %
Not att.ended any formal 12 77 1 06 13 4.1
schooling

Primary school dropouts 4 26 5 3.0 9 2.8
Primary school graduate 35 226 27 164 62 194
(compulsory 5 year)
Attending primary school
(compulsory 8 years)

Total

48 31.0 62 376 110 344

Secondary school dropouts 2 1.3 2 12 4 1.3
Secondary school graduate 11 7.1 12 73 23 7.2
Attending high school 14 9.0 8 48 22 69
High school dropouts 1 0.6 2 1.2 3 0.9
High school graduate 8§ 52 19 115 27 8.4
Graduates of higher

educational institutions and 11 7.1 I5 9.1 26 8.1
dropouts

Missing 9 58 12 73 21 6.6
Total 155 100 165 100 320 100

* 125 of children of migrants were between 0 and 7 years old who were not attending school
yet.

Appendix B4. Migration time of non-participant migrants by gender

House Ownership
Owner Rental
f % f % f %

Total

Migration
Time

1985-1989 34 459 33 25.8 67 33.2
1990-1994 23 31.1 32 25.0 55 27.2
1995-1999 12 16.2 36 28.1 48 23.8
2000-2004 5 6.8 27 21.1 32 15.8

Total 74 100 128 100 202 100

Appendix BS5. Migration time according to the region that they were born in.

Region Migration Date

1985-1989  1990-1994  1995-1999  2000-2004

f % f % f % f %

Eastern Anatolia 23 343 13 23.6 11 229 8 250
South Eastern Anatolia 10 14.9 13 23.6 9 18.8 10 31.3
Black Sea 26 38.8 18 32.7 17 354 6 18.8
Central Anatolia 4 6.0 8 145 7 14.6 3 94
Aegean 0 0.0 I 1.8 4 83 2 63
Mediterranean 1 1.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 63
Marmara 3 45 2 3.6 0 0.0 1 3.1

Total 76 100 60 100 42 100 24 100
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non-formal and/or informal learning

Demographic Characteristics

Learning Experience

Total f %

Single 25 20 80.0

) Married 170 100 58.8

Marital Status 1,0 ced 3 2 800

Widow 4 2 50.0

No child 37 31 83.8

One 25 13 52.0

Number of Two 57 37 64.9

children Three 39 20 51.3

Four 25 13 52.0

Five and more 19 10 52.6

Blue collar worker 71 43 60.6

White collar worker 17 13 76.5

Entrepreneur 12 4 333

Occupational Housewife (working at 13 11 84.6
Status home)

Housewife 70 44 62.9

Retired 11 5 45.5

Unemployed 8 4 50.0

House Ownership House owner 74 41 554

Rental 128 83 64.8

Low level 49 31 63.3

Financial Status Bglow middle level 67 39 58.2

Middle level 80 49 61.3

Above middle level 6 5 83.3

Low level 40 22 55.0

. Below middle level 64 37 57.8

Perceived SES — \ ridle level 81 53 654

Above middle level 17 12 70.6

Black Sea Region 67 41 61.2

Eastern Anatolia Region 55 33 60.0

South Eastern Anatolia 42 23 54.8

The region Central Anatolia Region 22 13 59.1

Aegean Region 7 5 71.4

Marmara Region 3 3 100

Mediterranean Region 6 6 100

Economical reasons 123 74 60.2

Marriage 23 17 73.9

Spouse’s job 13 7 53.8

Migration Forceq migration 13 6 46.2

Reasons Securlty 4 2 50.0

Education 13 8 61.5

Health 4 2 50.0

Appointment 7 7 100

Relatives in Istanbul 2 1 50.0

1985-1989 67 38 56.7

Migration Time 1990-1994 55 39 70.9

1995-1999 48 29 60.4

2000-2004 32 18 56.3
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APPENDIX C

Rotated Factor Matrix of 16 Factors
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Item
No. Factor 1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor7 Factor 8
62 763
26 .729
36 .709 .306
58 .700
35 .689 273 .300
41 .683
19 .673
61 .641 244
32 .628 .240 274
42 .618 253
23 .618 238
65 .613 214
15 .605 227
45 .601 201 229
20 592
8 577
3 .566 228
34 .560 356
7 .556
52 530
59 517 332 .265
43 513 275 217
5 510 202
66 .506 218
14 504 229 256
30 489 236 214 328
18 482 313
47 481 380
48 470 470 .206
67 439 303 201
54 431 362
22 429 283
13 413 378 227
49 410 275 236
46 .398 393
56 374
2 363 271 225
12 311 .580
17 457 575
11 .339 572 247
9 455 547
10 436 .542
40 436 .305 256
64 476 212
21 469 471 216
28 448 276 284
16 439 317 423
60 421 437 217
4 408 355
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Item
No. Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor7 Factor 8
6 379
24 .209 746
53 732 .240
55 334 703
39 204 .649
25 424 .588 350
27 204 525 .366
1 508 270
33 377 462 228
63 414 .307 271
57 517
50 .390 471 212
51 324 310 .504
37 263 403 407 333
38 .627
44 315 .240
29 385
31 357 275
Item
No. Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor7 Factor 8
62
26
36
58
35
41
19 296
61 214
32
42
23
65 250
15
45
20 229
8 213
3 228
34
7 227
52 314
59
43 212
5 328
66 299 221
14
30 315
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Item
No.

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3  Factor 4

Factor 5 Factor6 Factor 7

Factor 8

18
47
48
67
54
22
13
49
46
56

12
17
11

10
40
64
21
28
16
60

24
53
55
39
25
27

33
63
57
50
51
37
38
44
29
31

297

311

336

283

225

.369

253
214

319
226

297

224

239

235

221
.240

271

331

-.233

237
205

259

238

.326

229

205
201

202
299

257

217

228

402 278
414 250

308

222

387

248
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APPENDIX D

Extracted Factor Matrix of Eight Factors
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Item
No. Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor7 Factor 8

8 .818

743

57 710 .209
20 .687 213
41 .667 .239
15 .632 .259
36 .616 221 .288 .330
58 .593 241 302
26 .582 234 347
61 .576 .399 .285
35 .553 .245 .239 284 375
62 551 220 210 357 230
43 535 375
56 457
44 231 225
17 .739
48 738
12 734
64 .684
21 .680 276
10 291 .650

9 362 .564 332
11 .562 212 438
60 375 .560
42 401 .527
54 714
47 703 359
22 .659 243
59 .243 .650 315
34 242 .635 201 213
33 613 254
14 234 .562 290

2 541 .203
45 254 .534 .248 314
67 528 420
18 480 353
32 244 411 .240 370 392
24 816
55 .790
53 75
25 .266 .749
39 147
27 231 .534 321

1 482
31 429
63 244 418 414
50 .749 223
40 235 .700 215

4 .661
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Item
No. Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor7 Factor 8
13 .610
30 434 444 211 225
29 .269 316 .389
19 .363 209 385 304 268
52 252 .649
23 318 375 536
65 374 254 Sl
3 .386 .500
5 231 362 483
49 428 465
66 .366 242 .394
51 .699
16 225 .677
28 281 516
38 .635
46 317 471
37 434 201 446
6 .301 240
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APPENDIX E
Content Comparisons of Between Factors Finding of Kirazoglu and

Current Study
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Factor 1- Low self-confidence Kirazoglu’s Factor
8. Because I think I won’t understand the lectures given Low self-confidence
7. Because I don’t have confidence in my learning abilities Low self-confidence
57. Because I forget what I have learned very easily Low self-confidence
20. Because [ am old Low self-confidence
41. Because people who are as old as me do not usually attend courses Low self-confidence
15. Because I can’t compete with younger students Communicational barriers
36. Because I am afraid of being unsuccessful in the courses Low self-confidence
58. Because my reading and writing skills are not adequate Low self-confidence
26. Because my education is very poor Low self-confidence
61. Because learning new things is difficult Low self-confidence
35. 1 wouldn’t like to answer questions in front of everybody in class Low self-confidence
62. Because I feel shy in an unfamiliar environment Low self-confidence

43. Because I think people around me would laugh at me if I participated Low self-confidence
in courses

56. Because I am not healthy Low self-confidence

Factor 2- Negative attitudes toward education Kirazoglu’s Factor

17. Because I don’t believe the courses would provide me with Negative attitudes toward

opportunities education

48. Because I don’t believe participating in courses would help increase ~ Negative attitudes toward

my income education

12. Because I don’t believe training would help me in my job/profession Negative attitudes toward
education

64. Such things do not cause earn money Negative attitudes toward
education

21. Because I don’t believe completing a course would help me in Negative attitudes toward

finding a job education

10. Because I find it unnecessary to participate in courses Negative attitudes toward
education

9. Because I am not interested in taking courses Negative attitudes toward
education

11. Because I don’t believe the institutions organizing available courses  Negative attitudes toward

are qualified education

60. Because I see no necessity for participating in a learning activity Negative attitudes toward
education

42. Because I think the courses are difficult Low self-confidence

6. 1 have heard that the course instructors do not treat the course Institutional barriers

participants well

Factor 3- Financial and communicational barriers Kirazoglu’s Factor

54. Because I am not financially sufficient Financial constraints

47. Because the transportation expenses are very high Financial constraints

22. Because I have never seen any advertisement about the courses Communicational barriers
opened in my environment

59. Because I haven’t heard about the courses offered Communicational barriers
34. Because courses are very expensive Financial constraints

33. Because earning a living is greater trouble Financial constraints

14. Because I don’t have information about the available adult education =~ Communicational barriers
courses

2. Because I think I can’t afford the expenses necessary for the courses Financial constraints

45. Because I don’t have information about the institutions organizing Communicational barriers
the courses

67. Because transportation is very difficult Financial constraints

18. Because the courses are at inconvenient locations Institutional barriers

32. Because my family did not support me financially Financial constraints
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Factor 4- Time constraints

Kirazoglu’s Factor

24. Because I get tired at work

55. Because where [ work it is very busy

53. Because I can’t get permission from the work place

25. Because I don’t want to waste my time that is already very limited
39. Because there is nobody to take care my job at work

27. Because I don’t have enough time for participating in courses
regularly

1. Because I don’t have the time for participation

31. I have no time because I have another job

63. Because I have no extra time for such things

Time constraints
Time constraints
Time constraints
Time constraints
Time constraints
Time constraints

Time constraints
Time constraints
Time constraints

Factor 5- Family responsibility and familiarity with the courses

Kirazoglu’s Factor

50. Because I can’t find time because of housework
40. Because I have to take care of my family

4. Because it is difficult for me to find any place to leave my children to

be taken care of

13. Because I want to spend most of my time with my family

30. Because I don’t know what is going on in these courses

29. Because I can’t find anybody to attend courses together with me
19. Because I don’t know what kind of people attend such courses

Family responsibility
Family responsibility
Family responsibility

Family responsibility
Communicational
Low Self-confidence
Communicational

Factor 6- Fear and hesitation regarding the environment

Kirazoglu’s Factor

52. Because my mother-in law- don’t allow me to participate

23. Because my family did not allow me

65. Because the course instructor would be of the other sex

3. Because I don’t know the instructors in those courses well enough
5. Because my spouse don’t allow me to participate

49. Because it takes too long to finish the courses

66. Because course hours last too long

Fear and hesitation
Fear and hesitation
Fear and hesitation
Institutional barriers
Fear and hesitation
Institutional barriers
Institutional barriers

Factor 7- Dissatisfaction from educational activities

Kirazoglu’s Factor

51. Because no courses are offered I have desired
16. Because I can’t find any courses on subjects that [ am interested in

28. Because the courses are not sufficient for satisfying our needs

Negative attitudes toward

education

Negative attitudes toward

education

Negative attitudes toward

education

Factor 8- Unwillingness to Participate

38. Because I can’t usually find place in the courses

46. If I take a course people would think that I am ignorant
37. Because [ think I would be bored

Kirazoglu’s Factor
Fear and hesitation

Low self-confidence
Low self-confidence




112

APPENDIX F

Mean and Standard Deviation of the Items in the RENOPAS
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Item 5 sd Item 5 sd
1 3.01 1.254 41 1.50 932
2 3.02 1.242 42 1.46 .847
3 1.53 926 43 1.20 .576
4 1.84 1.237 44 1.08 351
5 1.51 1.052 45 2.09 1.243
6 1.14 435 46 1.26 .666
7 1.44 785 47 2.42 1.228
8 1.49 .806 48 1.81 1.090
9 1.86 1.108 49 1.82 1.026
10 1.59 995 50 1.90 1.266
11 1.53 952 51 1.57 1.026
12 1.69 1.063 52 1.35 .828
13 1.79 1.133 53 1.77 1.200
14 2.56 1.342 54 2.84 1.269
15 1.42 .862 55 2.09 1.318
16 1.61 1.065 56 1.42 901
17 1.84 1.174 57 1.39 753
18 2.32 1.285 58 1.77 1.171
19 1.76 1.099 59 2.55 1.285
20 1.53 1.008 60 1.74 1.028
21 1.81 1.114 61 1.55 .881
22 2.62 1.322 62 1.71 1.011
23 1.55 1.097 63 2.45 1.281
24 2.24 1.362 64 1.48 942
25 2.20 1.258 65 1.45 909
26 1.79 1.176 66 2.05 1.149
27 2.99 1.254 67 2.50 1.243
28 1.55 1.002
29 1.85 1.114
30 1.78 1.103
31 1.35 .846
32 1.89 1.251
33 3.11 1.196
34 2.53 1.294
35 1.55 930
36 1.49 818
37 1.45 .834
38 1.11 .526
39 1.92 1.294
40 2.44 1.338
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