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Abstract: The aim of this study is to find out the answers of two questions: [1] What 
is the main reason of poverty and [2] What can be done for the elimination of 
poverty. These questions were asked to families who get social and economic 
support from Meram Social Service Directorate in Konya-Turkey. It is accepted that 
getting social aid is connected with the criteria of being poor [Simmel, 2009]. In this 
study, both quantitative and qualitative research designs are used. To determine 
the sample size, the table prepared by Altunışık and et al *2012+ is used, and 
according to the table it is concluded that 234 families can represent the 
population. However, to increase the reliability of the results 246 families accepted 
to join the research are examined within the context of the study. The data 
obtained from qualitative questions was divided into themes through the context 
analysis. “Unemployment” (n;=66, %26.8), “Economic expensiveness” (n=60, 
%24.4), “Poor health” (n=35, %14.3), “Uneducated” (n=30, %12.3) were coded as 
the main reason of poverty. “Job opportunities should be provided” (n=67, %27.2), 
“Social aid should be increased” (n=64, %26.0), “The necessity of education and 
training” (n=29, %11.8), “Welfare state should take care of its nation” (n=28, %11.4) 
were coded for the elimination of poverty.  

Keywords: Poverty; Social and Economic Support; Social Aid; Qualitative Research; 
Context Analysis; Elimination of Poverty. 
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Introduction  

Although the existence of poverty stated to be in all periods of history, Karataş *2003] 
point out that poverty is in fact go into more widespread and depth with the liberalization 
/globalization process that is applied all over the world for the last 20-25 years. Although 
global wealth has reached its greatest level of all times it is stated that the poverty 
problem cannot be eliminated and inequality in income distribution has reached 

http://tureng.com/tr/turkce-ingilizce/inequality%20in%20income%20distribution
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extraordinary dimensions [Özey, 2003; Avcı, 2003; Arı, 2003; Yusufoğlu, 2013]. Even the 
increase of welfare is emphasized in the globalization discussions, poverty is still maintain 
it’s existence  as a global problem  *Shaw et al., 2009, Arpacıoğlu&Yıldırım, 2011+ and it 
produced multidimentional and dinamic effects in  underdeveloped or developing 
countries *Türkdoğan, 2003+. The number of the people who haven’t got enough income 
for maintain their life is increasing in the worldwide. Life expectancy from birth is 
decreasing in some countries *Mutioğlu, 2003].  Poverty is accepted as one of the most 
important twelve basic problems in the world by the United Nations Organization 
*Yardımcı et al., 2003+. 

In this study, It is accepted that getting social aid is connected with the criteria of being 
poor [Simmel, 2009]. Accordingly, it is aimed to determine that what is the main reason of 
poverty and what can be done for the elimination of poverty according to families who get 
social and economic support.  

2. Methods 

In this study, both quantitative and qualitative research designs are used. Quantitative 
research, by its simplest meaning, is the works that require collecting and analyzing 
quantitative datum [Büyüköztürk et al., 2013]. Qualitative research is a method in which 
qualitative data collection methods such as observation, interviews and document analysis 
are used and a process that allows perceptions and events to reveal in a natural 
environment in a realistic and integrated manner is followed *Yıldırım&Şimşek, 2013: 45+. 
The population of study consists of 593 families who get social and economic support from 
Meram Social Service Directorate in Konya-Turkey. To determine the sample size, the 
table prepared by Altunışık et al [2012] is used, and according to the table it is concluded 
that 234 families can represent the population. However, to increase the reliability of the 
results, more families are tried to be included. In the end, 246 families accepted to join the 
research are examined within the context of the study. The data obtained from qualitative 
questions was divided into themes through the context analysis. 

Table 1: Acceptable sample sizes for determined populations 

N S N S N S N S 

10 10 190 127 1100 285 5000 357 

20 19 200 132 1200 291 6000 361 

30 28 250 152 1300 297 7000 364 

40 36 300 169 1400 302 8000 367 

50 44 350 185 1500 306 9000 368 

60 52 400 196 1600 310 10000 370 

70 59 450 212 1700 313 15000 375 

80 66 500 217 1800 317 20000 377 

90 73 550 226 1900 320 30000 379 

100 80 600 234 2000 322 40000 380 

110 86 650 241 2200 327 50000 381 

120 92 700 248 2400 331 75000 382 

130 97 750 254 2600 335 100000 384 

140 103 800 260 2800 338 1000000 384 

150 108 850 265 3000 341 10000000 384 

http://tureng.com/tr/turkce-ingilizce/continue%20one%27s%20existence
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3. Findings 

Table 2: The socio-demographic features of the person [the person who take the family care responsibility] 
who receive SES in behalf of children  

Member of family who receive SES n % 
Mother 193 78,4 
Father 28 11,4 
Other [Big brother, grandparents] 25 10,2 

Marital Status  n  % 
Married 111 45,1 
Single 135 54,9 

Age of the member of family who receive 
social and economic support 

 n   % 

20-29 27 11,0 
30-39 91 37,0 
40-49 76 30,9 
50-59 29 11,8 
60+ 23 9,3 

Educational status  n   % 
Non-lettered 41 16,7 
Lettered 19 7,7 
Primary School 152 61,8 
Secondary School 21 8,5 
Equivalent to High School and over 13 5,3 

The total income of the family receives 
social aid [Turkish Liras] 

  n   % 

351-550 86 35,0 
551-750 56 22,7 
751-1000 19 7,7 
1001-1250 54 22,0 
1251+ 31 12,6 

Social Security   n   % 
No 101 41,1 
G0 – Green Card 107 43,5 
Working 23 9,3 
Retired 15 6,1 

Profession  n  % 
Yes 10 4,1 
No 236 95,9 

 Job  n  % 
Yes 32 13,0 
No 214 87,0 

Total 246 100,0 
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Table 3: Codes that are concerning the answers of qualitative questions by the families who get SES about 
what is the main reason of poverty and what can be done to eliminate the poverty. 

The main reason of poverty n % 
Unemployment 66 26,8 
Economic expensiveness 60 24,4 
Poor health 35 14,3 
Uneducated 30 12,3 
History of poor family 26 10,6 
Laziness 7 2,8 
Low salaries 6 2,4 
Early marriage 5 2,0 
Destiny 5 2,0 
Wastefulness 3 1,2 
The capitalist system 3 1,2 

The elimination of poverty n % 
Job opportunities should be provided 67 27,2 
Social aid should be increased 64 26,0 
Education and training 29 11,8 
Welfare state should take care of its nation 28 11,4 
Health promotion 14 5,7 
Sharing and solidarity in society 11 4,5 
Equitable system should be established 9 3,7 
Increasing salaries 8 3,3 
People in need really should be helped 7 2,8 
Saving 6 2,4 
Support should be given to setting up business 3 1,2 

Total 246 100,0 

Discussion and Conclusion  

In this research, information is gathered from families who get SES about the fundamental 
causes of poverty and the things that should be done in order to overcome poverty.  

According to 66 participants (%26,8) the fundamental reason for poverty is 
unemployment, while 60 of them (%24,4) it is due to economic expensiveness. According 
to 35 (%14,2) participants poverty is the result of health (being unhealthy) and for the rest 
of 26 participants (%10,6), the main reason is being uneducated. 

In this research it is found that the families used the following expressions on how to 
overcome poverty: %27 of families (67) suggested that  state should provide job 
opportunities,  %26,0 of them (64) find the solution in increasing of the social support, 
%11,8 (29) emphasize on education and %11,4 notice that state should protect its own 
citizen.  

When the literature is analyzed, it is both indicated that unemployment plays the major 
role in the causes leading to poverty and increasing job opportunities is vital to overcome 
poverty. For example, a research showed that %86 of participants expressed that 
unexistence of bussiness area in Turkey is the major cause of poverty. As one can guess, it 
is found that the first solution with the %83 ratio is opening bussiness areas [Açıkalın, 

2003; Açıkalın, 2008]. Açıkgöz [2010] further states that the unexistence of job 
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opportunuties and insufficiency of existing job opportunuties resulted as lower payments  
which as a result become one of the causes of poverty.  

A research is conducted with 68 people in 3 districts of Ankara, where the most 
application are made to SDYV, and people are asked about the reasons of their poverty. 
The results are as follows: %50 of participants consider unemployment, %30,3 of them not 
having a proper job, %4,4 education and %6 either being old or disabled as their source of 
poverty [Gül&Ergun, 2003]. 

In a research conducted with 33 workers of SYDV, it is found that the majority of 
participants consider state's attempts to create employment as the most important 
method to overcome poverty. Although the participants considers their services as 
effective both in individual and family level, they express that the support services are 
quite insufficient to decrease poverty in a macro level [İçağasıoğlu-Çoban et al., 2011]). 
Associated therewith, It is found that the higher level of employment of household have 
decreased the risk of poverty of household in a analysis that was done with datas of 
Turkish State Statistics Institute [Yardımcı et al., 2003]. 

As it can be understood, although poverty is as a result of many factors, unemployment 
alone can be the leading factor to cause poverty. The foundings of the literature is 
confirming what families expressed about poverty and how to overcome it.  
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