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This article examines how Germany and Turkey address sustainable refugee and disaster-dis-
placed housing in the context of natural hazards. Using a functional comparative legal
methodology, it compares the governance allocation and coordination; housing standards
and resilience plans; and the integration of refugee shelters into welfare and disaster frame-
work. The analysis combines doctrinal review with empirical data such as official statistics,
surveys, policy reports, and testimonies examining housing stability, resilience and legal pro-
tection. The study is anchored in post-disaster housing response for the 2023 Kahramanmaraş
Earthquake and the 2021 Ahr Valley Floods. Turkey’s centralized governance has reactive
approach results in endemic loopholes, subjecting refugees to secondary displacement and
insecure housing. Germany’s precautionary and decentralised framework integrates housing
within broader welfare regimes. The analysis directs policy suggestions for both countries that
emphasize the relevance of joined-up governance and resilient, inclusive shelter systems as a
way to properly address compound displacement risks.

Este artículo analiza la gestión de vivienda sostenible para personas refugiadas y desplazadas
por desastres naturales en Alemania y Turquía. Mediante un método jurídico comparado fun-
cional, se examinan la gobernanza, los estándares de resiliencia y la integración de refugios en
los sistemas de bienestar y marcos de desastre. El estudio se fundamenta en la respuesta habi-
tacional tras los terremotos de Kahramanmaraş (2023) y las inundaciones del valle del Ahr
(2021). El análisis revela que el modelo centralizado y reactivo de Turquía genera vacíos lega-
les que derivan en desplazamientos secundarios. En contraste, el marco preventivo y descentra-
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lizado de Alemania integra la vivienda en regímenes de bienestar más amplios. Finalmente,
se proponen políticas que enfatizan la gobernanza coordinada y sistemas de refugio inclusivos
para mitigar los riesgos de desplazamiento compuesto.
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1. Introduction
Sustainable shelter for the displaced is closely linked to the United Nations Sustainable De-
velopment Goals (SDGs), which aim to leave no one behind (United Nations Sustainable
Development Group [UNSDG], 2022), and sustainable shelter supply is crucial to the long-
term security and dignity of some of the structurally most vulnerable social groups (Seifert
et al., 2023). Political ecology research views shelter as a socio-environmental right shaped by
governance, resource distribution, and individual risks and exposures (Sobczak-Szelc et al.,
2024). According to political ecology migration research, migration flows are complex and
multifaceted, and individuals’ cumulative and differential socio-ecological risks and vulnera-
bilities shape migration (Sánchez & Riosmena, 2021). Legal precarity and social isolation can
result from long-term temporary living without permanent housing regulations.

Despite separate legal and policy frameworks, refugee camps and disaster shelters typically op-
erate similarly amid climate-related risks (Moench et al., 2015). Thus, refugee camps and dis-
aster shelters are intended to be temporary yet often remains operational for years or decades;
they have been heavily reliant on emergency relief and support; and they have been linked to
environmental hazards, legal uncertainty, and exclusion from long-term urban planning. The
availability of temporary shelters in hazard-prone places can reproduce dangers, and their legal
regimes might leave displaced individuals uncertain of their rights during crises (Biermann &
Boas, 2008). Analysing refugee and disaster shelters together therefore shifts attention from
the legal label of displacement toward a core governance question: whether shelter systems
can provide durable, hazard-resistant, and rights-compliant refuge regardless of the cause of
displacement.

Turkey and Germany share this challenge, but their risk profiles and governance styles dif-
fer. Turkey is among Europe’s and the Middle East’s most seismically active nations. Seismic
zones cover 96% of its territory and 99% of its people (Bohnhoff et al., 2024). The February
2023 Kahramanmaraş earthquakes, devastating 11 provinces, caused massive displacement.
They also exposed the structural flaws of institutional shelter and reconstruction mechanisms
(Giyik, 2024). Under Law No. 5902, the Disaster and Emergency Management Authority
(AFAD) governs central disaster management policies (Disaster and Emergency Management
Presidency Law No. 5902, 2009). The Turkish Temporary Protection Regulation (2014) and
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Law on Foreigners and International Protection (2013) control refugee management, with
a parallel framework that restricts access to secure and stable housing (Çetin, 2021; Law on
Foreigners and International Protection No. 6458, 2013; Temporary Protection Regulation,
2014). Refugees face worsening services, increasing health risks, and secondary displacement
to meet citizen housing demands (Çakın & AlMajdalawi, 2024).

Germany presents a contrasting configuration. Although seismic risks are comparatively low
(Tyagunov et al., 2006), climate-related hazards have caused significant losses, including ap-
proximately €40 billion in flood damage and €25.6 billion in forestry and agricultural im-
pacts (Martens, 2024). The 2021 Ahr Valley flood revealed weaknesses in early warning sys-
tems and municipal response capacities, while simultaneously testing the performance of
Germany’s decentralised disaster governance and welfare-based accommodation system un-
der conditions of acute displacement (Martens, 2024). Germany is also a major asylum desti-
nation and maintains legally defined reception standards. The Asylum Seekers’ Benefits Act
(AsylbLG) guarantees subsistence and minimum accommodation (AsylbLG, 1997), while
the Federal Building Code (BauGB) incorporates safety and resilience considerations into
municipal land-use planning (Kreichauf, 2018).

Functional comparative analysis shows that both systems address the same policy issue dif-
ferently. Turkey’s disaster governance system is reactive and centralised, based on emergency
management (Öcal, 2021), and running alongside migration control, while Germany’s is pre-
ventive and decentralised, integrating accommodation into welfare, planning, and mitigation
(Richter et al., 2010). These disparities are institutional and normative. The recent German
Federal Constitutional Court (2021) decision that the state must protect against dispropor-
tionate burdens on future generations shows that Germany’s system prioritises forward-look-
ing risk protection, including environmental and social risks (Hartwig, 2024).

Comparing the two scenarios has important scientific and normative implications. The Unit-
ed Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) Shelter Guidelines and Sphere
Standards set safety, space, and habitability rules for disaster response activities (United Na-
tions High Commissioner for Refugees [UNHCR], 2026; Sphere Association, 2018). The
Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction also encourages Build Back Better during dis-
aster recovery and reconstruction (Beatini et al., 2022; Tamura et al., 2018; United Nations
Office for Disaster Risk Reduction [UNDRR], 2015). The Reception Conditions Direc-
tive (EU) 2024/1346, Article 19, sets minimum living conditions for asylum seekers in Ger-
many but not Turkey (Directive (EU) 2024/1346, 2024). Historical migration operations
between Turkey and Germany, such as the guest-worker programmes after the 1966 Varto
earthquakes, show how disasters and migration are linked (Gedik, 2024).

The study sets out to examine the impact of different legal-institutional configurations on
the provision of resilient, rights-based, and sustainable shelter for displaced persons. Using a
functional comparative approach, the analysis critically examines three interconnected areas:
responsibility allocation and coordination, housing standards and resilience-based planning,
and the integration of refugee housing and broader welfare and disaster response frameworks.
This article uses the 2023 Kahramanmaraş earthquakes and the 2021 Ahr Valley floods as re-
al-world stress tests for evaluating housing stability, environmental resilience, legal security,
and the risk of secondary displacement. By shedding light on the impact of different institu-
tional configurations on shelter provision during times of pressure, the paper hopes to inform
law reform to achieve more integrated, inclusive, and climate-resilient housing responses.
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2. Context and Research Problem
Repeated major earthquakes in Turkey, most notably the 2023 Kahramanmaraş disaster has
consistently generated internal displacement. Large-scale environmental shocks, such as the
1966 Varto earthquakes, led to internal displacement and migration to Europe, specifical-
ly Germany. The use of guest-worker agreements with Germany to grant preferential treat-
ment to earthquake victims in affected districts such as Varto illustrates how disaster displace-
ment intersected with established labour-migration channels (Gedik, 2024). These earlier ex-
amples offer important precedents for how future climate-related disasters in Turkey may
again catalyse cross-border displacement, especially toward Germany, reviving historical mi-
gration channels.

In Germany, refugee reception facilities are organised in a multi-level system, in which Ger-
man federal states (Länder) and municipalities implement federal welfare minima, leading to
marked differences in facilities and accessibility to private housing. Although Germany has
experienced fewer disaster-induced displacements than Turkey, recent flood events have nev-
ertheless tested these decentralised housing and welfare arrangements (International Federa-
tion of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies [IFRC], 2021).

Despite extensive scholarship on disaster displacement and refugee reception, legal research
rarely examines disaster sheltering and refugee accommodation within a single comparative
framework. As a result, the influence of legal and administrative design on the delivery of
rights-compliant and resilient housing remains insufficiently understood. This article address-
es this gap by comparing Turkey and Germany across responsibility allocation, housing stan-
dards, and integration mechanisms to assess which institutional configurations better prevent
prolonged precarity and secondary displacement. Accordingly, the research problem is how
differing legal-institutional designs shape shelter outcomes—housing stability, legal security,
and secondary displacement risk—when exposed to comparable stress tests.

The research questions that this article aims to answer are the following: What are the alloca-
tions of legal responsibility for housing resilience in Turkey and Germany, and how do these
allocations perform in the context of acute displacement? What is the role of minimum stan-
dards for shelter and housing, whether legally binding or guidance-oriented, in ensuring hab-
itability and reducing secondary displacement risk in post-disaster situations? How do inte-
gration mechanisms between migration law, disaster law, and welfare law play in access to
housing and equality of protection for displaced individuals?

3. Methodology
This study employs a functional comparative design consisting of three stages. First, it iden-
tifies functional equivalents of governance activities in each system including responsibility
allocation and coordination; housing standards and resilience-related planning. The second
stage focuses on analysing the allocation of powers in both systems through a review of con-
stitutional, statutory, administrative, and policy guidance sources. The third stage employs
secondary data related to the two mega-disasters that occurred in Kahramanmaraş in 2023 and
the Ahr Valley in 2021 for the assessment of residency, legal certainty, and risks of subsequent
displacement. Turkey and Germany were selected due to their high exposure to migration
and hazards despite contrasting political and legal systems.
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The comparison adopts three interlocking dimensions. First, the responsibility of housing re-
silience is examined by investigating legal frameworks and planning requirements as well as
the building standards. Secondly, the efforts of providing sustainable shelters are examined in
the context of disaster relief schemes. Thirdly, the inclusion of refugee accommodation into
the framework concerning disaster, welfare schemes is interrogated. These factors are assessed
through outcome-oriented criteria, including housing stability, environmental resilience, le-
gal security, and the exposure to secondary displacement. The functional comparison is ac-
companied by a doctrinal analysis of relevant constitutional and statutory provisions, regula-
tions, court decisions, and official guidelines, in the two legal systems.

This analysis is illustrative rather than exhaustive, focusing on binding norms and authorita-
tive court decisions that have a direct impact on housing, in order to keep it functional in
comparison across different legal systems. Sources for comparison were identified based on
three criteria: (1) inclusion criteria, such as constitutional provisions and binding legislation;
(2) relevance to post-disaster or refugee housing, including binding disaster-response legisla-
tion, planning measures, welfare rights; and (3) relevance based on functionality, using simi-
lar criteria regardless of differences in structures, such as assignment of responsibilities, basic
standards, planning, inter alia.

The legal analysis was based on secondary qualitative data such as policy documents, results
of surveys, official statistics, scholarly publications, or documented information related to the
2023 Kahramanmaraş Earthquakes in Turkey and the Ahr Valley Floods of 2021 in Germany.
Empirical data have a confirmatory and analytical role as they show the operation of the legal
frameworks under stress and the discrepancies between the legal frameworks and the actual
results in housing. No original fieldwork was carried out. Secondary materials were selected
where they directly document housing or shelter outcomes in the two focal events and were
triangulated across at least two types of sources, for example official data plus survey and re-
port evidence.

Functional equivalence was operationalised by matching the legal-institutional structures of
each system to the same set of functional requirements—namely, responsibility allocation, the
specification of minimum standards, and integration with welfare and disaster management.
Then, the comparative analysis examined the performance of these structures under duress
in the context of the two central disasters using outcome measures of housing stability, legal
security, and vulnerability to cyclic displacement derived from the secondary evidence base.

4. Results and Discussion
The results are discussed in this section, and they will be presented along three dimensions:
responsibility allocation, housing and shelter, and integration and accommodation. These di-
mensions will be evaluated based on outcome-oriented criteria, and the 2023 Kahramanmaraş
earthquake in Turkey and the 2021 floods in Germany will be used as stress tests. Each sub-
section concludes with a brief comparative synthesis.

4.1. Responsibility for Housing Resilience

Article 57 of the Turkish Constitution enshrines housing rights. This makes the state direct-
ly responsible for housing welfare (Constitution of the Republic of Turkey, 1982, Art. 57).
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In Germany, the Constitution does not guarantee housing rights. A comparable obligation
can be identified in the German legal system, which prescribes basic living conditions. Pre-
carious housing conditions put migrants, refugees, and disaster-affected populations at risk
of displacement, according to law and social science research (Nur & Sethman, 2016; Stazen,
2021). Insecure shelter, especially temporary shelter, might fail during natural disasters such
as heatwaves or cold spells, precipitating secondary displacement (Dam, 2023). Thus, in both
countries, housing resilience is both a responsibility and a normative framework for the allo-
cation of disaster-resilient housing mandates.

Turkey has also contended with fragmented accountability for housing resilience, with a par-
tial shift of responsibility to private actors. The 2018 Construction Amnesty, for instance,
regularised 305,000 substandard structures, including those within seismic zones, without re-
quiring retrofitting (Haliloğlu Kahraman, 2024). This signified a devolution of responsibility
to building owners, who were often incapable of ensuring structural compliance. Although
compulsory earthquake insurance has been mandated since 1999 to incentivise seismic re-
silience, certain groups, including migrants and tenants of low-income households, have been
excluded from compensation.

Apportionment of liability was clarified in a recent decision of the Constitutional Court
(Anayasa Mahkemesi, 2024), which adjudicated that the state cannot delegate the responsibil-
ity for earthquake safety to private parties. The court invalidated provisions within the zon-
ing framework that had allocated responsibility for the structure of buildings to individual
parties, holding that it violated the individual’s right to life (Constitution of the Republic of
Turkey, 1982, Art. 17) and the effective remedy (Constitution of the Republic of Turkey,
1982, Art. 40). It is evident that the responsibility for the safety of the environment is a posi-
tive obligation of the state. Therefore, despite the explicit recognition of the right to housing
in the Constitution, the responsibility for disaster-resistant construction is a non-delegable
public duty.

In Turkey, disaster governance operates under Law No. 5902 on the Organisation and Du-
ties of AFAD, which establishes a highly centralised institution with broad authority to co-
ordinate all phases of disaster management, from emergency response to recovery and risk re-
duction (Bagherzadeh & Shigemitsu, 2021; Disaster and Emergency Management Presiden-
cy Law No. 5902, 2009). Existing reports indicate scope for greater shared responsibility in
this system. The system operates on a clear top-down structure. The Disaster and Emergency
Board formulates policy, whereas AFAD headquarters manages and coordinates response op-
erations. Provincial coordination is overseen by the governor in coordination with AFAD
Headquarters (AFAD, 2022).

In Germany, the mandate for housing resilience is codified in statutory planning law, as op-
posed to being anchored in a constitutional right. Indeed, the Federal Building Code, ob-
ligates municipalities to ensure safe and sustainable living conditions within their jurisdic-
tions, necessitating proactive planning for the prevention of environmental and hazard risks
and the incorporation of climate and disaster resilience considerations into planning decisions
(BauGB § 1, 2009). Accordingly, the mandate for ensuring resilient housing lies within the
standard administrative and planning functions of the municipality, rather than the individ-
ual property owner.

A comparable formulation of the state’s preventive responsibility to mitigate potential risks
can be derived from the German climate ruling (Neubauer et al. v. Germany, 2021). Although
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this case was decided in the context of greenhouse gas emissions reduction, its structural rea-
soning is analogous to the principles applicable in the context of housing and territorial re-
silience. In this case, the German Constitutional Court relied on Article 20a of the Basic Law
and an intertemporal understanding of fundamental rights (Basic Law, 1949, Art. 20a). It
held that the legislative branch must take timely and sufficiently concrete steps to mitigate
predictable environmental risks and cannot postpone action in such a manner that burdens
future generations with disproportionate risk (Neubauer et al. v. Germany, 2021). In this re-
spect, Hartwig (2024) argues that this case advances the concept of responsibility toward fu-
ture generations under the German Basic Law from a non-binding aspiration to one that con-
strains legislative action, potentially through precautionary principles in the context of scien-
tific uncertainty. While Neubauer primarily concerns emissions pathways and intergenera-
tional climate protection, its reasoning on the timely prevention of foreseeable environmen-
tal risks is used here as an interpretive lens for precautionary governance, rather than as a di-
rect doctrinal extension of housing rights. In this respect, the case is analogous to the Turkish
Constitutional Court’s holding that disaster safety cannot be privatised. In the Turkish case,
earthquake safety cannot be left to private actors. In the German case, climate risk precludes
regulatory abdication.

On the local level, the distribution of responsibility is further specified in building regulations.
For example, the Hamburg Building Code (HBauO) regulates the responsibility of the owner,
the designer, and the contractor in the context of compliance, while the public authority is
responsible for supervision and control (HBauO §§ 48–49, 2005). In this case, the concept
of resilience is implemented through the regulation of private compliance, which is subject to
ongoing state supervision and control. Unlike the Turkish amnesty model, the responsibility
is not abandoned but rather implemented through control and supervision mechanisms.

A salient institutional divergence emerges from this comparison. Although Turkey has a con-
stitutional commitment to the right to housing, there has been a tendency for responsibilities
in relation to resilience to be fragmented and delegated to private actors, which in turn has
led to a reactive approach in its enforcement. By contrast, in Germany, there has been a holis-
tic inclusion of responsibilities for resilience within planning and building regulations. This
has conceptualised housing safety as a public ex ante requirement rather than a corrective re-
sponse. The research indicates that the effectiveness of housing resilience is not necessarily re-
lated to constitutional recognition but rather how responsibilities are operationally allocated.
Under the 2023 and 2021 stress tests, these allocations translated into divergent enforcement
capacity and speed of transition to safe housing. Recent nationwide evidence also provides
support for the idea that flood risk adaptation in Germany is not fully internalised by markets.
This limitation of market-based allocation is also reflected in housing market behaviour. A
recent nationwide study of the German housing market following the 2021 Western Euro-
pean flood reveals that, on average, property prices in flood-risk zones did not significantly
change following the flood event (Gruhl et al., 2025). However, properties in close proximity
to flood-risk zones were found to have experienced significant discounts in their prices (Gruhl
et al., 2025). This suggests that flood risk is still undercapitalised in the German housing mar-
ket. This also implies that markets alone may not be an effective means of reducing flood risk,
as they may lead to suboptimal investment decisions. As such, risk reduction is also an issue
of planning, regulation, and governance.
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4.2. Sustainable Shelters in Disaster Relief

The Kahramanmaraş earthquakes that struck Turkey on February 6, 2023, affected over 13
million people and precipitated large-scale internal displacement, where over 100,000 peo-
ple left the affected cities in a matter of days, while tens of thousands were also transported
through air travel (Tiryaki Yenilmez, 2023). Disaster-induced displacements have been limit-
ed in Germany; nevertheless, the floods that occurred in 2021 exposed systemic vulnerabili-
ties in early warning systems and the capacity of municipalities to react. Research has found
that considerable differences exist regarding recovery outcomes, including access to tempo-
rary accommodation and speed of housing reconstruction, which can be ascribed to the de-
centralised character of shelter provision (Kienzler et al., 2015).

In spite of the existence of scientific models for assessing risks and early damage assessment
systems like the AFAD Rapid Earthquake Damage system (AFAD-RED), the emergency re-
sponse in the 2023 disaster showed that systemic coordination deficits emerged in the pro-
vision of shelter (Yalçın et al., 2017). For instance, the empirical records indicate protracted
mobilisation, fragmented inter-agency cooperation, and the lack of consideration of climate
adaptation in the planning of temporary shelters, indicating a reactive rather than a preventive
approach to disaster management (Hermansson, 2016; Yetiskin, 2025).

According to Law No. 5902, the Disaster and Emergency Management Authority (AFAD)
in Turkey is responsible for planning and coordinating emergency shelter provision. Addi-
tionally, the AFAD establishes national criteria for temporary accommodation, including pri-
vacy, social support, and basic infrastructure (Disaster and Emergency Management Presi-
dency Law No. 5902, 2009). However, the implementation of national standards has been
patchy, especially in disadvantaged areas. One year was needed to build 12,000 permanent
shelter units after the 2011 Van earthquake (Giyik, 2024), highlighting the need for long-term
temporary shelter during natural disasters. The narratives of displaced Syrians reveal a sense
of double victimisation and uncertainty due to temporary accommodation (Eraslan, 2024).

Evidence from post-earthquake Turkey reveals that shelters built for displaced persons rarely
meet both the physical and psychosocial needs of the displaced population. While shelters
built for displaced persons were meant for short-term use, in reality, displaced persons end up
staying for long periods in shelters, thereby creating a situation whereby what was meant for
temporary use ends up being used for long-term housing. Comparative research from disaster
scenarios reveals that the transition from emergency to permanent housing is usually delayed
for long periods, especially in scenarios where there is inadequate planning and participation
(Paterson et al., 2023).

Empirical studies of temporary housing in Turkey further document persistent deficiencies in
basic living standards. Research conducted in the aftermath of the 1999 earthquake in Turkey
revealed that there was considerable dissatisfaction with the size of the facilities, ventilation,
insulation, and thermal conditions, implying that these facilities were not designed for perma-
nent use (Eranil et al., 2024). Other evidence of the failure of these facilities in colder climates,
as in the case of Malatya, is the exposure of residents to temperatures below zero degrees with
inadequate heating facilities (Ayik, 2024).

In the aftermath of the earthquake, the number of organised camps increased from 7 to 12,
while the population doubled to around 88,000. This increase resulted in overcrowding,
worsening sanitation conditions, and an increase in health risks (Haliloğlu Kahraman, 2024).
These camps, instead of functioning as a temporary safe zone, operated beyond the intended
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capacity, indicating a problem in the structural capacity of Turkey in addressing the need for
emergency shelters.

Interviews and field reports reveal governance obstacles that hinder shelter delivery. Most re-
spondents were dissatisfied with state institutions, citing delays in search-and-rescue, food
distribution, and temporary housing. Limited transparency in disaster financing, destroyed
local administrative infrastructure, and restrictive conditions for civil society and humanitar-
ian organisations exacerbated coordination difficulties (Sevinin et al., 2023; Yetiskin, 2025).
Institutional barriers hindered relief operations and impeded shelter services, leading house-
holds to employ self-purchased tents or informal networks. High reliance on individual cop-
ing mechanisms suggests the emergency shelter system was not reliable as a public safety net.

The results of field interviews and post-disaster assessment studies also reveal the existence of
broader structural issues in the areas of planning and preparedness. For instance, the results
of the field interviews with survivors and other relevant stakeholders in the post-disaster as-
sessment revealed that the underlying issues in the provision of shelter security in the face of
disasters include the poor enforcement of zoning regulations, the poor integration of seismic
safety standards, and the ongoing production of risky and poor-quality housing stock (Sığın &
Akyıldız, 2024). These findings indicate that temporary shelter problems are not solely oper-
ational but stem from pre-existing shortcomings in urban planning and land-use governance,
which limit the state’s capacity to provide resilient accommodation when disasters occur.

International and national technical systems provide tangible guidelines for assessing the ef-
fectiveness of disaster shelters. For example, the Sphere Project provides humanitarian guide-
lines on safety, health, spatial planning, and environmental sustainability. Similarly, Turkish
design studies provide guidelines on participation, the use of durable materials, and energy
efficiency. For instance, it has been recommended that shelters should be built above flood-
plains and that the slope of the drainage system should be considered to reduce environmen-
tal and climatic risks (Giyik, 2024). These guidelines provide a framework for assessing the
effectiveness of emergency shelters in providing safe and sustainable living conditions.

Spatial and planning analyses indicate that structural deficiencies exist in the spatial distribu-
tion and accessibility of emergency shelters. For example, shelter spaces are disproportionate-
ly allocated or absent in a number of high-risk and populated zones. Parts of Hatay’s central
area and Istanbul’s Fatih district have insufficient open space and routes for evacuation, and
shelter spaces are absent in some of these zones (Dinç & Gök, 2024). The spatial analysis in-
dicates that shelter spaces were not incorporated into spatial and urban development plans;
therefore, their practicality and sustainability are compromised.

Results from shelter site planning reveal considerable disparities between allotted sites and
their suitability. The 2022 Turkey Disaster Response Plan identifies provinces like Kırklareli
as support locations for high-risk districts along the North Anatolian Fault. However, spatial
assessments of 21 suggested emergency shelter sites reveal significant site inadequacies, as iden-
tified by Kuru et al. (2024). Over half of the plots are on protected agricultural land, some are
on steep slopes over the safe construction threshold, and some lack access to key infrastruc-
ture like gas and municipal services. Additionally, sites near waterways and atop alluvium are
vulnerable to secondary disasters like flooding. Importantly, these locations are not included
in local zoning and development plans, preventing their deployment during disaster response
and recovery. Research indicates that shelter provision is impacted by both emergency shelter
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capacity and pre-disaster land use and development decisions, which are crucial for resilience
and sustainability.

Turning to Germany, hazard integration is increasingly addressed through legally embedded
land-use planning and environmental assessment procedures, particularly after the 2021 flood
events. In Germany, this approach of hazard integration has increasingly been implemented
through legally binding land-use planning processes as per the BauGB (BauGB, 2009; Greiv-
ing et al., 2023). After the 2017 reforms, urban land-use plans have been required to address
impacts anticipated from the susceptibility of allowed land-uses to major accidents and dis-
asters, such as risks to human health, cultural heritage, and the environment. This is evaluat-
ed through the environmental report of binding land-use plans. Using the recent case of the
2021 flood-affected town of Erftstadt, Germany, it has been demonstrated that a hazard zone-
based approach can indeed be integrated into the current BauGB through an evaluation of
land-uses based on their restrictions and building precaution measures through an evaluation
of hazard intensity, such as water depth and flow velocity (Greiving et al., 2023). A significant
aspect of this approach is the “protection worthiness” criterion, which prioritises critical and
sensitive infrastructures due to cascading failure risks. The approach has been taken up by the
state’s planning authority for North Rhine-Westphalia as an essential component of munic-
ipal land-use planning.

Evidence from emergency accommodation facilities also reveals qualitative limitations with-
in the German shelter system. Reports from Bremen, Berlin, and Rhineland-Palatinate docu-
ment inadequate thermal protection in temporary structures, including excessive cold in win-
ter and overheating in summer, leading to health risks for residents (Riemer et al., 2025). Sur-
vey data further indicate that collective shelters frequently operate under capacity constraints
and score lower on privacy and space compared to private housing (Baier & Siegert, 2018).
Although national guidelines developed by the German Red Cross and the IFRC establish
thermal and environmental standards, the need for retrofitting suggests gaps between formal
standards and actual implementation (IFRC & Shelter Research Unit, 2016).

Aside from post-disaster reconstruction, shelter provision in Germany is underpinned by a
legal obligation of municipalities under police and public order laws in the Länder to provide
shelter to those without homes. Shelter provision is heterogeneous in form, including hotels,
dormitories, and temporary apartments integrated into existing housing stock. Although con-
ceived in terms of short-term provision, evidence of its use is of longer durations, with over
one-third of residents occupying shelter for over two years. However, in the absence of na-
tional standards, municipalities enjoy significant discretion in shelter provision, with variable
quality and capacity. In terms of functionality, the German system differs from Turkey in its
use of welfare provision but is similar in terms of its potential for prolonged temporariness
(Engelmann, 2021).

In addition, in situations characterised by acute arrival pressure, Germany has also used large-
scale emergency shelter infrastructures that are comparable to disaster response camp systems.
In 2015 and 2016, for example, the Federal Government set up mass facilities waiting rooms
in Bavaria that could accommodate up to 20,000 people and were managed in collaboration
with the Federal Office for Migration and Refugees, civil protection units, the German Red
Cross, and the Federal Agency for Technical Relief (THW). The facilities were set up via dis-
aster management structures and were specifically designed to ensure that they are compati-
ble with international humanitarian standards. Expertise from international deployments has
been used for local operations that involve disaster response and relief operations. In essence,
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these waiting rooms are comparable to temporary camps that are used in disaster response sit-
uations. Therefore, Germany, just like Turkey, uses centralised mass shelter solutions in crisis
situations (Dittmer & Lorenz, 2021).

Post-disaster housing management in the wake of the 2021 Ahr Valley flooding event demon-
strates the effects of a coordinated intervention by the state. Qualitative interview-based re-
search conducted in the Ahr Valley further indicates that displacement was largely short-dis-
tance and temporary: households with strong local social ties, property ownership, and ac-
cess to state reconstruction aid were significantly more likely to remain or relocate within
the county rather than migrate permanently (Jaafari, 2023). The disaster was considerable in
terms of scale. The 2021 flood caused over 180 fatalities in the country, with more than 130
fatalities reported in the Ahr Valley. The disaster affected 42,000 people, while the damage
was estimated at 33 billion euros. Within the Ahr district, there were over 9,000 buildings de-
stroyed or severely damaged, leading to at least 17,000 people being temporarily without hab-
itable shelter (Truedinger et al., 2023). This created a significant shelter need, given Germany’s
strong housing stock. Significantly, the federal and state governments quickly mobilised sig-
nificant financial and administrative capacity, which included a €30 billion reconstruction
fund, accelerated hazard mapping, and the creation of municipal recovery agencies to speed
up the process of rebuilding and rehoming (Birkmann et al., 2023). Accordingly, the majori-
ty of households moved from their provisional housing within a year, while 12.9% of house-
holds remained in provisional housing. Nevertheless, there were significant variations in the
recovery process in different municipalities, which demonstrates that even with significant
financial capacity, there are socio-economic inequalities in exposure and recovery (Odersky
& Löffler, 2024).

As a functional stress test of Germany’s decentralised system of shelter and housing gover-
nance, the Ahr Valley 2021 flood event offers some useful lessons on how well the system can
respond under acute displacement pressures. Notwithstanding significant physical destruc-
tion, pre-existing municipal planning authority and welfare entitlements, along with rapid
mobilisation of federal finances, facilitated relatively quick transitions from temporary to
permanent housing solutions. A majority of displaced people exited their temporary shelters
within a year, and only a small percentage remained in temporary shelters. This contrasts with
the situation in Turkey and demonstrates the advantages of embedding shelter within ordi-
nary planning and welfare structures. Having adequate financial and technical resources does
not automatically ensure resilience outcomes. An overall assessment of the recovery process
in the Ahr Valley, Germany, after the 2021 flood event revealed that most of the financial
support programmes developed for recovery focused on compensating losses rather than re-
ducing risk or promoting relocation, thus not offering much opportunity for Build Back Bet-
ter. While new tools, such as new hazard maps, recovery agencies, and planning tools, were
developed, the responsibilities of individual cities, legal continuation rights, and funding cri-
teria sometimes limited more transformative changes in land use. This, therefore, implies that
shelter recovery resilience outcomes are not only linked to resources but also to the overall
design of recovery processes (Birkmann et al., 2023).

The above outcomes suggest the presence of institutional differences, rather than operational
errors. In the German context, the combination of decentralised accountabilities, binding
land use planning, hazard maps, and the prompt mobilisation of financial resources facili-
tates the transition to permanent accommodation in a relatively quick manner and integrates
shelter provision in regular welfare systems. In contrast, the 2023 stress test in the context of
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Turkey reveals the presence of systemic coordination, enforcement, and pre-disaster planning
problems, which make the provision of shelter in emergency situations both lengthy and un-
sustainable in environmental terms. In particular, the Turkish example reveals that the appli-
cation of central standards was not sufficient to ensure the habitability of shelter provision,
nor was it sufficient to ensure the selection of appropriate sites, primarily because shelter pro-
vision was not well integrated in the decision-making process of binding land use planning. In
the context of the 2021 stress test in Germany, the application of the planning procedures and
the prompt mobilisation of resources facilitates the relatively quick transition to permanent
accommodation, but it does not always lead to the desirable outcomes of Build Back Better,
such as the reduction of risk through relocation or the transformation of land use patterns.

4.3. Integration of Refugee Accommodation into Disaster and Welfare
Frameworks

Disasters increase the impact of structural inequalities, and the impact of disasters on refugees
is particularly severe, as they often face temporary legal status, economic instability, and social
marginalisation (Brauch et al., 2011). In Turkey, where there are millions of Syrian refugees
under temporary protection, the 2023 earthquakes have particularly affected the refugee pop-
ulation. The refugee population faced severe physical destruction as well as secondary dis-
placement, legal and administrative challenges, and psychological impacts. The refugee vul-
nerability was not just due to socio-political marginalisation but also due to their concentra-
tion in hazard-prone areas and lack of integration in disaster management structures.

Turkey is one of the world’s major refugee-holding countries, with 3.6 million refugees, in-
cluding 3.2 million Syrian nationals (Akar, 2024). Syrian refugee movement simulations re-
veal Hatay, Gaziantep, Şanlıurfa, and Mardin as main refugee-holding sites near war zones
such as Idlib and Aleppo (Güngör et al., 2024). These districts were also most damaged by
the 2023 earthquakes, highlighting the connection between environmental dangers and mi-
gration movements. According to Güngör et al. (2024), the distribution of refugees in Turkey
leads to the overcrowding of refugee camps in locations like Şanlıurfa and Mardin. About
1.7 million refugees, including those with prior displacement, were anticipated to live in the
earthquake-affected area. Some persons have attempted return migration to Syria, while oth-
ers have sought migration to other places in Turkey after the crisis. Exposure to natural dis-
asters can repeat pre-existing displacement patterns, leading to secondary displacement. Dis-
placement is not solely a result of individual decisions, but also a structural process that ex-
cludes refugees from catastrophe planning and accommodation methods. Since 2011, some
Syrians have been displaced and now they are forced to flee again.

Recent survey data highlights the prevalence of secondary displacement and the gap between
refugees and host communities. Syrians have been disproportionately affected, with 80% ex-
periencing housing damage compared to 60% for Turkish residents, and 20% experiencing
complete housing destruction, twice the rate of Turkish residents (Ruhnke et al., 2024). Over
80% of Syrians and 48% of Turkish residents stayed in shared housing for a month or more.
Additionally, 33% Syrians and 67% Turkish inhabitants utilised emergency shelters near their
old homes. Despite their efforts to stay local, 40% of both groups moved to other parts of
Turkey. Access to secure housing, legal aid, and institutional support may have influenced re-
location outcomes beyond the hazards individuals faced. Prior to the disaster, refugee house-
holds relied more on shelters due to housing insecurity (Ruhnke et al., 2024). In Istanbul, spa-
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tial analysis reveals that climatic vulnerability and refugee concentration often occur simulta-
neously. High Syrian population density areas like Bağcılar, Esenler, and Küçükçekmece tend
to have insufficient infrastructure, less green space per person, and increased flood and heat
risks. Spatial concurrence indicates refugee concentration in environmentally and infrastruc-
turally fragile urban areas (Güneş, 2023).

This reveals a significant segment of Turkey’s population of non-citizens who is not integrat-
ed into a system of permanent housing and settlements but is instead residing in a state of
transitional accommodation. This reveals how a disaster response and shelter system designed
with the assumption of permanent residency and formal registration might inadvertently ex-
clude such populations from assistance. In this sense, the status of Turkey as a transit country
presents a further layer of challenge in terms of disaster shelter provision: how to accommo-
date citizens and registered refugees alongside a population with such high mobility and am-
biguous residential and immigration status.

Turkey regulates refugee accommodation under the Law on Foreigners and International
Protection and the Temporary Protection Regulation, which provide a separate legal path-
way for Syrians and other non-European asylum seekers (Law on Foreigners and Internation-
al Protection No. 6458, 2013). This regime operates outside the norms of welfare and disas-
ter management, and does not guarantee state-provided shelter as a right. Lack of systematic
integration into disaster planning and post-disaster housing responses leads to ad hoc admin-
istrative arrangements for access to housing, resulting in weakened protection during crises.
Despite large-scale refugee resettlement efforts by TOKİ and other organisations, transparen-
cy and equity difficulties have hindered the benefits for vulnerable refugees (Yetiskin, 2025).
The issue is exacerbated by Turkey’s refugee policy, which only affords protection within
the 1951 Refugee Convention’s geographical limits and grants Syrians temporary protection
rather than refugee status (Stephen, 2013). Refugees lack permanent and safe homes.

The AFAD agency is responsible for disaster response and registering and managing Syrian
asylum seekers, creating a complex mandate that can be difficult to manage, particularly dur-
ing disasters and displacement (Stephen, 2013). Post-earthquake data reveals unstable condi-
tions, with 44% of Syrians citing lack of livelihoods, 20% citing unstable housing, and 17% cit-
ing security concerns as reasons for returning to their country (UNHCR, 2024). Additional-
ly, over half rated safety conditions in Syrian reception areas as good. Despite Turkey adopting
UNHCR-based standards and strict technical standards for refugee camps (de Rooij, Wasch-
er, & Paulissen, 2017), many refugee facilities in isolated locations have hindered integration,
perpetuating temporary and segregated accommodation (Fransen et al., 2023).

The implications of such a system on individual rights can be seen in the jurisprudence of the
European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR). In Amato v. Turkey (2007), the ECtHR held
that the demolition of homes located in a disaster zone without appropriate compensation
constituted a violation of the right to property, emphasising that even emergency actions must
be accompanied by appropriate procedures. However, such a level of constitutional protec-
tion does not appear to be afforded to refugees in Turkey, leaving individuals holding tempo-
rary protection status forced to rely on discretionary and short-term solutions.

The post-earthquake findings reveal that poor shelter conditions played a significant role in
the secondary displacement experienced by refugees. In most cases, refugee shelters in tempo-
rary camps did not meet physical and social standards. Reports indicated that refugees were
denied access to evacuation procedures and that tensions increased among host communities



14Migraciones | nº 66 | 1-22 [2026] [ISSN 2341-0833]
DOI: https://doi.org/10.14422/mig.23414.011

(Sevinin et al., 2023). Such findings reveal that refugee shelters did not form part of the dis-
aster and welfare systems.

Thermal performance represents another critical weakness of Turkey’s temporary shelter sys-
tem. Empirical assessments show that many units fail to provide adequate protection against
extreme heat and cold, exposing residents to unsafe living conditions (Yolaçtı & Gülten,
2024). The prioritisation of rapid mass production over environmental and climatic suitabil-
ity thus compromises both habitability and the longer-term sustainability of emergency ac-
commodation.

Unlike Turkey’s parallel and largely segregated temporary protection regime, Germany em-
bedded refugee accommodation within its established civil protection and welfare infrastruc-
ture (Dittmer & Lorenz, 2021). During the 2015-2016 arrivals, the needs of hundreds of thou-
sands of asylum seekers were addressed through the deployment of civil protection units, in-
cluding the German Red Cross and the Federal Agency for Technical Relief, which construct-
ed and operated emergency shelters across municipalities and federal facilities. Mass recep-
tion centres waiting rooms in Bavaria were organised using disaster-management command
structures and humanitarian minimum standards, while accommodation during the initial
months was financed and administered by state authorities (Dittmer & Lorenz, 2021). This
institutional integration meant that refugee sheltering was not treated as an exceptional or
parallel system, but as part of the ordinary architecture of welfare and crisis governance.

In Germany, refugee accommodation is subject to a multi-level legal and administrative struc-
ture, common to the federal states (Länder) and municipalities. According to §47 of the Ger-
man Asylum Act (AsylG), asylum seekers are first accommodated in state-run accommoda-
tion centres and then allocated to the respective states (AsylG §47, 2025). The range of accom-
modation settings ranges from collective accommodation to decentralised private residences
(Dudek et al., 2022; Laubenthal, 2015). Although this creates a variety of accommodation
settings, it also establishes responsibility within established welfare and planning structures,
hence offering a certain guarantee of access to accommodation.

In addition, there is formal technical backing for the provision of emergency shelter in Ger-
many, with guidelines from the German Red Cross and the IFRC providing detailed specifi-
cations for the minimum standards of thermal comfort, ventilation, and environmental man-
agement. These include the establishment of specific temperature limits, such as ranging from
16-19 °C in sleeping areas and 20-22 °C in other areas, fresh air requirements based on DIN
norms, and basic waste management ratios, including one 240-litre container per 30 persons
per day, for the maintenance of hygienic conditions (Molina Metzger et al., 2016). This is an
example of the operationalisation of sustainability concepts based on specific environmental
and health parameters. Outside of these formal guidelines, modern practices of public admin-
istration also confirm the practical integration of the accommodation of refugees with the
normal structures of public administration. For example, the Berlin State Office for Refugee
Affairs has implemented the following compulsory measures regarding the saving of energy
and the management of the environment: monthly monitoring of the consumption of heat-
ing, hot water, and electricity; the setting of a maximum temperature of 20 degrees Celsius
during the day and a maximum of 16 degrees Celsius during the night; the restriction of the
use of high-consumption appliances; and the provision of training programmes regarding the
importance of the aforementioned practices. It is also interesting to notice that any depar-
ture from the minimum standards of accommodation, which might be temporarily necessary,
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is considered an exceptional measure, primarily intended to prevent emergency solutions of
homelessness (Landesamt für Flüchtlingsangelegenheiten [LAF], 2022).

By the end of 2023, 83% of Ukrainian refugees in Germany resided in private accommodation
and showed high levels of satisfaction with their living conditions (Kosyakova et al., 2023).
According to Tanis (2022), the migration of refugees in Germany between 2013 and 2019
was primarily motivated by administrative distribution and legal obligations, not living situ-
ations. In general, accommodation satisfaction varies greatly between collective and private
living arrangements. Collective living is often linked with overcrowding, low levels of privacy
and autonomy, and poor mental health outcomes, while private living is associated with larger
living spaces, social integration, and high levels of residential satisfaction, notwithstanding in-
equalities in access to services and transportation. Empirical research also reveals that refugee
mobility in Germany is driven by administrative allocation policies rather than housing qual-
ity. In fact, refugee households are still allocated to their initial locations years after their ar-
rival in Germany (Tanis, 2022). The case of Ukrainian refugees presents an alternative mod-
el of governance in refugee management. The application of the EU Temporary Protection
Directive facilitated access to private accommodation and minimised reliance on collective
living arrangements (Luyten, 2024).

In response to the humanitarian effects of the earthquakes, the German government has im-
plemented legal and migratory measures in addition to the provision of shelter. In this respect,
the German government relaxed the visa requirements for Turkish nationals, which resulted
in the issuance of 9,500 short-term visas, 900 family reunification visas for Turkish nationals,
and over 1,200 visas for Syrians in the affected areas. Furthermore, the Turkey Earthquake
Residence Transition Ordinance exempted the residence requirements of those who entered
the country with valid Schengen visas between February and May 2023 (Federal Ministry of
the Interior, 2023). In this context, the German government did not view protection as lim-
ited to the shelter response to the earthquakes but instead utilised the legal instruments of
migration and residence law to provide a sense of security to the affected population. In this
respect, the legal migratory response of the German government to the earthquakes served as
an auxiliary mechanism of shelter and housing protection for the affected population.

Comparatively, these measures highlight a structural divergence between the two systems.
Turkey’s parallel temporary protection regime leaves disaster-time access to accommodation
more discretionary and uneven, thereby amplifying secondary displacement risks for non-
citizens. Germany’s embedded welfare–civil protection architecture, by contrast, integrates
refugee accommodation within ordinary administrative and social systems, stabilising both
access to shelter and legal status. Although administrative allocation may still constrain resi-
dential autonomy, the German framework more effectively reduces housing precarity under
stress. Overall, integration into mainstream welfare and legal structures—rather than the mere
expansion of emergency camps—appears decisive in limiting prolonged temporary accom-
modation and repeat displacement. In addition to institutional issues, Ahr Valley empirical
evidence reveals that incorporation into welfare and civil protection systems does not guaran-
tee social and mental resilience. In the empirical study of Ahr Valley residents 65 and older
three years after the 2021 flood, 47% tested positive for anxiety disorders, 38% for depression,
and 39% for PTSD. In afflicted municipalities like Bad Neuenahr-Ahrweiler and Dernau, spa-
tial clustering is obvious (Song et al., 2026). Even though the region had rapid rehousing and
strong family and neighbourhood networks, early warning systems, information, and coordi-
nated support during the flood were lacking. Despite the institutional anchoring of refugee
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and emergency accommodations in the welfare system, psychosocial risk in the region is long-
lasting, limiting healing and mobility. This case underscores that while structural integration
reduces precarity and secondary displacement compared to parallel systems as in Turkey, sus-
tained psychosocial support, improved early warning, and inclusive information flows remain
essential to address persistent mental health burdens—even in well-institutionalised contexts.

5. Conclusions
This comparison between Turkey and Germany shows that the phenomenon of displacement
cannot be attributed to environmental hazards but to the interaction between exposure to
risk and the design of law and governance. The division of responsibilities, shelter, and inte-
gration of immigrant accommodation into welfare and crisis response systems have various
effects. Turkey’s centralized and reactive approach to managing disasters and migrations, with
its parallel regime of temporary protection, makes refugees and disaster-affected communi-
ties vulnerable to temporariness. In contrast, Germany’s decentralised approach to housing
is integrated with municipal planning responsibilities and sets minimum welfare-based stan-
dards, facilitating the transition from emergency to more permanent forms of accommoda-
tion. However, the Ahr Valley case also shows that even well-resourced systems may prioritize
compensation over risk reduction, limiting more transformative “Build Back Better” recov-
ery. Overall, the findings suggest that resilient and equitable shelter outcomes depend less on
formal legal recognition of housing rights than on joined-up governance that links enforce-
able standards, risk-sensitive land-use planning, and inclusive access to welfare and accommo-
dation.
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