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ABSTRACT 

 

URBAN CHANGE DYNAMICS: ĶZMĶR CASE, 1927-2010 

 

This study aims to describe urban change dynamics, especially growth and 

decline processes of settlements, by analysing population change. The geographical unit 

of analysis is districts and the data used is population statistics. Before studying Ķzmir, 

an extensive research is performed for Turkey with its 957 districts. Time series 

analysis involve the periods 1927-2010 and 2008-2012 as a more recent period. The 

findings reveal that, apart from total growth picture of Turkey, the processes 

experienced by districts diversify. The population agglomerates to urban centres, and 

this process coupled by rural population loss. Heavy rural decline of districts is 

especially evident in Interior Anatolia and Eastern Black Sea regions. After 1990s, in 

relation with some national policies, the process seems accelerated. In contrast with 

general expectations, Eastern and South-Eastern regions do not exhibit resembling 

dynamics of decline, owing to fertility rates relatively higher and lowering out-

migration rates. In Ķzmir, four main dynamics of urban change are identified. First is 

rapid and consistent growth of central metropolitan districts. At the same time, 

industrial districts proximal to city exhibited high rates of growth. Decline is a 

persistent issue for distant districts with economies based on agriculture. This has 

critical importance for Ķzmir, as a city having considerable agricultural resources. On 

the other hand, coastal districts having the characteristics of more or less holiday 

destinations revealed sharp growth especially after 1980s. The reasons and 

consequences of described dynamics are many. These need investigation by further 

studies with a stronger focus on local facts.  
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¥ZET 

 

KENTSEL DEĴĶķĶM DĶNAMĶKLERĶ: ĶZMĶR ¥RNEĴĶ, 1927-2010 

 

Bu ­alēĸmada n¿fus deĵiĸimi temel alēnarak kentsel deĵiĸim - b¿y¿me ve 

k¿­¿lme - s¿re­leri incelenmiĸtir. Ķnceleme birimi il­elerdir. T¿rkiye geneli i­in 957 

il­eyi i­eren keĸifsel araĸtērma ardēndan, Ķzmir ºrneĵi 30 il­esiyle birlikte incelenmiĸtir. 

Veri olarak toplam, kent ve kēr n¿fuslarē kullanēlmēĸtēr. Zaman serisi 1927-2010 

dºnemini kapsamaktadēr. 2008-2012 dºnemi de g¿ncel dºnem olarak ele alēnmēĸtēr. 

Ortaya ­ēkan bulgulara gºre, T¿rkiyeôde toplam b¿y¿me altēnda il­eler ºl­eĵinde farklē 

s¿re­ler sergilenmektedir. N¿fus daha ­ok kentsel merkezlere yēĵēlmakta, bu kentsel 

b¿y¿me s¿recinde kērsal ­ºz¿lme yaĸanmaktadēr. Kērsalda ­ºz¿lme s¿reci, T¿rkiye 

geneli gºr¿nt¿s¿ne gºre il­eler ºzelinde ­ok daha aĵēr bi­imde deneyimlenmektedir. Bu 

dinamik ºzellikle Ķ­ Anadolu ve Doĵu Karadeniz bºlgelerinde ­arpēcēdēr. Tarihsel 

olarak ise 1990 sonrasēnda ­ºz¿lme hēzlanmaktadēr. Bu durumun ¿lke d¿zeyindeki 

ekonomi, tarēm ve kērsal politikalarla ilgili olduĵu deĵerlendirilmektedir. Olasē 

tahminlerin aksine, Doĵu ve G¿neydoĵu Anadolu bºlgeleri benzer k¿­¿lme 

dinamiklerini sergilememektedir. Burada hala ¿lke ortalamalarēnēn ¿zerinde seyreden 

doĵum oranlarē ile nispeten yavaĸlayan gº­¿n etkili olduĵu deĵerlendirilmektedir. Ķzmir 

ºrneĵinde dºrt temel kentsel deĵiĸim dinamiĵi tespit edilmiĸtir. Kent n¿fusunu 

barēndēran anakent il­eler hēzlē b¿y¿me gºstermiĸlerdir. Merkez ­evresindeki Aliaĵa, 

Torbalē, Kemalpaĸa gibi sanayi barēndēran il­eler, inceleme dºnemi boyunca y¿ksek 

b¿y¿me sergilemiĸlerdir. ķehre nispeten uzak, kērsal nitelikte ve ekonomisi tarēm 

aĵērlēĵēna sahip il­eler i­in k¿­¿lme kronik hal almēĸtēr. Hem ge­miĸ dºnem hem de 

g¿ncel dºnem analizlerde beliren bu dinamik, deĵerli havzalara ve tarēmsal potansiyele 

sahip Ķzmir i­in olumsuzluk arz etmektedir. Diĵer yandan, tatil beldesi niteliĵine sahip 

kēyē il­eleri, ºzellikle 1980 sonrasēnda ­ok hēzlē b¿y¿me performanslarē gºstermiĸtir. 

Tanēmlanan dinamiklerin sebepleri ve sonu­larēnēn yerleĸme ºzelinde yapēlacak 

araĸtērmalarla aydēnlatēlmasē ºnem taĸēmaktadēr.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

As every object, cities are in a change. Different from other objects, cities are 

more open to change because they are places where different activities take place. Large 

number of people and activities such as living, working, producing, interacting etc 

concentrated in cities. Any reason creating a variation in one of these components also 

results some change in the cities. Therefore, developments and processes regarding the 

structure of society, economy, technology, policy or space affect cities. 

In the world, more and more people are living in cities since the beginning of the 

21
st
 century. This means, world is being increasingly an urban place. However, the 

world is not a homogeneous structure, where standard dynamics and processes take 

place. Each city has its own dynamics. Some of them overlap with other examples but 

some of them reveal diversification. We can say that each city has its fingerprint. 

Therefore identifying overlapping or diversifying processes on different cases is an 

important task for researchers. Such studies are necessary and helpful in understanding 

urban change. 

Wirth (1938) defined city as a large, dense and permanent settlement of socially 

heterogeneous individuals. He emphasized the necessity of a sociological point of view, 

rather than a perspective including population size or density. Gans (1962) proposes a 

need for revising Wirthôs statement due to changes in American cities because the 

definition only explains the inner-city and consider society as a whole. However, as 

concerns ways of life, inner city must be distinguished from the outer city and the 

suburbs and even in the inner city. Park et al. (1967) conceptualised city in the form of 

concentric circles showing the successive zones of urban extension and the types of 

areas differentiated in the process of expansion. Burgessô concentric ring model and 

Hoytôs sector model developed over the course of the twentieth century and typically 

displayed homogeneous zones of land use and social group. Engels (1845) in his 

famous Condition of the Working Class in England, connects city and capitalism and 

defines city as a place of social warfare. 
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These briefly referenced examples of different approaches for defining cities 

show the multidimensional and evolving structure of cities. Being composed of 

different elements, such as people, economic activity, political system, built 

environment and so on, the attempts to define and understand them reflect the affects of 

the elements in its period. 

So, we need to handle urban change with an historical background. When 

making this, that is to say considering cities and changes together with a historical 

perspective, we need to introduce some important processes that shaped, changed and 

even transformed cities. Actually, the processes of change have started just from the 

time that people began to live together, as a settlement. The process of change comes to 

our time, with different turning points. 

The basis for development of past cities was agriculture instead of hunting and 

gathering, surplus production and the need for an administrative structure. Over time, 

cities grew from small settlements for trade and defence into larger political, economic 

and cultural centres. The city was a place of trading and wealth generation. Many cities 

as ócity statesô possessed important economic and political power. These resulted 

considerable changes in the city. However, the most important shift is caused by the 

industrial revolution in the 19
th
 century. 

In this period, manufacturing became the driving force of the society. Industrial 

capitalists emerged instead of aristocrats and merchants. Increasing number of factories 

required energy and materials. Therefore, new locations became significant. Also, 

increasing number of workers resulted rapid growth of residential places. Eventually, 

urbanisation was the dominant spatial process of the 19
th
 and early 20

th
 centuries. 

This shift was also an enormous change to peopleôs lives. Living became urban 

based and growth has been the dominant issue both in terms of wealth and urban 

expansion. As the industrial age developed, practices of de-industrialisation, re-

industrialisation and expansion into new greenfield sites has been happened. The 

motivation has been gaining comparative advantage in terms of labour, raw materials 

and market proximity. 

Another important discourse of shift is oriented through the rise of knowledge 

and information industries. This lessened the dependency on physical location in 

creation of wealth. Castells (2000) originated theorising these changes of the late 20
th
 

century. They are discussed with globalisation and consequently reconfigured the old 

advantages of physical space. Being a part of knowledge flows and access to networks 
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has emerged as a new advantage. So the components of change are altered by this shift, 

which is from industrial to informationïcentred capitalism. 

In addition, the transition from Fordism, mass production and consumption to 

flexible forms of accumulation and individual choice is focused by geographers to 

identify relations between economic and social structures and spatial structures. Not 

giving details, we can see that the logic of capitalist accumulation is seen as one of the 

key determinants of urban change. 

Obviously, cities and their rural environment are open to change. Hall (2006) 

said that ñthe only consistent thing about cities is that they are always changingò. We 

can note that the most significant urban changes are occurred in the world with 

industrialisation in the 19
th
 century. Also more recently, the world is experiencing a 

rapid transformation in many fields based on some fundamental changes since 1970s. In 

this recent period, the factors that cause urban change are many and highly inter-related. 

For example out and in migration, population change, demographic changes, alterations 

in transportation facilities and public services, investment decisions of multinational 

companies, change in production and employment patterns based on technological 

improvements, governmental incentives, political decisions, and so on. These factors 

can be increased. 

Therefore, understanding and classifying the processes of urban change present a 

huge area of research for planners, geographers and other fields studying the city. 

Because, cities provide enormous diversity in their structures and processes. Urban 

change dynamics, we can say, include some active processes that take place in cities 

and their surroundings. These can be exemplified as growing, stop growing, sprawling, 

declining, shrinking, deterioration, suburbanization, counter-urbanization, 

industrialisation, deindustrialization etc. Also, the term óurban changeô covers all 

concepts related with cities, regardless of being urban or rural. Anyway, it is actually 

difficult to separate urban and rural many times. 

In this framework, this thesis is a descriptive research aiming to describe 

dynamics of urban change in Ķzmir with a historical perspective. This has been done by 

measuring the population change that the districts of Ķzmir faced. In other words, the 

thesis embraces spatial analysis of population change in Turkey and Ķzmir. Therefore, 

population statistics in the district level has been used to portray spatial change. Total 

population is firstly used for analysis but at the same time urban and rural population of 

settlements are employed to capture different dynamics. The historical perspective 
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employs two different time intervals. Period of 2008-2012 shows developments of a 

recent period. Before focusing on Ķzmir, an extensive research is performed covering 

whole country in order to identify some general processes. This approach is expected to 

produce a better understanding for Ķzmir and Turkey. The analysis devoted to Turkey 

comprises periods 2008-2012 and 1950-2010. 

In Turkey, there is not much study in the literature comprehensively focus on 

population change in the district level. Urbanization is an area that is concentrated by 

many researchers in different fields; however, recent processes such as population loss, 

decline and counterurbanization are the empty areas on which there is limited research. 

So, the thesis aims to contribute to fill this gap. 

Identifying what causes and determines urban change in any particular city or 

country is difficult and complicated. Because, urban change can be influenced by many 

factors, which may vary in a wide range, from local to national and even to 

international. Also it is often difficult to measure these processes with existing spatial 

data. Therefore, the thesis concentrates on shedding light in the processes of urban 

change in Turkey and Ķzmir, with limited emphasis and empirical analysis on its causes. 

The thesis leaves comprehensive efforts to identify reasons and consequences of these 

changes for further studies. 

It worth noting that, because the term urban change comprises many different 

dimensions, how it is dealt in different studies diversifies. Some studies intended for 

capturing changes in the landuse using some remote sensing and GIS techniques. Some 

others deal with urban rent and housing prizes to investigate urban change in a 

particular area. There are many examples concerning socio-economic issues using 

employment rates and demography when examining urban change. Inner city urban 

decay and urban renewal processes are the focus of another group of studies. As noted 

earlier, this thesis concentrates on the population change as the main indicator of urban 

change. It aims to identify processes of growth and decline by using population change.  

Studies on the distribution of world population show that the world is being a 

more and more urban place and this tendency will get stronger. The rural population 

decreasing and projections reveal that the population is gathering in metropolises. More 

megacities than today are expected to exist in the future. And there appears megacities 

experience different forms of urban change in different parts of the world. Asian and 

African cities will be the major urban population concentration centres, despite lower 

growth rates of European and American cities. The demographic change that involves 
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less marriages, lower fertility rates, lower death rates and higher life expectancies on all 

over the world alter the population structure especially in the developed part of the 

world. These courses broadly summarised affect cities and the urban change processes 

in the world. 

Naturally, Turkey receives some share from the developments of this context. 

Statistics reveal that the country is getting older. Since 1965, the proportion of young 

population is decreasing. According to TurkStat, the median age, which is 29,7 in 2012 

is expected to reach 40 in 2050. Median age of the worldôs population will be 38 in 

2050. In this picture, we can say that Turkey will be older than the world average in the 

future. The country has a growing population and the concentration of population in 

urban areas since 1950ôs alters the rural-urban distribution of the population. Rapid 

migration from rural to urban areas resulted high rates of urbanization. Urban 

population rate which was 24,2% in 1927 reached 25% in 1950, 43,9% in 1980 and 

77,3% in 2012. The concentration of population in certain cities results the formation of 

urban centres. However, at the same time the conditions of big cities and developments 

in transportation networks make people keep rural living on the agenda. These 

dynamics and the population structure in the country will be explained in details in the 

following chapters. 

Another fact is that, despite population statistics based on administrative 

structure, it is being harder to divide locations into óurbanô and óruralô. Similar with 

many international examples, major Turkish cities exhibit a blurring distinction between 

urban and rural according to sprawl of functions and suburbanization. The system 

including provinces, districts, towns and villages exhibit new forms of relations. These 

form cause different patterns of urban change, which worth identification in order to 

understand ongoing processes and build appropriate policy. 

Ķzmir is the third metropolis in Turkey with its approximately 4 million 

populations. Therefore, it is a good case study to observe the processes briefly explained 

above. The province of Ķzmir has 30 districts with different characteristics and identity. 

Agricultural, industrial, tourism and residential identities are among these. The 

distinctive characteristics give the opportunity to observe different dynamics of urban 

change. 

After this introduction part, the thesis continues with Chapter 2 including aim, 

scope and methodology of the study. Chapter 3 cover the literature review on urban 

change. Chapter 4 is aimed to identify general population trends in Turkey. Chapter 5 
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provides a national analysis on urban change covering districts of Turkey. The focus on 

province of Ķzmir with a perspective of main dynamics of urban change constitutes 

Chapter 6. The conclusions are discusses in Chapter 7. Lastly, Chapter 8 takes attention 

to unfilled areas and provides some suggestions for further studies in this subject.  
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CHAPTER 2 

 

AIM, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY  

 

2.1. Aim and Scope of the Study 

 

This thesis is a descriptive research aiming to describe dynamics of urban 

change in Ķzmir with a historical perspective. It mainly embraces spatial analysis of 

population change. This has been done by measuring the population change that the 

districts of Ķzmir faced. This approach, that is to say focusing on the districts, utilized to 

break the total picture into pieces and understand variances in the level of measurable 

smallest settlements. 

Therefore, population statistics in the district level has been used to portray 

urban change. The historical perspective employs two different time intervals. Period of 

2008-2012 shows developments of a recent period. 1930-2010 is analysed to capture 

historical differentiation. This historical approach enabled the introduction of a wider 

perspective and making long-term observations. 

Before focusing on Ķzmir, an extensive research is performed covering whole 

country in order to identify some general processes. This approach is expected to 

produce a better understanding for Ķzmir and Turkey. Also it produced considerable 

information in the national level on the basis of districts. Districts were 957 in number 

for the year 2010. The analysis devoted to Turkey comprises periods 2008-2012 and 

1950-2010. 

Turkey experiences rapid urbanization since 1950s. Despite its slowing rate in 

the last decade, total population is increasing in the country. Also there is a movement 

of population from rural to urban. On the other hand, decreasing population and ageing 

seems to be the main trends in the rural settlements of Turkey. Metropolitan citiesô role 

as population attraction centres is strengthening. As a recent and important emergence, 

migration to metropolitan cities is slowing down compared to period of 1950-2000. 

Examples of suburbanization of cities from urban to rural in the form of residential, 

commercial or industrial land are frequently observed in different cities. The urban 
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renewal attempts also results some intra-urban population movements. Political 

regulations and new legislations result new developments in different domains. 

Some of these trends overlap with global trends, some do not. Doubtless, the 

world is not a context where dynamics and processes are standardized. Cities provide 

enormous diversity. Therefore the thesis aims to identify main urban change dynamics 

of Izmir, a metropolis of Turkey. 

In the literature, different studies focused varying aspects of change. There is a 

wide spectrum of studies with different methods and approaches. Land use changes 

measured by some remote sensing and GIS techniques, economic changes studied with 

changing economic indicators, social change in cities focused by using employment 

rates and demographic data, identification of urban decay and urban renewal processes, 

examination of urban sprawl and suburbanization have been subjects of different 

studies. These examples can be increased. 

The literature call attention to differentiating forms of urban change in todayôs 

contemporary world, resulted by a series of complex economic, political, social and 

cultural processes. These are the decline of manufacturing, suburbanization and 

decentralization, new economic services, technological change and social/lifecycle 

trends. The appeared outcomes are a transition from industrial to post-industrial, 

material to information, modern to postmodern, compact/suburban to spread 

metropolitan and from mono-centric to poly-centric. 

Erosion of differences between urban and rural areas and improvements in 

personal mobility have allowed people to move out to the surrounding countryside 

without losing access to the jobs and services. Concepts such as counterurbanization, 

ex-urbanization, edge-cities, ageing and retirement zones started to be increasingly 

experienced in different countries. 

In Turkey, there is not much study in the literature comprehensively focus on 

population change in the district level. Urbanization is an area that is concentrated by 

many researchers in different fields, however, recent dynamics such as population loss, 

decline and counterurbanization are the empty areas on which there are limited research. 

So, the thesis aims to contribute to fill this gap. 

The thesis aims to capture and describe processes of urban change in Ķzmir and 

Turkey in the context of growth and decline. For this, population change is used as the 

main indicator of these processes. This approach resembles some studies in the 

literature, being especially Beauregard (2009) and Turok and Mykhnenko (2007). 
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Population change is considered as the main indicator due to several reasons.  

Firstly it is a universal simple measure. It provides availability and 

comparability in an analysis covering all districts of Turkey. In Turkey, reliable 

economic statistics in the level of district is scarce. Although population change cannot 

fully capture the developmental fortunes of a city, it is a reliable indicator of a city's 

attractiveness to households and investors as well as a direct consequence of economic 

growth. To give an example, of the 77 US central cities that lost jobs between 1993 and 

1996, 68% also lost population between 1990 and 1996 (Beauregard, 2009). 

Likewise, Turok and Mykhnenko (2007) states that population can also be 

justified as a useful indicator of changing urban conditions, although obviously it does 

not provide a full picture of urban change. This is firstly because of the fact that, 

population change is an important consequence of urban conditions, especially the 

availability of economic opportunities. Migration is a response to differences in 

employment or the quality of life between places. Second, population change is also an 

important influence on urban economic conditions. Sheer population size and deep 

labour pools increase agglomeration economies and productivity. Loss of population 

has certainly caused wider economic and environmental problems for cities (Turok and 

Mykhnenko 2007). 

Tekeli (2005) emphasizes that, redistribution of population in a country is 

changing upon time due to some social, economic and political processes. Therefore, 

when we describe population distribution for different periods, than compare and 

interpret results, this enables clarification of some causing processes. 

In the thesis, special attention is given to Beauregardôs (2009) methodology that 

investigated population loss in American cities in a historical perspective, by breaking it 

into some pieces such as prevalence, severity, persistence, and geographical incidence. 

Identifying what causes and determines urban change in any particular city or 

country is difficult and complicated. Because, urban change can be influenced by many 

factors, which may vary in a wide range, from local to national and even to 

international. Also it is often difficult to measure these processes with existing spatial 

data. Therefore, the thesis concentrates on shedding light in the processes of urban 

change in Turkey and Ķzmir, with limited emphasis and empirical analysis on its causes. 

The thesis leaves comprehensive efforts to identify reasons and consequences of these 

changes for further studies. 

Therefore, the research questions of the thesis are: 
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1. What are the population change dynamics in Ķzmir, how can they be 

explained? 

The sub questions under this research question are listed below: 

o What are the growth and decline processes based on recent urban and 

rural population change patterns in districts of Ķzmir? 

o Does the observed dynamics reveal similarities or differences among 

some sets of districts?  

o Do the findings show any clues or ties between economic or 

demographic structure of the districts and what kind of urban change 

do they experience? 

o When examined historically, are there any differences between recent 

and past urban change dynamics in Ķzmir? 

o Do observed processes vary in some attributes such as characteristic, 

intensity, duration or geographical incidence? 

 

2. What are the major population change dynamics in Turkey in the district 

level? 

The sub questions under this research question are listed below: 

o Is declining rural population and increasing urban population valid in 

whole country? 

o Are there any regional differences in population change? 

o Are there any differences in recent and past urban change dynamics 

when we approach and analyse the subject historically. 

 

3. In what respects do population change dynamics in Ķzmir overlap or conflict 

with national dynamics? 

 

4. What kind of negative processes we can mention in Ķzmir and Turkey, what 

policy measures can be proposed for problem areas indicated? 
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2.2. Data and Methodology 

 

As stated earlier, population change is used as the main indicator of urban 

change. Change is employed in the form of percentages, that is to say, in which degree a 

district increased or decreased it population between two different years. For example, a 

district had population 50 thousand and it is increased to 60 thousand in a certain time, 

this is captured as a population change of 20%. The districts grouped according to 

population change and geographically shown when necessary.  

 Some different methods are used to measure population loss of settlements. 

These methods reveal similarity with Beauregardôs (2009) methodology that 

investigated population loss in American cities in a historical perspective, by breaking it 

into some pieces such as prevalence, severity, persistence, and geographical incidence. 

These concepts are defined in the literature review chapter. 

As another method, population change is measured in the form of ñchange in the 

share of the district in the country or the provinceò. To give an example, letôs assume a 

district compose 10% of Ķzmirôs population itself. In another time the share of this 

district in Ķzmirôs population is decreased to 9%. This is captured as -1% change in the 

share of this district. In this technique, also K-means cluster analysis used to classify 

districts according to their changing shares. These clusters are geographically indicated 

in relevant parts of the thesis. 

As the data, population in the district level is used in the analysis. The 

population census results are obtained from Turkish Statistical Institute. The first census 

after the Republic is set in is for the year 1927. After 1927, the censuses are performed 

once in each 5 years period. They belong to the years 1935, 1940, 1945, 1950, 1955, 

1960, 1965, 1970, 1975, 1980, 1985, 1990 and lastly 2000. 2000 is the last year that the 

population is captured in the census technique. 

The system has changed from GPC to ABPRS after the year 2000. In the new 

system, instead of 5 year census intervals, the data is yearly issued. Because households 

are attached to their addresses, the new system is more accurate than the older. The data 

belonging to ABPRS exists for the years 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011 and lastly 2012. 

Thus, 18 population values initially took place in the analysis. To capture equal 

intervals, the population of the years 1995 and 2005 are obtained by interpolation of 
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other values. Similarly for analysis in the form of decades, 1930 value is obtained using 

1927 and 1935. 

For data operation, Microsoft Office Excel and SPSS are used in computer 

works. The geographical analyses are performed using GIS. Firstly data for different 

years are brought together and a database is formed. Unification made apparent that 

different set of districts take place in different censuses. That is, the content of each set 

does not 100% fit each other because of formation of new districts, sometimes changes 

in names or the movement of one district from one province to another. The unification 

process was hard and long because it also included such kind of fixations and 

accompanying searches. For the newly formed districts and changes in names, internet 

search is done to get relevant information. This web search is mostly depended on 

official resources such as the text of law or decision, or official web sites of provincial 

governorships, district governorates or municipalities. 

In Turkey, district (il­e) is the administrative unit that comes after the province 

(il ) in hierarchy. The province is defined as a settlement composed of more than one 

districts. Today, there are 81 provinces in Turkey. The number of districts is 957. The 

number of districts was 494 in 1950. Due to some reasons, such as population growth or 

political considerations, the number of districts has increased in Turkey. Table 1 shows 

the number of provinces and districts in Turkey, for the period between 1950 and 2010. 

According to the table, we can say that the number of districts in Turkey has increased 

nearly two times in the last 60 years. Besides, the number of provinces has increased 

nearly 1,3 times in the same period.  

 

Table 1. Number of Provinces and Districts in Turkey, 1950-2010 

(Source: TurkStat Population Statistics) 

Year Number of Provinces Number of Districts 

1950 63 495 

1960 67 636 

1970 67 638 

1980 67 638 

1990 73 894 

2000 81 923 

2010 81 957 
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The emergence of a new province or district is invoked by law. However, as 

stated above, the reason under it is partly population growth and more strongly political 

considerations.  

For the districts, as seen in Figure 1, the year 1960 and especially 1990 are the 

milestones. In these years there are sharp increases in the number of districts. The 

number of provinces, on the other hand, shows relatively moderate increase. 

 

 

Figure 1. Number of Districts in Turkey, 1950-2010 

(Source: TurkStat Population Statistics) 

 

As stated before, population data from Turkish Statistical Institute is used in this 

study. Population change is analysed by using total population, urban population and 

rural population. This gave the opportunity of capturing possible hidden dynamics of 

urban change. 

The data is processed by bringing together the districts of each decade. No 

doubt, in a time series analysis of districts of a whole dynamic country, covering a long 

period of 60 years, many shifts are faced. The name of some districts is changed, or 

more commonly, for some districts the provinces that they belong to are changed in 

time. Such changes are detected and this kind of districts is not considered as new cases 

in the data set. However, modifications in administrative boundaries of districts are 

ignored because of the huge amount of data, absence of information and impossibility 

of accurate detection. Only for the analysis of Ķzmir, population loss in districts due to 

administrative changes are explored and excluded in the analysis. 
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Lastly to note, for some analysis, the interval of 60 years is divided into two, 

which is 1950-1980 as the first period and 1980-2010 as the second period. This has 

been done to shed light on the differences between the two periods. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

3.1. Forms of Urban Change 

 

Since Chicago School and even before, sociologists, geographers and 

philosophers deal with understanding, defining and describing the structure of cities and 

urbanization process. For example, the well known models are Burgessô concentric ring 

model and Hoytôs sector model developed over the course of the 20
th
 century, typically 

displayed homogeneous zones of land use and social group. The land values are 

declined regularly away from the centre of the city. Since the early 1980s, urban 

geographers have argued that this idea of the city is outdated and that we have been 

witnessing the emergence of new urban forms. Despite a number of differences between 

individuals they generally agree that these new cities are more fragmentary in their 

form, more chaotic in structure and are generated by different processes of urbanisation 

than earlier cities (Hall, 2006). 

Rather than being together as a single entity, the new city form composed of 

large residential and commercial developments with decreasing space in between. In 

other words, it is a structure with a pattern of stars floating in space, rather than a 

unitary metropolitan development growing smoothly outward from a single centre 

(Hall, 2006). 

It should be considered that these new urban forms are the visible outcome of a 

whole series of complex economic, political, social and cultural processes (Hall, 2006). 

There is a two way relationship between the land use pattern and urban form on the one 

hand, and the economic and social activities on the other. Basically, the city is in 

transition from industrial to post-industrial, material to information, modern to 

postmodern, compact/suburban to spread metropolitan and from mono-centric to poly-

centric (Kivell 1993). 

Decline of manufacturing since 1970s, suburbanization and decentralization, 

new economic services such as high-tech industry, technological change and 
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social/lifecycle trends can be counted as general trend underlying urban and industrial 

change (Kivell, 1993).  

Beauregard (2009) analysed fifty largest US cities by population between 1790 

and 2000 and concluded three very common forces of urban change. These are regional 

restructuring of investment, industrial restructuring and restless search for new 

opportunities driven by innovation, technological change, and the concomitant creation 

and expansion of new markets. Besides, 5 other forces namely rise of suburbanization 

and suburban living, disinvestment due to Great Depression and Second World War, 

some racial antagonisms, high levels of crime and poor educational services for some 

cities, difficulty of extending growth and population on peripheries are seemed to have 

operated only after 1950s. 

So, decline of manufacturing and de-industrialization is one of the major 

processes that affected large cities in Europe and North America since the 1960s. 

Migration of jobs to newly industrialised countries, de-industrialisation of Western 

cities, the growth of cities in newly industrialised countries and the growth of global 

cities as the control and command centres of world economy are the consequences of 

deindustrialisation process in the world still being discussed by academicians and 

researchers (Hall, 2006).  

Cities in the USA such as Detroit, Columbus Ohio, Buffalo, and New England 

industrial towns based around manufacturing suffered substantial decline. Also the loss 

of major forms of wealth generation as urban growth and new employment shifted south 

and west to the ósunbelt statesô and California (Thorns, 2005). 

The collapse of heavy manufacturing and the decentralization and out-sourcing 

of light manufacturing were central to the decline of central cities in USA in the period 

1950-1980. However, that particular version of economic restructuring has become less 

applicable since the mid-1980s. The current period seems to be one of post-

industrialization, with the central cities competing for business services with suburban 

office parks and edge cities (Beauregard, 2009). 

The outward move of population, suburbanization, has considerable urban 

implications, some of which are decline in residential densities, diminishing 

attractiveness of land in the inner city and rising demand of land on the fringe. Not only 

housing but also office decentralization is a major element shaping the new 

metropolitan forms (Kivell, 1993). The decentralization of non-residential functions 

involve new dimension of this urban sprawl. These are in the form of commercial 
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developments along radial routes, large manufacturing, warehousing and retail parks 

close to intercity highway junctions. More recently, attention has been focused on so 

called edge-city developments that have succeeded in attracting high-level businesses 

away from the cores of urban areas (Hugo et al., 2003). 

 Such fringe areas normally have a more rural appearance but contain many 

functions closely associated with the nearby urban area. Moreover, their residents tend 

to make regular, often daily, contacts with the main urban centre, as a part of a wider 

metropolitan region. This transitional spatial zone has been a variety of labels such as 

ex-urban, peri-metropolitan, technoburb, and exurbia. In the United States the term 

rural-residential has been used to describe new housing developments of various 

densities for people predominantly commuting to the metropolitan area, with some 

having hobby farms and others residential allotments only (Hugo et al., 2003). 

 Mitchell (2004) comprehensively focused on the concept of 

ócounterurbanisationô in different studies, and argues that there is not a consistency in 

the use of the term. For some it is ñdeconcentrationò and another group associate 

counterurbanization with the physical movement of urban residents to the countryside. 

Others equate the term, directly or indirectly, with the shift of the settlement system to a 

more deconcentrated state. Also, the three terms ex-urbanization, displaced-urbanization 

and anti-urbanization emerge as the sub forms of counterurbanization (Mitchell, 2004). 

 Ex-urbanization was originally worded, in 1955, to describe the movement of 

wealthy city dwellers in search of a óólimited dreamôô in the pastoral countryside 

surrounding New York City. The term óódisplaced-urbanizationôô is offered to describe 

household moves that are motivated by the need for new employment, lower costs of 

living and/or available housing. Unlike ex-urbanization, moves taken by displaced 

urbanites are to whatever geographic location provides for these needs. Terms anti-

urbanisation (or anti-urbanite) has also some different uses, for instance to describe 

people who aspire to live in smaller places, or a stream involving rejection of an urban 

lifestyle. Anti-urban motivations move residents (beyond the suburbs) to escape crime, 

taxes, congestion and pollution (Mitchell, 2004). 

Since 1980s there is an increasing interest in urban dynamics and spatial 

transformation in the literature, with city regions being introduced as a scale of 

economic transformation (Eraydēn, 2011). 
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Regional urbanization, denotes the end of the metropolis era and the beginning 

of a new urban age in which the urban and the regional are increasingly combined and 

interwoven (Soja, 2013). 

While the old central city typically remains the largest node, a polycentric 

network of agglomerations has been developing to create regional cities or more 

commonly city regions, which are larger than the former metropolitan region. This has 

been associated with a growing transformation of suburbia. An explosion of new terms 

has emerged to describe this oxymoronic urbanization of suburbia: edge cities, outer 

cities, peripheral urbanization, boomburbs, metroburbia, postsuburbia, periurbanization, 

rurbia, urban villages (chengzhongcun in Chinese), in-between cities, suburban cities, 

even pepperoni pizza cities. The urbanization of suburbia was recognized in the mid-

1970s but for the most part, then and now, these discoveries were embedded in the old 

metropolitan model as just a new twist on suburban growth rather than exhibiting an 

emerging new mode of urban development (Soja, 2013). 

Not all of suburbia was being urbanized, but the trend all over the world was for 

the growth of dense new agglomerations in what was formerly sprawling, low-density 

suburbia, rural agricultural land or apparent wilderness (Soja, 2013). 

In the global economy, Global City-Regions or Mega-City Regions emerged as 

engines of economic activities and they are made up of several centres linked in a 

network. In these territorial platforms, concentrated groups or networks of firms contest 

global markets (Scott et al., 2001). 

The Mega-City Region is the emerging urban form at the start of the 21st 

century and is likely to become steadily more dominant in the course of the next half 

century. The term comes from Eastern Asia, where it was originally applied to areas 

like the Pearl River Delta and Yangtze River Delta regions of China, the Tokaido 

(Tokyo ïOsaka) corridor in Japan, and Greater Jakarta. It is a series of anything 

between twenty and fifty cities and towns, physically separate but functionally 

networked, clustered around one or more larger central cities, and drawing economic 

strength from a new functional division of labour. There are examples of Mega-City 

Regions also in Europe and America (Hall, 2009).  

However, in recent years, there has been increasing criticism of the existing 

theoretical debates centred on global adaptation/global competitiveness. There are two 

views in this debate, one claiming that city regions are an outcome of the globalization 
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process and on the other hand relatively newer debates citing the importance of 

endogenous dynamics and social change in city regions (Eraydēn, 2011). 

 According to Brenner (1998), global city formation and state re-scaling can be 

interpreted as dialectically intertwined processes of reterritorialization that have 

reconfigured the scalar organization of capitalism since the global economic crisis of 

the early 1970s. The emergence of a ñnew international division of laborò dominated by 

transnational corporations and the crisis of the Fordist-Keynesian technological-

institutional system are the two intertwined politico-economic transformations for a 

shift toward a city-centered configuration of capitalism (Brenner, 1998). 

 Castells (2000) takes the discussion one step further and brings some 

explanations by giving reference to the Information Age. He signs out role of 

information in contemporary society and argues that the structural changes have 

resulted a new economy depending on information. Networking (of capital, of 

information, of business alliances, etc.) is a critical attribute in this frame. In this 

domain we can mention a space of flows instead of space of place. Space, which is a 

part of networks and therefore flows is more powerful in that context (Castells, 2000). 

 Apart from political changes, demographic change is another important trend 

affecting cities. The aging of population, declining fertility rates, smaller households, 

new family relations, less and later marriage affect population dynamics of cities, also 

the need for housing and other services. The population decline of many cities owing to 

demographic change is widely argued in the literature. The issue is mostly discussed in 

the framework of European cities (Buzar et al., 2007; Steinf¿hrer and Haase, 2007; 

Kabish et al.,2008). 

 Wiechmann (2008) studies the subject in the context of urban shrinkage and 

states that aging populations, internal migrations from underdeveloped to more 

competitive locations, suburbanization, economic decline in structurally weak, old 

industrialized cities (typical examples are Glasgow, Bilbao, St. Etienne and Essen) are 

causes experienced in different countries. In Central and Eastern Europe, the 

combination of post-socialist and post-fordist transformation processes led to 

experiences which are exceptionally severe (Wiechmann, 2008). 

 Thorns (2005) sign out some positive impacts of ageing and name the locations 

where the retired concentrates as óageing and retirement zonesô. In the USA the growth 

of Florida, Southern California and Arizona as retirement locations has been a 

significant factor in the development of these regions. In Britain, the popularity of the 
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south coast for retirement has been important in shaping the housing market of such 

places as Hastings, Eastbourne and Hove (Thorns 2005). 

 Lundholm (2012) examined the extent to which returning to birth place in 

retirement is a factor in interregional migration in Sweden in the age group of 55ï70 

years. The results indicate that approximately one out of five migrants in this group who 

move further than 30 km are return migrants while about ten per cent return to parish. 

The results further confirm that migration in this age group, particularly return 

migration, is oriented towards rural areas. People born in the rural areas are also more 

prone to return at older age compared to those born in urban settings (Lundholm, 2012). 

 Views summarised up to now demonstrate that, urban change is not a concrete 

element that we can easily define. As Halls (2006) asserts, urban forms do not simply 

appear for one reason, they are the visible outcome of a whole series of complex 

economic, political, social and cultural processes. The next part aims to identify how 

these processes affect urban and rural space by giving reference to some examples of 

definitions. 

 

3.2. Defining and Distinguishing Urban and Rural 

 

Studies regarding cities and regions necessarily employ the concepts of urban 

and rural. However, defining what is urban is difficult and there is no commonly agreed 

definition. International examples demonstrate that each country defines the term urban 

in its own way and they can refer to cities, towns, villages, conurbations or localities 

(OECD 2012). So, the definition of urban is changing over time and space. 

OECD (2012) states three different criteria that cities can be defined: 

 

¶ Administrative ócompetenceô ï is the place classified as a city for administrative 

purposes 

¶ Physical indicators ï the density of buildings, of people or of other indicators 

such as the proportion of any unit of area covered by hard surfaces (such as 

concrete or asphalt) or the intensity of night light emissions. 

¶ Functional definitions relating to the behaviour of households and firms to 

reveal the boundaries of what is óurbanô territory. 
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As an obvious advantage, using administrative definitions of ócityô is easy, both 

in terms of gathering statistics and politically. On the other hand, the most obvious 

disadvantage of using administrative and political boundaries is that, they are often 

arbitrary and belong to past. The principles on which they are defined changes from 

country to country and even within a country. 

A functional region is a territorial unit resulting from the organisation of social 

and economic relations and thus a functional sub-division of territories (OECD, 2012). 

Defining cities functionally has the advantage that it allows the identification of óurban 

coresô and óurban hinterlandsô. This makes it possible not just to track óurban growthô 

but also to look at its spatial pattern and whether there is decentralization 

(suburbanisation) of population or centralisation. However, the main limit of applying 

functional definitions to identify óurbanô is complexity and data requirements (Kamal-

Chaoui and Sanchez-Reaza, 2012). 

Cohen (2004) emphasizes that definition of urban area varies from country to 

country and cross-country comparisons are problematic. Administrative boundaries, 

population size or population density are taken by different countries as the primary 

consideration. The line between urban and rural is to a certain extent arbitrary.  

 

In Benin, for example, localities with 10,000 inhabitants or more are classified as urban in 

the UN data while in Angola, Argentina, and Ethiopia, all localities with 2,000 inhabitants 

or more are considered urban. In yet other cases, urban boundaries are drawn up based on a 

mixture of population size or density and various economic or social indicators. In 

Botswana, for example, an agglomeration of 5,000 or more people where 75% of the 

economic activity is non-agricultural would be considered urban. For Cuba, places with 

2,000 inhabitants or more would automatically be considered urban by the UN. But so 

might places with fewer inhabitants if they also had paved streets, street lighting, piped 

water, sewage, a medical centre and educational facilities (United Nations, 2001 quoted in 

Cohen, 2004). 

 

Therefore, it is risky to compare the size of one city to another because the size 

of a cityôs population is a function of how and where the administrative boundaries are 

drawn. It needs to be identified in terms of whether it is an estimate of the central city, 

the greater metropolitan area, or a wider planning region that may include other 

subsidiary settlements (Cohen, 2004). The cases of China and India are significant 

examples of this issue. Chinese statistics show a massive increase in the number of 

towns and cities and in the size of the total urban population in the mid-1980s due to the 

regulation lowering the criteria of being urban. For instance, city of Zibo in Shandong 

Province newly created in 1987 and contained 2.4 million residents within its city 
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boundaries. But 66% of the urban population was principally engaged in agriculture 

(Goldstein, 1990 quoted in Cohen, 2004).  

Actually, we can mention some political decisions in Turkey regulating the 

administrative structure of cities, turning many provinces to metropolitan cities, 

changing administrative borders, turning rural population to urban by transforming 

villages to neighbourhoods of the metropolitan cities. This kind of regulations result 

similar problems in defining urban and rural. The deficiencies have important 

consequences not only in data analysis but also in policy building and implementation. 

Such kind of shifts will be more widely mentioned in the part of the thesis concentrated 

on Turkey. 

Some countries define city boundaries so generously that they contain an 

important amount of land still basically used for agricultural purposes. On the other 

hand, some countries draw their city boundaries so tightly that they miss important 

population growth taking place in peri-urban areas outside the city boundary. This is 

seen in certain cities in Asia such as Bangkok, Jakarta, Manila, and Taipei that may all 

be twice as large as their size in statistics (Cohen, 2004). 

Summers (1999) note that in both Western Europe and United States, the 

structure of urban areas have changed significantly over the last few decades as the 

population and employment characteristics reveal. This requires two major approaches: 

a functional definition of an urban area and coincidence between legal and functional 

boundaries. 

How can we distinguish an urban locality from a rural one? Although there can 

be developed a variety of criteria, UN (1967, quoted in Hugo et al., 2003) advices that 

each country should decide itself which areas are urban and which are rural. Some 

differences between rural and urban populations are shown in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Some Widely Accepted Differences Between Urban and Rural Populations 

(Source: Hugo 1987, quoted in Hugo et al., 2003) 

Dimension Urban Rural  

Economy 
Dominated by secondary and 

tertiary activities 

Predominantly primary industry 

and activities supporting it 

Occupational 

structure 

Manufacturing, construction, 

administration and service 

activities 

Agriculture and other primary 

industry occupations 

Education levels and 

provision 
Higher than national averages Lower than national averages 

(cont. on next page) 



23 

 

Table 2 (cont.) 

Accessibility to 

services 

High Low 

Accessibility to 

information  

High Low 

Demography Low fertility and mortality High fertility and mortality 

Politics 
Greater representation of liberal 

and radical elements 

Conservative, resistance to 

change 

Ethnicity  Varied More homogeneous 

Migration levels 
High and generally net in-

migration 

Low and generally net out-

migration 

 

In fact, the ódichotomyô between rural and urban is less relevant than it used to 

be (Hugo et al., 2003). The meaning of the urban-rural distinction is altered and the 

differences listed in the table have tended to soften, owing to emergence of some new 

tendencies as zones of transitions, which are summarised in the previous part. 

 

3.3. Efforts on Classifying Settlements 

 

 How can we respond to the blurring of urban-rural distinctions? In 1964 the 

Conference of European Statisticians recommended e threefold division ï urban, rural 

and semi-urban, as settlements with at least 10.000 inhabitants, those with fewer than 

2.000, and those in between. Some examples concentrated on the identification of 

gradients of urban-ness and rural-ness (Hugo et al., 2003). 

 

In Indonesia, the basic block of the rural village (desa) or urban subcomminity (kelurahan) 

is designated as urban if:  

(a) It has a population density of more than 5.000 persons per km
2
 

(b) The proportion of households engaged in agricultural production is less than 25%. 

(c) At least 8 out of 15 designated ñurbanò facilities are available in the desa. These facilities 
are primary school, junior and senior high school, cinema, hospital, maternity hospital, 

clinic, road negotiable by motorized four-wheel-drive vehicle, post office or telephone, 

shopping centre, bank, factory, restaurant and public electricity. 

Each building block area is graded between 1 (low) and 10 (high) on each of these criteria 

and the results are summed to produce an overall score, with a maximum of 30. Areas 

scoring 23 or above are classified as urban and those with 17 or less as rural, while those 

with scores in between were field-checked to determine whether they should be classified 

as urban or rural (Hugo et al., 2003). 

 

 Cloke (1977, quoted in Hugo et al., 2003) developed an ñindex of ruralityò and 

recommended four degrees for England and Wales: extreme rural, intermediate rural, 

intermediate nonrural, and extreme nonrural. Cromartie and Swansson (1996, quoted in 

Hugo et al., 2003) created a four-level classification based on population size, 
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population density, levels of urbanization, commuting patterns and adjacency for areas 

beyond the metropolitan core. This is a detailed attempt at building the urban-rural 

continuum.  

 

Table 3. Cromartie and Swanssonôs Urban-Rural Settlement Continuum for the US 

(Source: Hugo et al., 2003) 

1. Metro core 

Begins with an ñurbanized area, ñi.e., extent and 

distribution of the built-up area. If 50% of the spatial 

unitôs population is contained in the urbanized area, it 

is indicated as part of the metro core 

2. Metro 

outlying 

Areas linked to the core by commuting and 

exhibiting metropolitan character (as measured by 

population density,% urban, and recent population 

growth) 

3. Nonmetro 

adjacent 

Physically adjacent to a metropolitan area with at 

least 2% of employed labour force commuting to 

urban core 

4. Nonmetro 

non-adjacent 

with city  

Areas not adjacent to metro areas but containing all 

or part of a city with 10.000 or more residents 

5. Nonmetro 

non-adjacent 

without city  

Areas not adjacent to metro areas and not containing 

a city with 10.000 or more inhabitants 

 

 Coombes and Raybould (2002, quoted in Hugo et al., 2003), suggest three key 

dimensions of settlements to take into account: 

 

¶ Settlement size, ranging from metropolitan to hamlet 

¶ Concentration, ranging from dense to sparse, 

¶ Accessibility, ranging from central to remote. 

 

 Settlement size is the most frequently used indicator to distinguish urban and 

rural. Even the oldest theories such as Wirthôs ñUrbanism as a way of lifeò and 

Chiristallerôs central place theory consider size of settlement. Simply, larger settlements 

mean more facilities and more mixed the economic base. Concentration usually 

expressed by population density. Increasing population density means more economic 

and social interaction, transportation network, local services and spread of ideas. 

Accessibility to transport and other services is a key factor in determining the quality of 

life (Hugo et al., 2003). 
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Regions of OECD member countries have been classified into Predominantly 

Urban, Intermediate and Predominantly Rural to take into account geographical 

differences among them. The typology for Europe is denoted in Figure 2 (OECD, 

2010). 

 

 

Figure 2. OECD Regional Typology: Europe 

 (Source: OECD, 2010) 

 

According to the figure, provinces such as Ķzmir, Ķstanbul, Bursa, Ankara, 

Kocaeli, Eskiĸehir, Antalya, Mersin, Adana, Kayseri, Zonguldak, Gaziantep and 

Diyarbakēr are determined as Predominantly Urban areas. 
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3.4. World Trends on Urbanization 

 

Urban/rural patterns of population change in the world show simply declining 

rural population and rising urban population. Also, there are different patterns in the 

developed and less developed parts of the world.  

Figure 3 portrays the situation of population change for the period between 1950 

and 2000. It is quoted from the United Nations World Urbanization Prospects: The 2011 

Revision. Since 1988 the Population Division of the Department of Economic and 

Social Affairs of UN has been issuing every two years revised and updated estimates 

and projections of the urban and rural populations of all countries in the world and of 

their major urban agglomerations. Therefore it is an invaluable resource for studies 

related with urban change. 

 

 

Figure 3. Urban and Rural Populations by Development Group, 1950-2050 

(Source: UN, 2011, p.3) 

 

The figure shows different patterns of population change for more developed 

and less developed regions. First of all, for both groups urban population is rising and 

rural population is falling. But the lines are steeper for less developed regions. For 2020 

we can see that urban and rural populations are will nearly be same for less developed 
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regions. And the world urban population is expected to increase by 72% by 2050, from 

3.6 billion in 2011 to 6.3 billion in 2050. Urban areas of the less developed regionsô 

population are projected to increase from 2.7 billion in 2011 to 5.1 billion in 2050. Over 

the same period, the rural population of the less developed regions is expected to 

decline from 3.1 billion to 2.9 billion. In the more developed regions, the urban 

population is projected to increase modestly, from 1 billion in 2011 to 1.1 billion in 

2050. 

Rural population in the less developed regions today constitute almost 92% 

of the world rural population . The rural population of the more developed regions has 

been declining steadily during the second half of the twentieth century and will continue 

to do so for the foreseeable future. The rural population of the less developed regions 

more than doubled since 1950 and will likely continue to grow until 2021 before a long-

term decline sets in (UN, 2011). 

Globally, the level of urbanization is expected to rise from 52% in 2011 to 

67% in 2050. The continuous increase of the urban population combined with 

deceleration of rural population growth will result in continued urbanization. The more 

developed regions are expected to see their level of urbanization increase from 78% to 

86% over the same period. In the less developed regions, the proportion urban will 

likely increase from 47% in 2011 to 64% in 2050. 

Cities with fewer than 1 million inhabitants accommodate 61% of the urban 

population in 2011. Cities with fewer than 500,000 inhabitants accounted for about 

half of the world urban population, amounting to 1.85 billion (Figure 4). Cities with 

populations ranging between 500,000 and 1 million were home to a further 365 million 

people, equivalent to 10.1% of the world urban population. Taken together, cities with 

fewer than 1 million inhabitants account for 61% of the urban population. 
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Figure 4. Total Population in Millions by City Size Class, 1970, 1990, 2011 and 2025 

(Source: UN, 2011, p.5) 

 

While three in every five people living in urban areas reside in cities smaller 

than 1 million inhabitants in 2011, this proportion is expected to decline in the 

future . By 2025, only one person out of two will live in cities of this size. In contrast, 

cities of 1 million and more inhabitants, accounting for about 40% of the world urban 

population in 2011, are expected to account for 47% of the world urban population by 

2025.  

Thus, the future urban population will be increasingly concentrated in large 

cities of one million or more inhabitants. In fact, among the million plus cities, the 

megacities of at least 10 million inhabitants will experience the largest percentage 

increase. This increasing urban concentration in very large cities is a new trend which 

contradicts previous observations. 

Increasing number of megacities and a clear trend of accelerated urban 

concentration in Asia is expected. By 1970, the world had only two megacities: Tokyo 

and New York. Since then their number has increased markedly and most new 

megacities have arisen in developing countries. Today, Asia has 13 megacities, Latin 

America has 4, and Africa, Europe and Northern America have 2 each. Thirteen of 

those megacities are capitals of their countries. By 2025, when the number of 
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megacities is expected to reach 37, Asia would have gained another 9, Latin America 2, 

and Africa, Europe and Northern America one each. 

The number of megacities is projected to increase to 37 in 2025. In 2011, the 

world counted 23 megacities of at least 10 million inhabitants accounting for 9.9% of 

the world urban population. The number of megacities is projected to reach 37 in 2025, 

at which time they are expected to account for 13.6% of the world urban population. 

Megacities are experiencing different rates of population change, and the 

lowest rates especially belong to developed countries. The megacities exhibiting the 

lowest rates of population growth include those located in developed countries (France, 

Japan, the Russian Federation and the United States) plus the 4 megacities in Latin 

America. Very high rates of growth are expected in Lagos in Nigeria, Dhaka in 

Bangladesh, and Karachi in Pakistan (all having growth rates well above 2% per year). 

In addition, the megacities in India (Delhi, Calcutta and Bombay) and in China 

(Shenzhen, Beijing, Guangzhou, Shanghai) plus Manila in the Philippines are expected 

to grow considerably faster than those in Egypt or Turkey. These trends are consistent 

with the overall differentials in fertility among the national populations concerned. 

Over the next four decades, Africa and Asia will experience a marked 

increase in their urban populations. Despite its low level of urbanization, in 2011 

Asia was home to about half of the urban population in the world. Europe had the 

second highest share, at 15% (Figure 5). In Africa the urban population is likely to 

treble and in Asia it will increase by 1.7 times. By mid-century, most of the urban 

population of the world will be concentrated in Asia (53%) and Africa (20%). 
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Figure 5. Distribution of the World Urban Population by Major Area, 1950, 2011, 2050 

(Source: UN, 2011, p.11) 

 

With the exception of Africa and Oceania, all major areas are expected to 

have smaller rural populations in 2050 than today. Africaôs rural population may 

start to decline before the midcentury. Today, the majority of rural dwellers live in Asia 

(69%) and Africa (19%) and the concentration of the world rural population in these 

two major areas combined is expected to increase so that, by 2050, 60% of all rural 

inhabitants are projected to live in Asia and 30% in Africa. 

The increases in the world urban population are concentrated in a few 

countries, mainly China and India. Between 2011 and 2030, the urban areas of the 

world are expected to gain 1.4 billion people, including 276 million in China and 218 

million in India, which account together for 37% of the total increase. Nine additional 

countries (Nigeria and the Democratic Republic of the Congo in Africa; Bangladesh, 

Indonesia, Pakistan and the Philippines in Asia; Brazil and Mexico in Latin America, 

and the United States of America) are projected to contribute 26% of the urban 

increment. Among them, those in Africa and Asia will experience high rates of urban 

population growth, usually surpassing 2% or even 3% per year. 

The urban population will decrease in a few developed countries. Despite the 

projected increases in the level of urbanization, overall population decline in several 

countries will lead to a reduction in the number of urban dwellers. Between 2011 and 
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2030, the urban population of Ukraine and Bulgaria are projected to decline by 2 

million and 0.2 million, respectively. Between 2030 and 2050, more countries will 

experience reductions in the urban population. Those with the largest drops include 

Japan (a reduction of 10 million), the Russian Federation (2.4 million), the Republic of 

Korea (1.7 million) and Ukraine (1.3 million). 

The rural population is even more highly concentrated in a few countries 

than the urban population. In 2011, 19 countries accounted for 75% of the rural 

population and all but three (Brazil, the Russian Federation and the United States) are 

located in Africa or Asia. India has the largest rural population (853 million), followed 

by China (666 million). Together, they account for 45% of the world rural population. 

Bangladesh, Indonesia and Pakistan follow, each with over 107 million rural 

inhabitants. 

More than two thirds of all countries are expected to experience rural 

population loss between 2011 and 2050. As in the case of the urban population, most 

countries have small rural populations. In 2011, two thirds of the 231 countries or areas 

considered had at most 5 million rural inhabitants and accounted for 4.9% of the world 

rural population. In more than two thirds of them, the rural population is projected to 

decrease during 2011-2050. 

The past and future trends of the urban (and rural) population change are 

influenced by two components. The first is the overall increase (or decline) of the 

national population. The second is the urban population change resulting from the 

increase (or decline) of the urban population only. The contribution of each component 

in the urban population change between 1950 and 2000 and 2000 and 2050 varies 

markedly among the ten countries with the largest increase of their future urban 

population 

 

3.4.1 Urbanization in OECD 

 

Recent figures indicate that the world population living in urban areas have just 

exceeded population in rural areas.  
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Figure 6. Urban and Rural Population in the World and the OECD, 1950-2030 

(Source: Kamal-Chaoui and Sanchez-Reaza, 2012, p.17) 

 

Over 20 to 30 years period, OECD countries
1

 show different paths of 

urbanisation and no single trend can be identified (Figure 7, 8 and 9). Taking into 

account the OECD predominantly urban areas, the majority of OECD countries show an 

increase in their urban population share over a period of 10 to 25 years depending on 

the availability of data.  

Gains were particularly notorious in Japan, Mexico, New Zealand and Turkey 

(Figure 7). Although a number of countries saw their urban population shares shrink 

(e.g. France, United States, Poland, and United Kingdom) such declines were for the 

most part marginal except for Hungary and the UK where the shares fell between 2 and 

3% (Figure 8).  

Finally, a group of countries experienced a decline in urban shares by the end of 

the 1980s and a recovery throughout the 1990s among which Norway, Spain and 

Switzerland. The exact opposite trend ïan increase and then a decline in urban sharesð

was found in Korea (Figure 9). 

 

                                                           
1
 Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) member countries are Australia, 

Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, 

Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United 

Kingdom and United States (www.oecd.org). 
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Figure 7. Urbanisation Growth in OECD Countries - Countries with Positive Growth of 

Urban Population Shares (Source: Kamal-Chaoui and Sanchez-Reaza, 2012, p.22) 

 

 

Figure 8. Decline in Urbanisation in OECD Countries - Countries with Negative 

Growth of Urban Pop. Shares (Source: Kamal-Chaoui and Sanchez-Reaza, 2012, p.23) 
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Figure 9. Changing Urbanisation - Countries with Changing Trends in Urban 

Population Shares (Source: Kamal-Chaoui and Sanchez-Reaza, 2012, p.24) 

 

Over 1995-2005, population growth in OECD countries has been more dynamic 

in urban (PU) areas and intermediate (IN) areas than in rural areas. Only two countries 

(Belgium and Ireland) show stronger demographic expansion in rural areas (Figure 10) 

(Kamal-Chaoui and Sanchez-Reaza, 2012).  

 

 

Figure 10. Annual Population Growth Rates by Types of Region in OECD, 1995-2005, 

According to PU, IN and PR (Source: Kamal-Chaoui and Sanchez-Reaza, 2012, p.25) 
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What is more, with a few exceptions in Eastern European countries, all OECD 

member countries have positive urbanisation growth rates between 1995 and 2005 

(Figure 9). If PU (urban) areas are taken into account, all countries with urbanisation 

shares higher to the OECD average are becoming increasingly urbanised (Figure 11, see 

quadrant 1 located above right) (Kamal-Chaoui and Sanchez-Reaza, 2012). 

 

 

Figure 11. Urbanisation Levels and Growth According to PU Areas in OECD 

Countries, 1995-2005 (Source: Kamal-Chaoui and Sanchez-Reaza, 2012, p.26) 

 

As a result, the OECD population is becoming increasingly concentrated in a 

few places. For instance, in terms of density (population over land area), Europe is 

evidently concentrated around the area that stretches from England into South-West 

Germany. Similarly, Japan shows peaks of concentration around Tokyo and Osaka and 

Seoul in Korea. In North America, a set of peaks stretch from Chicago and into New 

York ï but also other urban areasðas well as other concentrations in Los Angeles, 

Mexico City and Monterrey. Chinaôs urbanisation seems to stretch all through the coast 

although it is also taken place in some western inland regions (OECD, 2011). 

US have experienced much population growth during the past few decades than 

has Western Europe, both absolutely and in percentage terms. This situation is resulted 

by stronger economic growth of US metropolitan areas. The single most influential 

factor underlying in population growth of the US is job growth (Downs, 1999). 
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3.4.2. Urbanization in Europe  

 

As also analysis in the OECD context reveals, the situation in Europe is in the 

form of urban growth and rural decline. In 1970-2000 period the continentôs urban 

population grew by 111 million (with a 27% increase), while its rural population 

declined by 39 million (with a 16% fall). In 2000-2030 the urban population is projected 

to increase by 24 million (4.7%) and the rural population is expected to decline by 55 

million (27%). So, while the decline in rural population is accelerating, urban 

population growth is slowing down. Europeôs share of the worldôs urban population is 

projected to be 11.1% in 2030, down from 18.4% in 2000 and 30.9% in 1970 

(Champion, 2011). 

The combination of urban growth and rural decline produces a continuing rise in 

Europeôs overall level of urbanization. Although the strongest urbanization took place 

in the 1950s and 1960s, the proportion of population living in urban areas reached 

69.3% in 1985 and 71.7% in 2000 and is projected to rise further to 73.9% in 2015 and 

78.3% in 2030 (Champion, 2011). 

There are still substantial differences among the four regions of Europe, even 

though such differences decline as urbanization levels rise above 75% (Table 4). 

Northern Europe (comprising the Nordic and Baltic states together with the British 

Isles) continues as the leader force of urbanization, with an urban population share of 

83.4% in 2000, up from 73.1% in 1970 and projected to reach 87.4% in 2030. The 

proportion of urban population reached 76.2% in 2000 in Western Europe, up from 

71.6% in 1970 and is projected at 82.6% for 2030. In Southern Europe (Spain, Portugal, 

Italy, Greece and the countries of former Yugoslavia), the proportions are 57.6% in 

1970, 65.4% in 2000 and 74.4% in 2030, while those for Eastern Europe (which 

includes, among other countries, the Russian Federation) are 56.2% in 1970, 68.3% in 

2000 and 73.7% in 2030 (Champion, 2011).  

 

Table 4. Urbanization Levels in Four Different Regions of Europe 

(Source: Champion, 2011) 

Region 
Urban Population Share  

1970 (%) 2000 (%) 2030 (%) (Projected) 

Northern Europe 73.1 83.4 87.4 

Western Europe 71.6 76.2 82.6 

Southern Europe 57.6 65.4 74.4 

Eastern Europe 56.2 68.3 73.7 
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By country, the highest levels of urbanization in 2000 were recorded in Monaco, 

Holy See, Gibraltar (100%) Belgium (97.1%), Malta and San Marino (93.4%), Andorra 

(92.4%) Iceland (92.3%), United Kingdom (89.4%) and Denmark (85.1%). Some of the 

differences among countries are not ñrealò but arise from differences in the definitions 

of urban and rural (Champion, 2011). 

Given these trends, little interest is shown across most of Europe in the precise 

levels of urbanization or in the now quite low rates of urbanization as measured in terms 

of the percentage change in the level. This is caused by the erosion of differences 

between urban and rural areas in terms of economic structures, social composition and 

quality of physical infrastructure such as roads, power and other utilities. Improvements 

in personal mobility have allowed people to move out of these agglomerations into the 

surrounding countryside without losing access to the jobs and services located in them 

(Hugo et al., 2003). 

In England, migration is the main driver of population change and there is a counter-

urbanization pattern, with rates rising with declining settlement size. Also, there is 

increasing disparity in age composition between urban and rural areas. While there is 

some net migration of people aged 60 and over from more urban to more rural areas, its 

contribution to urban change is much smaller than that of three other factors: 

 

1. Urban exodus or ñcounter-urbanizationò of people aged 30-44 and, to a lesser 

extent, those aged 45-59, who stay in rural districts and age there 

2. More rural areas are major net losers of school leavers (with over 50% net 

decline of persons between ages 16 and 24 recorded by more remote rural 

communities), who head for cities of 100.000 residents or more that offer further 

and higher education and a greater range of job opportunities. 

3. Rejuvenation of large-city populations is reinforced by these places acting as the 

main destinations of working-age migrants from outside the United Kingdom 

(Champion, 2011). 

 

Bijker and Haartsen (2012) compared migration patterns to different types of 

rural areas, on the basis of the characteristics and motives of the people migrating there 

in the northern Netherlands. They distinguished popular, average, and less-popular rural 

living areas on the basis of average house prices, and analysed the migration flows to 
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these areas. Within core regions in Europe, the classical counterurbanisation model does 

not explain all rural population change. The characteristics of the movers to popular 

rural areas do fit very well within the counter-urbanisation story, whereas less-popular 

rural areas share personal reasons as an important motive for in-migration with more 

remote rural areas in Europe. Apparently, rural areas in core regions in Western Europe 

do vary in terms of amenities and perceived remoteness (Bijker and Haartsen, 2012). 

 Grimsrud (2011) analysed migration into rural in Norway and illustrated urban-

rural migrations do not increase but cover a minimal and steady share of the rural 

population. Moreover, rural in-migrants are more likely to be motivated by family 

relations and economic concerns than that by anti-urban preferences for rural living. 

Migrants moving into the metropolitan fringes, however, are better fit for the motivation 

structure indicated by the prevailing models of counter-urbanisation (Grimsrud, 2011). 

These patterns imply that, instead of a classical relation between urban and rural, 

some more different type of relations are being observed in Europe. These changes in 

the relations are triggered by developments in the transport and information 

technologies as well as some social, demographic and economic changes. The deeper 

analysis of observed processes gives better understanding about characteristics and 

underlying factors. 

 

3.4.3. Theories of Urbanization in the Third World 

 

The explanations up to now asserted that urbanization is revolving around developing 

countries and this fact will become stronger in the future. Moreover, Turkey is a 

developing country and theories regarding urbanization in the Third World worth 

mentioning to understand the related dynamics. Kasarda and Crenshaw (1991) traced 

the trends and dimensions of urbanization in the developing countries and then 

discussed major theories guiding global urban studies.  

Kasarda and Crenshaw (1991) mentions theories regarding urban developments 

in the Third World in three main topics. These are modernization/ecology, 

dependency/world systems and distributive coalisions/urban bias. These theories have 

some overlapping aspects with urbanization of Turkey being a developing country. 

Modernization/ecological approach accommodates three concepts in its centre. 

Firstly in societies, the existing level of development and urbanization cannot be 

separated from the level when modernization started. Past technological and economic 
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capacities play an important role in formation of institutional and infrastructural 

patterns. The second assumption is that, technology is essentially more important than 

social organization in a society. Social organization creates innovation and technology 

but the application of technology is the prime engine of social change. Thirdly, cultural 

diffusion eventually forces a rough move towards unification of First World and Third 

World development patterns, despite supporting inevitable social disequilibria (Kasarda 

and Crenshaw, 1991). 

Modernization/ecological approach explains Third World urbanization with 

reference to the modern/traditional economic dichotomy and demographic transition 

theory. According to this view, urban formation in Third World depends on cultural lag 

in equilibrating fertility and mortality differentials and massive urban to rural migration 

stemming from urban pull and rural push factors (Kasarda and Crenshaw, 1991).  

Dependency and world system theorist argue that either through intentional 

force or through the inherent logic of capitalism, certain areas have been 

underdeveloped. Structures and processes of the capitalist world system is seen as the 

prime causes of social change in the Third World. Overurbanization is seen as a 

function of rapid natural increase, rural to urban migration and agricultural difficulties 

but these are created by heritage of colonialism, capital-intensive foreign 

manufacturing, use of agricultural lands for export production and economic stagnation 

fed by the oligopolistic practises of multinational corporations. Likely, informal 

employment sourced by capitalist need to subsidize formal sector workers and to extract 

greater shares of surplus value (Kasarda and Crenshaw, 1991). 

Distributive coalitions and urban bias theories shift emphasis from economic 

elites to political elites. Both theories have three assumptions. Firstly, political 

institutions are inherently more powerful than other institutions in shaping development 

because they have the virtue of monopoly on coercion. Second, coalitions organised at 

self interest combine both to exert pressure on the state and dominate it, and they aim to 

divert social surplus to special interests by making laws. Thirdly, such coalition 

building is not the sole property of any particular economic regime, indeed it is 

expected to be seen in wherever government involvement in social and economic affairs 

(Kasarda and Crenshaw, 1991). 

 Whatever the approach is, the discussions above reveal that Third World 

urbanization have demographic, political and economic dimensions all of which are 

very important in understanding the subject. 
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3.5. Different Indicators of Urban Change 

 

Urban change has some social, economic and demographic dimensions. Land 

use, land value, employment, population, age of stock, character of the built 

environment, income etc. can be referred as some elements of urban change. So, 

research focused on urban change may use some of these variables to capture change. 

Capella (2002) studied urban dynamics in Italy through an indicator of urban 

costs and advantages, i.e. urban rent. House prices are used as an indicator of the 

attraction of an urban area, as they are synthetic and avoid a time lag between the 

occurrence of phenomena such as demographic change, and the availability of data to 

capture these phenomena. The study is based on the idea that the difference in house 

prices between large and small cities is a measure of their relative attraction. 

Collins and Smith (2007) focused on Clevelandôs economic decline between 

1950 and 1980, in order to identify local patterns of economic change in relation with 

the 1960s riots in America. Similarly, the empirical perspective emphasizes differential 

changes in property values and population levels across census tracts depending on each 

tractôs proximity to the riots. Change in residential property value is an especially useful 

variable because it captures a wide range of factors that influence the relative 

desirability of particular locations. 

Garnett and Lewis (2007) used Census data to identify differences in the rates of 

employment growth and population change that experienced in Australia since the early 

1990s. The analysis brought a new classification of regions to enable capturing 

population shifts between coastal, inland, and remote regions. The indicators used are 

population growth, employment growth, age of population, net migration and rate of 

migration. 

Castle et al (2011) studied rural-urban economic spatial relations with special 

emphasis on two óanomaliesô that cannot be rationalized satisfactorily by existing 

economic theory: the decentralizing economic activities that proceed from the city to 

the countryside; and the unequal per capita economic rewards between rural and urban 

people over time. The relevant indictors have been per capita income, earnings per job 

and urban and rural poverty rates. 
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Van Steen and Pellenbarg (2010) studied population change and spatial 

transformation in the Netherlands. They used past and future population change, 

migration, labour force population change, expected land use changes (for agriculture, 

nature and recreation, business sites and residential sites), housing construction and 

number of households. 

Watkins (2009) investigates the economic structures of the metropolis of 

Melbourne and its component municipalities between 1971 and 2006. The spatial unit 

used is the municipality or local government area (LGA), of which there are 31 in the 

Melbourne metropolitan area. The data used consist of number of jobs by location of 

employment.  

Wolff and Wu (2004) conduct a spatial analysis, describe an urban growth 

model and present scenario-based simulation analyses of the future development 

patterns of the Phoenix metropolitan region. Land-use data, land slope, transportation 

and protected lands are four major types of data used within the model.  

Weissbourd and Berry (2004), in their study aiming to portray the economic 

change and their implications in cities of America considered five main dimensions of 

change. These are knowledge economy, business composition, demographics, urban 

growth form, and regionalism. The variables under each dimension are given in Figure 

12. Methodologically, the project focused in particular on two aspects of performance: 

population change and income growth. It collected data on variables for each 

dimension, and examined changing patterns between 1990 and 2000. After that, it 

proceeded to build econometric models to identify the variables that contributed to city 

and metropolitan performance (Weissbourd and Berry, 2004). 

 

 
Figure 12. Dimensions of Urban Change 

(Source: Weissbourd and Berry, 2004) 
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Bijker and Haartsen (2012) distinguished popular, average, and less-popular 

rural living areas in the northern Netherlands, on the basis of average house prices, and 

analysed the migration flows to these areas (Bijker and Haartsen, 2012).  

Turok and Mykhnenko (2007) examined population change for 310 cities in 

Europe to assess how their fortunes have changed from 1960s to 2005. They classified 

cities in 9 trajectories according to their pattern of growth or decline. Similarly, 

Beauregard (2009) assessed population loss in the large cities of the United States 

historically and identified some different patterns in different periods. The quantitative 

evidence comes from a dataset of the fifty largest US cities by population for each 

decade from 1790 to 2000. Population change is accepted a powerful indicator of a 

city's desirability for investors and households alike. These two studies which used 

population as a main indicator of urban change will be referenced in the following parts 

of the thesis. 

Tekeli (2005) used spatial distribution of population to display the spatial 

organization of Turkey. He investigates the transformation of spatial organization of 

Turkey in the period 1935-2000. 

These examples can be increased. To sum up, research aiming to capture and 

portray urban change or economic change in cities and regions that are exemplified up 

to now reveals a wide range of variables. Naturally, data selection carried out by the 

researchers depending on different criteria, such as data availability, applicability, 

consistency, suitability and so on.  

Among other variables, population emerges as a fundamental one providing a 

more powerful framework and satisfying a wider range of criteria listed above. The 

reasons of this will be discussed in the following parts of the thesis.  

 

3.6. Population as an Indicator of Urban Change 

 

No doubt, the transitions summarized up to now resulted some different forms of 

urban change for cities. Studies of Turok and Mykhnenko (2007) and Beauregard 

(2009) provide a comprehensive framework and innovative methodology, and they aim 

to portray European and American urban change. These studies also helped constituting 

the methodological approach of this thesis.  
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Turok and Mykhnenko (2007) examined population change for 310 cities in 

Europe. They defined 9 common trajectories to reveal the pattern of growth or decline. 

These trajectories ranged between continuous decline and continuous growth and the 

number of cities in each of them is denoted in Figure 13. The trajectories are used to 

investigate the amount of cities experienced a positive turnaround in recent years 

compared with a downturn, or a period of continuous growth or decline. This approach 

considers the direction of change between different points in time instead of rate of 

change.  

 

 
Figure 13. Trajectories of Cities, 1960ï2005 

(Source: Turok and Mykhnenko, 2007, p. 170) 

 

The findings of the study reveal that, the number of growing cities has been 

falling steadily since 1960s. Nearly three times as many cities were growing in the late-

1960s compared with the late-1990s. There were more declining cities in Europe in the 

late-1990s than growing cities, perhaps for the first time in several centuries. Besides, 

during the early 1960s, cities were growing at nearly three times the rate of their 

national populations, indicating strong urbanization trends. The differential narrowed 

steadily until the late-1990s, when cities fell below national trends and were actually 

declining on average. There was a slight recovery between 2000 and 2005, but cities 

were still growing more slowly than their national populations (Turok and Mykhnenko, 

2007). 

The most common profile, followed by 30% of cities is continuous growth. 

There were 20 French cities in this group (67% of all French cities in the dataset), 11 
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from Spain (61% of Spanish cities) and 10 from Germany (36% of former West 

German cities) (Turok and Mykhnenko, 2007). 

The second most common trajectory, with 24% of cities, was medium-term 

decline, i.e. growth in the 1970s and 1980s followed by decline in the 1990s and early 

2000s. There were 28 Russian cities in this group (49% of Russian cities), 17 from 

Ukraine (55%), eight from Poland (50%) and six from Romania (55%) (Turok and 

Mykhnenko, 2007). 

The third most common pattern, with 13% of cities, was recent decline, i.e. 

growth in the 1980s and 1990s followed by decline in the early 2000s. There were 18 

Russian cities in this group (32%), six from Ukraine (19%) and six from Poland (38%). 

Taking the second and third groups together, there were 116 cities that had experienced 

a clear downturn since 1990. This greatly outnumbers the 19 cities that experienced a 

positive turnaround since 1990: 12 were resurgent during the early 2000s, and seven 

during the 1990s. Another 23 cities turned around during the 1980s. Of these 42 

resurgent cities (14% of all cities), 13 were located in the UK (45% of all UK cities), 

seven in former West Germany (25%), five in Belgium (100%) and five in Italy (31%) 

(Turok and Mykhnenko, 2007). 

The analysis indicates that there is a considerable diversity of experience among 

cities. There is a large group that have had long-term growth and another large group 

that have had a downturn since 1990. The number of resurgent cities is modest. One in 

seven cities has had a positive turnaround since 1980 and one in 16 since 1990 (Turok 

and Mykhnenko, 2007). 

Another important observation is that national distinctions seem to matter. There 

appear to be big differences between cities in different countries, suggesting that 

national economic conditions, settlement structures and/or governance arrangements 

play a part in shaping their trajectories. Among the countries with more than six cities, 

those in France and Spain are most likely to have experienced long-term growth. Cities 

in Russia, Poland, Ukraine and Romania are most likely to have had a downturn since 

1990. Cities in Belgium and the UK are most likely to have experienced a positive 

turnaround (Turok and Mykhnenko, 2007). 

According to Beauregard (2009), current population shrinkage has to be 

understood historically; that is, in relation to prior patterns of urbanization. Also, before 

investigating causes of todayôs population loss, we need to look at how its various 

characteristics have changed over time. Population change is a powerful indicator of a 
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city's desirability for investors and households alike. Understanding it is a key to 

theories of urbanization and to urban policy (Beauregard, 2009). 

Beauregard described three main periods by analyzing urbanization of fifty 

largest US cities by population for each decade from 1790 to 2000. 15 large cities lost 

population in the first period, 41 in the second period, and 18 in the most recent period. 

According to the losses in these periods, they have been labelled periods of `aberrant 

loss', `decline', and `shrinkage'. Aberrant loss covered the widespread urban growth that 

occurred between 1820 and 1920. Decline captured the extensive urban decline between 

1950 and 1980. Shrinkage is formed as a more current period (1980 - 2000). Shrinkage 

is used as an optimistic version of decline (Beauregard, 2009). 

Beauregardôs work did not solely analyze population loss. It also checked the 

three main characteristics of this population loss, which are defined as prevalence, 

severity, and persistence. We can say that rather than measuring simple gains and 

losses, this is a frame of research that is quite innovative.  

Prevalence is the number of times a large city experienced a decade's population 

loss. The number of individuals involved indicates the severity of the loss. Lastly, 

persistence is the extent to which cities continued to lose residents from one decade to 

the next. This is different from prevalence. Despite prevalence captures the frequency of 

population loss, persistence measures its endurance. A population drop limited to a 

single decade is a temporary problem; losing residents from one decade to the next is a 

cause for alarm for residents, investors, and public officials (Beauregard, 2009). 

Analysis of prevalence shows that the instances of loss are numerically greatest 

in the second period-period of decline (81 times), less in the third period-period of 

shrinkage (30 times), and least during the time of widespread urbanization (16 times). 

This is to be expected since the periods were designed to capture the variation in 

incidence. Also, because some cities lose population in more than one decade, the 

number of instances in a period is always greater than the number of cities involved 

(Beauregard, 2009). 

The severity of population loss (that is, the number of individuals involved) 

presents a slightly different set of findings. The average absolute change in population 

for each instance closely follows the prevalence pattern, but this is not the case for the 

percentage change. The severity of city population loss during the post-war period of 

`urban decline' was no different than that experienced by cities losing population during 
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a prior period of rapid urbanization, even though the prevalence was quite dissimilar 

(Beauregard, 2009). 

Persistence is the extent to which cities continued to lose residents from one 

decade to the next. Persistency is important because it identifies whether the 

experienced loss is a temporal or a permanent process. In the persistency analysis the 

first group is composed of cities that lost population in only one decade; second that lost 

population in multiple decades and last group includes cities with losses in consecutive 

decades. The results are significant (Beauregard, 2009). 

A high degree of persistence is observed in the second and third periods, with 4 

out of 5 large cities which lost residents experiencing multiple instances of loss. The 

cities which lost population in only one decade constitute the great majority of cities 

only in the first period. In the second and third periods they comprise fewer than half of 

all the contracting cities. This shows persistence and prevalence reinforce each other 

(Beauregard, 2009). 

Moreover, almost all of the cities with multiple decades of population loss 

experienced this in consecutive decades. This was true of the entire group of multiple 

losers in the most recent period except three example cities. In both of the last two 

periods, the persistence of population loss and its concentration in certain cities is 

obvious. In other words, population loss during the periods of decline and shrinkage has 

been chronic. These findings suggest that the more recent period is not so different from 

the previous phase of urbanization for the US cities (Beauregard, 2009). 

The examples from different countries reveal that there are different patterns of 

loss and these can be searched by using different techniques. Couch et al. (2005) studied 

two examples, Liverpool and Leipzig. Liverpool undergone a gradual decline during the 

latter half of the 20th century, on the other hand Leipzig has experienced a sudden 

shock of exposure to western economic competition only after 1989. The comparative 

research reveals that although Liverpool has suffered a greater loss of population than 

Leipzig, it is the suddenness of change in the latter that is the key difference between 

the two cities (Couch et al., 2005).  

  



47 

 

CHAPTER 4 

 

GENERAL TRENDS IN TURKEY  

 

4.1. Population and Demography 

 

Statistics regarding the population and demographic structure of Turkey 

determine some major characteristics of the country.  

The 2012 population of Turkey is 75.627.384. Annual population growth rate in 

2011-2012 is 1,2%. While population size of 67 provinces out of 81 was increased, 

population size of 14 provinces was decreased in 2011 (TurkStat, 2013a). 

Proportion of population living in province and district centres (urban 

population) is 77,3%, which was 76,8% in 2011. The proportion of population living in 

the province and district centres is the highest with 99% in Ķstanbul and it is the lowest 

with 35,2% in Ardahan. 

The proportion of population living in Ķstanbul is 18,3% (13.854.740 persons). 

This province is followed by Ankara with 6,6% (4.965.542 persons), Ķzmir with 5,3% 

(4.005.459 persons), Bursa with 3,6% (2.688.171 persons) and Adana with 2,8% 

(2.125.635 persons), respectively. Population size of Bayburt as the least populated 

province in Turkey is 75.797. 

The median age of the population in Turkey is 30,1 and it was 29,7 in the 

previous year. While the median age is 29,5 for males, it is 30,6 for females. Sinop 

(37,5), ¢anakkale (37,2) and Balēkesir (37,2) are the provinces with highest median age. 

ķērnak (18,5), ķanlēurfa (18,9) and Aĵrē (19,5) on the other hand are the provinces with 

lowest median age (TurkStat, 2013a). 
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Figure 14. Population Pyramid of Turkey, 2012 

(Source: TurkStat, 2013a) 

 

Figure 14 shows the age distribution in Turkey. Persons at the age group of 15-

64 (51.088.202 persons) which are the working ages constitute 67,6% of the total 

population. This rate is 0,2 point greater than the previous year. 24,9% of the population 

of Turkey is in the age group of 0-14 (18.857.179 persons), and 7,5% is in the age group 

of 65 and over (5.682.003 persons). The percentage of young population decreased and 

the percentage of old population is increased compared to the level of previous year 

(TurkStat, 2013a). 

The population density which is the number of persons per km
2
 is 98 in Turkey. 

It differs between 12 and 2.626 by provinces. The number of persons per km
2
 is 2.666 

in Ķstanbul, 453 in Kocaeli, 333 in Ķzmir, 264 in Gaziantep and 258 in Bursa. On the 

other hand, Tunceli has the smallest population density with 12 persons. While the 

population density of Konya which has the largest surface area is 52 persons, that of 

Yalova which has the smallest surface area is 244 persons (TurkStat, 2013a). 

 The next part will include the future projections of some demographic 

indicators. In these projections, Turkey will also be compared with other countries on 

the world to give a better idea. After this, urbanization trends will be identified. 
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4.2. Demography in the Future 

 

The population of Turkey is going to reach 94,6 million in 2050, which 

means 1,1% of world population and 18
th

 turn among 187 countries. Currently, the 

world population is nearly 7 billion. China (1,4 billion), India (1,2 billion), USA (313 

million) are countries with highest population (TurkStat, 2012). 

In 2010-2015 period, the population growth rate of Turkey is estimated 

1,3%, which is slightly higher than world population growth rate estimated as 

1,1%. Turkey is 92
nd

 among 187 countries. The countries with the highest population 

growth rate in this period are Niger (3.5%), Afghanistan (3,1%) and Yemen (3%), 

respectively. On the other hand, the countries with the lowest population growth rate are 

Germany, Romania (-0,2%), Ukraine (-0,6%), and Bulgaria (-0,7) (TurkStat, 2012). 

In the period 2045-2050, world population growth rate is expected to be 

0,4%, which is quite higher than Turkeyôs growth rate that is 0,2%. So, population 

growth rate of Turkey is expected to decline steeper than the worldôs rate in the future. 

It is predicted that Zambia (3,0%), Niger (2,7%) and Somalia (2,6%) will be stated 

among the countries which will have the highest population growth rates. Conversely, it 

is predicted that China, Portugal (-0,6%), and Bosnia-Herzegovina (-1,0%) will be 

stated among the countries which will have the lowest population growth rates. In the 

period 2045-2050, Turkey is estimated to be in the 109th order among 187 countries 

with respect to population growth rate (TurkStat, 2012). 

In 2050s, the median age of Turkey is predicted to be 40,2, considerably 

greater than the median age of the worldôs population which is 38. The median age 

of Bosnia-Herzegovina (age 53,2), Japan (age 52,3) and Portugal (age 52,1) are 

predicted to be the highest among the countries. Niger (age 19,6), Malawi (age 19,6) 

and Zambia (age 17,9) will take place in the countries which have lower median age. 

Turkey will take place in the 89
th
 order among 186 countries with this median age 

(TurkStat, 2012). 

In 2050s, the total fertility rate of Turkey is predicted to be 1,8, and it fairly 

lower than the world average 2,2. It is predicted that Zambia (4,5), Somalia (4,4) and 

Niger (4,2) will be stated among the countries which will have the highest total fertility 

rates. On the other hand, it is predicted that Morocco (1,7), Iran (1,6) and Oman (1,5) 

will be stated among the countries which will have the lowest total fertility rates. Total 
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fertility rate is the average number of live births that a woman would have under the 

assumption that she survived to the end of her reproductive life (15 to 49 years of age) 

and bore according to a given age specific fertility rate. A total fertility rate of less than 

2,1 indicates that the population is unable to replace itself. The total fertility rate of 

Turkey will take place in the 126
th
 order among 186 countries (TurkStat, 2012). 

In 2050s, the crude death rate of Turkey is estimated to rise up to 9,7 per 

thousand, which is expected to be 9,9 per thousand in the world. Crude death rate is 

the number of deaths per 1.000 population. According to the estimations for the period 

2010-2015, crude death rate is 8,2 per thousand in the world. The countries with the 

highest crude death rate are Ukraine (16,2 per thousand), Chad (15,5 per thousand) and 

Bulgaria (15,2 per thousand). On the other hand, the countries with the lowest crude 

death rate are Bahrain (2,8 per thousand), Qatar (1,5 per thousand) and the United Arab 

Emirates (1,4 per thousand). Turkey is in the 128
th
 order among 186 countries with the 

crude death rate of 6,3 per thousand . According to the forecasts for the period 2045-

2050, it is predicted that Bosnia-Herzegovina (16,7 per thousand), Bulgaria (16,6 per 

thousand) and Ukraine (16 per thousand) will be stated among the countries which will 

have the highest crude death rates. On the other hand, it is predicted that Iraq (4,4 per 

thousand), Palestine and Yemen (4,1 per thousand) will be stated among the countries 

which will have the lowest crude death rates. Turkey is estimated to be in the 83
rd

 order 

among 186 countries with the crude death rate of 9,7 per thousand (TurkStat, 2012). 

In 2050s, the life expectancy at birth in Turkey will increase to 79, which is 

in the world is expected to be 76 years. Life expectancy at birth is the average number 

of years an infant is supposed to live having been exposed to age specific mortality rates 

at certain periods all through his/her life. According to the estimations for the period 

2010-2015, life expectancy at birth is 69 years in the world. The countries with the 

highest life expectancy at birth are Japan (83,7 years), Australia (82,1 years), Italy (82 

years) and Sweden (81,7 years). On the other hand, the countries with the lowest life 

expectancy at birth are Mozambique (51 years), Afghanistan (49,3 years) and the 

Democratic Republic of Congo (48,9 years). Turkey is in the 75
th
 order among 186 

countries with the life expectancy at birth of 74,6 years . According to the forecasts for 

the period 2045-2050, it is predicted that Japan (87,4 years), Switzerland, and Australia 

(86 years) will be stated among the countries which will have the highest life 

expectancy at birth. On the other hand, it is predicted that Chad (63.2 years), 

Afghanistan (62.8 years) and Lesotho (58 years) will be stated among the countries 
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which will have the lowest life expectancy at birth. Turkey is estimated to be in the 99
th
 

order among 186 countries with the life expectancy at birth of 78,5 years (TurkStat, 

2012). 

 

4.3. Urbanization Trends 

 

In Turkey, rapid migration from rural to urban areas resulted high rates of 

urbanization since 1950s. Urban population rate which was 24,2% in 1927 reached 25% 

in 1950, 43,9% in 1980 and 77,3% in 2012. The concentration of population in certain 

cities results the formation of urban centres.  

While total population increase have been 7,1% in Turkey in the period 2007-

2012, urban population increase with respect to settlements exceeding 20.000 is two 

times faster than this rate. Table 5 exhibits some important urbanization indicators for 

Turkey (Ministry of Development, 2013a). 

 

Table 5. Some Indicators of Urbanization for Turkey, 2007-2012 

(Source: Ministry of Development, 2013a) (* ) Settlements exceeding 20.000 

Name of Indicator  Level 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Population 

(Thousands) 

Turkey 70.586 71.517 72.561 73.722 74.724 75.627 

Urban (* ) 47.652 49.515 50.873 52.341 53.631 54.705 

Rural 22.934 22.003 21.689 21.382 21.093 20.922 

Distribution  (%) 
Urban

 
67,5 69,2 70,1 71,0 71,8 72,3 

Rural 32,5 30,8 29,9 29,0 28,2 27,7 

Population 

Increase (ă) 

Turkey --- 13,2 14,6 16,0 13,6 12,0 

Urban
 

--- 39,1 27,4 28,9 24,6 20,0 

Rural --- -40,6 -14,3 -14,2 -13,5 -8,1 

 

The basic trends can be summarised as urbanising population, significant 

regional differences in development levels and socio-economic indicators in advantage 

of west, and increasing weight of urban renewal policies over the country. 

Depending on the uneven development of the east and west of the country, 

population is concentrated on the western part of the country. While population density 

is increasing on the western and coastal zones, it gets lower in interior and eastern 

regions. In Ķstanbul, there are 2560 people for each kilometre square; this number is 

only 10 in Tunceli, which is an eastern province. This trend of population rise in the 

western part of Turkey is expected to continue (Ministry of Development, 2013b). 
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Increasing income, stronger financial opportunities, changes in family and 

societal lifestyles, and increasing mobility raised the importance quality of living in 

cities. Seeking of modern, safe and high standard housing and the degrading of the older 

CBD areas of cities are among general tendencies. Land use, densities and 

characteristics are rapidly changing in line with urban renewal in this process. These 

trends are triggered by global demands and implementations for housing and real estate 

investments (Ministry of Development, 2013a). 

The Tenth Development Plan (2014-2018) defines the fundamental target in 

Turkey as the production of an environment that pat attention geographical aspects, 

urban-rural distinction, and historical, cultural and environmental values; also 

answering to the needs of people, having strength in joint use areas and providing upper 

standard living. 

On the other hand, decreasing population and ageing go on becoming the main 

trends in the rural section of Turkey. Between 2007 and 2012, 8,8% rural population 

loss experienced (according to the definition based on settlements with less than 20000 

population), despite 7,1% total population increase in Turkey. This means a decline of 

proportion of rural population in total population from 32,5% to 27,7%. In the same 

period, the percentage of 65+ age group in rural population rise 11,3% from 9,6 percent, 

and the percentage of 0-14 age group has fallen to 25,5% from 27,8% (Ministry of 

Development, 2013a). 

Despite population loss and aging experienced in rural population, labour force 

participation rate increased to 53,6% from 50,8%. Rural labour force is predominantly 

employed in agriculture. In the period of 2007-2012, the share of agriculture in 

employment has been around 61%, agricultural employment has increased 1,1 million 

and non-agricultural employment rise 600 thousand people (Ministry of Development, 

2013a). 

 In spite of the increase in the agricultural employment, rural poverty keeps 

importance in Turkey. Since, most of the employment is in enterprises which are small 

scale and work in subsistence level. The problems on the scale and marketing of these 

enterprises prevent having sufficient income and therefore trigger problems of poverty 

and migration. Against this process of rural disintegration, the strengthening of non-

agricultural employment opportunities and employability of rural labour gains 

importance (Ministry of Development, 2013a). 
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4.4. Urban-Rural Distinction  

 

As stated earlier, countries often make their rural definition in order to cope with 

the complexity of the issue. National Rural Development Strategy of Turkey, conducted 

by The Ministry of Development (formerly State Planning Organization) likewise states 

that, cultural, social, demographic, economic, environmental and spatial diversity of 

rural areas made it difficult to provide a concrete definition in Turkey. Therefore, 

various definitions are developed in some legislations and statistical studies in the 

country, typically without providing an explicit definition of rural areas (State Planning 

Organization, 2006). 

Ministry of Development accepts the 20.000 population limit for urban 

settlements. Actually, the Second Five-Year Development Plan (1968-1972) and former 

reports expressed the population limit as 10.000. The study conducted by ¢ezik (1982) 

based on 28 variables determined the limit for urban settlements as 20.000 and this 

started to be used by the Ministry. The study denoted that in socio-economic terms, 

minimum urban functions appear on settlements having population 20.000 and more 

(Ministry of Development, 2013b). 

In parallel, National Rural Development Strategy of Turkey dated 2006 defines 

rural areas as ñareas other than those urban settlements with 20,000 or more 

populationò. The aim of relying on this simple definition is ensuring compatibility with 

the development plans. What are different definitions of rural and urban in different 

laws, plans and policy documents? Below there is a list of definitions from the strategy 

document. 

Village Law No. 442: Those settlements with population below 2.000 are called 

village, those having population between 2.000 and 20.000 is town and those above 

20.000 are called city.  

Municipality Law No. 5393: While it is mandatory to establish municipality in 

province and district centres, it provides that those settlements having population 5.000 

and above may establish its municipality. A minimum population of 5.000 and certain 

distance criteria are set for villages or sub-villages to come together and establish a 

municipality.  

General Population Census (2000); General Population Census (1990): 

Demographic definitions have been generated on the basis of settlements. Accordingly, 
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the ñvillage populationò refers to the population of villages (kºy) and subdistricts 

(belde), and the ñcity populationò refers to the population within the municipal 

boundaries of province and district centres.  

General Agriculture Census (2001): Data were compiled through the studies 

whose scopes designated below:  

 

- Village General Information Survey: All villages and province and district 

centres having population less than 25.000,  

- Agricultural Enterprise Lists: All villages and settlements with population 

less than 25.000,  

- Agricultural Enterprises (Household) Survey: All villages, province and 

district centres having population less than 5.000.  

 

Household Labor Force Surveys: Settlements having population 20.000 or less 

are accepted within ñruralò area.  

Village Inventory Survey (1997): Regardless of population, the inventory study 

covers all settlements in the status of subdistrict, village municipality and village.  

Turkish Demographic and Health Survey (2003): The urban sampling was 

built on all settlements having population more than 10.000 regardless of their 

administrative status. The rural sample was accepted as all settlements not included in 

the urban sample.  

Eighth Five-Year Development Plan Rural Development Ad Hoc 

Committee Report: The rural area is defined as the ñplaces other than urban areasò 

with their socio-economic characteristics where life and economic activities mostly 

depend on use and exploitation of natural resources, economic, social and cultural 

development processes advance slowly, traditional values are effective in shaping the 

life, face to face relations keep their significance, technological advances take long time 

to be used in life and productionò.  

Tenth Five-Year Development Plan (2013-2018): A settlement having 

population 20.000 and more are accepted as city.  

 

 



55 

 

4.5. Population Statistics 

 

In Turkey, the first population census after the declaration of the republic was 

carried out in 1927, and the second was in 1935. The population census which had been 

organised from this year to 1990 quinquennially has been started to be carried out 

decennially after 1990. After the 14
th
 General Population Census (GPC) carried out in 

2000, the system changed to Address Based Population Registration System (ABPRS) 

and population statistics have been started to be announced annually.  

In GPCôs and the ABPRS, definition of city has been made considering the 

administrative division structure in Turkey. The populations in province centre and in 

district centres are defined as urban population, the populations in sub-districts (towns) 

and villages are defined as rural population. This type of classification, which is highly 

sensitive to how administrative borders were drawn, inevitably involves the weaknesses 

widely referred in previous chapters. 

New regulations regarding the administrative structure of the city involves 

sudden changes in population. As a latest regulation, New Metropolitan Law dated 12 

November 2012 and numbered 6360 is an important example of such shifts. The law 

generates 13 new metropolitan municipalities, which are former city municipalities, in 

addition to existing 16. Namely, Aydēn, Balēkesir, Denizli, Hatay, Malatya, Manisa, 

Kahramanmaraĸ, Mardin, Muĵla, Tekirdaĵ, Trabzon, ķanlēurfa and Van will become 

new metropolitan municipalities of Turkey, with the local elections that will be held in 

March 2014. 

The implementation of the law will cause 80% of the countryôs total population -

some 56 million people- to start to reside in metropolitan cities. Moreover, the 

metropolitan municipality borders of these 29 cities are widened to the provincial 

borders. Inhabitants of villages and sub-districts, which were formerly conceived as 

rural population will turn into urban population. The law also results that, 16,082 

villages and 1,591 towns lost their legal standing as separate entities. Therefore, the new 

law will inevitably affect not only lives of residents, but also urban analysis referring 

population and space. 

As will be noted in the next section, the scope of this research covers the period 

1927 and 2012, therefore will exclude the changes originated from New Metropolitan 

Law dated in the year 2012.  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

POPULATION  CHANGE IN TURKEY  

 

5.1. Population Change in the National Level 

 

As stated earlier, population change is an important indicator of urban change. 

This part of the thesis aims to make an extensive research on population change in 

Turkey before studying Ķzmir. The findings in the national level will help better 

understanding the dynamics of Ķzmir. 

Turkey experiences population growth since the establishment of Republic. The 

population was 13.648.270 in 1927 and recent statistics show a population of 

75.627.384 for the year 2012. This means a 4,5 times increase compared to 1927. 

Table 6 shows population and urbanization rates in Turkey between 1927 and 

2012 with respect to GPCs and ABPRS. The rate of urban and rural population was 

24,2% and 75,8% in 1927. These reached up to 77,3% and 22,7% in 2012. This means 

an increase 219% in urban population and 70% decline in rural population. 

 

Table 6. Total, Urban and Rural Population of Turkey by Years, 1927-2012 

(Source: TurkStat GPCôs, 1927-2000; TurkStat ABPRS, 2007-2012) 

Year 
Total 

Population 

Urban 

Population 

(Province and 

district centres) 

Rural 

Population 

(Towns and 

villages) 

Rate of 

Urban 

Population 

(%) 

Rate of 

Rural 

Population 

(%) 

General Population Censuses 

1927 13 648 270 3 305 879 10 342 391 24.2 75.8 

1935 16 158 018 3 802 642 12 355 376 23.5 76.5 

1940 17 820 950 4 346 249 13 474 701 24.4 75.6 

1945 18 790 174 4 687 102 14 103 072 24.9 75.1 

1950 20 947 188 5 244 337 15 702 851 25.0 75.0 

1955 24 064 763 6 927 343 17 137 420 28.8 71.2 

1960 27 754 820 8 859 731 18 895 089 31.9 68.1 

1965 31 391 421 10 805 817 20 585 604 34.4 65.6 

1970 35 605 176 13 691 101 21 914 075 38.5 61.5 

1975 40 347 719 16 869 068 23 478 651 41.8 58.2 

1980 44 736 957 19 645 007 25 091 950 43.9 56.1 

1985 50 664 458 26 865 757 23 798 701 53.0 47.0 

(cont. on next page) 
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Table 6. (cont.) 

1990 56 473 035 33 326 351 23 146 684 59.0 41.0 

2000 67 803 927 44 006 274 23 797 653 64.9 35.1 

Address Based Population Registration System 

2007 70 586 256 49 747 859 20 838 397 70.5 29.5 

2008 71 517 100 53 611 723 17 905 377 75.0 25.0 

2009 72 561 312 54 807 219 17 754 093 75.5 24.5 

2010 73 722 988 56 222 356 17 500 632 76.3 23.7 

2011 74 724 269 57 385 706 17 338 563 76.8 23.2 

2012 75 627 384 58 448 431 17 178 953 77.3 22.7 

 

Since 1950s, rapid urbanization takes place in Turkey according to migration 

from rural to urban. The rural distribution of population between urban and rural areas 

changes in the advantage of former. The population values verify this situation. Very 

significantly, from 1927 to 2012, 16,7 times of increase in urban population is 

experienced besides 4,5 times of increase in total population, and 0,7 times of increase 

in rural population.  

Figure 15 shows the population of Turkey in each decade for the period 1930-

2010 in total, urban and rural dimensions. The population of 1930 is interpolated using 

values of 1927 and 1935. All values between 1940 and 2000 belong to census of the 

corresponding year, and lastly data for 2010 belongs to the address based system. We 

can produce a couple of distinctive points. 

 

 

Figure 15. Population of Turkey in Each Decade, 1930-2010 

(Source: TurkStat Population Statistics) 
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Firstly, in all decades without an exception, rising occurs in urban and total 

population in Turkey. Rural population on the other hand, after having a peak in 1980, 

start diminishing after till 2010 despite a very substantial increase in 2000.  

Secondly, 1950 and 1980 emerge as breaking points for total and urban and rural 

population of Turkey. In 1950 the increase accelerates clearly in total and urban 

population levels. Rural population shows the same slope of increase from 1930 till 

1980, which is moderate. However, 1980 is an important breaking point for rural 

population because it represents a beginning of decline. In 1980, the tendency of rural 

population in Turkey is turned to decrease. At the same time, after 1980 urban 

population begins to increase very rapidly, faster than increase in total population and 

hand in hand with rural population decline. This makes a picture of opening scissors. In 

1985, urban and rural population became equal and after this time urban population 

exceeded rural population in Turkey. 

Thirdly, after 2000 total population increase loses some speed, and also rural 

population shows a clear accelerated fall. Therefore, 2000 is the breaking point for total 

population and rural population. Scissors start to open more widely. 

At the end of these processes, as noted earlier, we can see a 16,7 times of 

increase in urban population, 4,5 times of increase in total population, and 0,7 times of 

increase in rural population.  

This general picture says that, not surprisingly, population in Turkey is 

increasing, and clustering in urban areas. Urban growth and rural decline is a major 

characteristic in Turkey. This is a finding consistent with the global trends explained in 

previous sections. However, we can consider questions as; is this statement really valid 

for the whole country? Can we observe different processes under this total picture? Do 

these processes vary in characteristic, intensity or geographically?  

In order to answer these questions and identify diversifying urban change 

dynamics, we need to check population loss in the level of districts. The next part will 

include the analysis of population change in Turkey in the level of districts. 

 

5.2. Population Change in Turkey in the Level of Districts 

 

Because district is the smallest administrative unit that reflects locality, it is used 

to identify urban change dynamics in Turkey. In Turkey for 2012, there are 81 
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provinces composed of 957 districts. These districts have a population ranging between 

840.809 and 1787. The mean population of these 957 districts is 78.758. The number of 

districts with population lower than 20.000 is 362. This is 38% of all districts. The mean 

population of these 362 districts is 10.352.  

Table 7 and 8 represent the first and last 20 districts with respect to total 

population. According to Table 7, we can say that districts with greatest population 

belong to different metropolitan cities of Turkey. These cities are major urban centres of 

their regions. The mean population value of these 20 districts is 673.048. Surprisingly, 

there is not any district of Ķzmir in the top 20 list. Karabaĵlar which is the biggest 

district of Ķzmir with a population of 466.023 is 29
th 

among 957 districts of Turkey. 

 

Table 7. First 20 Districts with Greatest Total Population Among 957 Districts, 2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2012) 

No Province District  Urban Pop. Rural Pop. Total Pop. 

1 Ankara Ke­iºren 840,809 - 840,809 

2 Ankara ¢ankaya 832,075 - 832,075 

3 Gaziantep ķahinbey 782,899 12,384 795,283 

4 Bursa Osmangazi 778,843 13,376 792,219 

5 ķanlēurfa Merkez 526,247 262,709 788,956 

6 Adana Seyhan 764,714 - 764,714 

7 Ķstanbul Baĵcēlar 749,024 - 749,024 

8 Ķstanbul K¿­¿k­ekmece 721,911 - 721,911 

9 Ankara Yenimahalle 687,042 - 687,042 

10 Gaziantep ķehitkamil 638,460 33,699 672,159 

11 Ķstanbul ¦mraniye 645,238 - 645,238 

12 Bursa Yēldērēm 629,961 1,521 631,482 

13 Ķstanbul Pendik 622,200 3,597 625,797 

14 Ķstanbul Bah­elievler 600,162 - 600,162 

15 Ankara Mamak 559,597 - 559,597 

16 Kahramanmaraĸ Merkez 443,575 115,089 558,664 

17 Denizli Merkez 525,497 28,927 554,424 

18 Ķstanbul Esenyurt 553,369 - 553,369 

19 Konya Sel­uklu 540,119 11,991 552,110 

20 Ķstanbul ¦sk¿dar 535,916 - 535,916 

 

The list of 20 districts with lowest population contains districts from every 

geographic region of Turkey. The mean population value of these 20 districts is 2.528.  
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Table 8. Last 20 Districts among 957 with Lowest Total Population, 2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2012) 

No Province District  Urban Pop. Rural Pop. Total Pop. 

938 Bingºl Yedisu 1,473 1,509 2,982 

939 Adana Ķmamoĵlu 2,032 938 2,970 

940 Denizli Saraykºy 1,857 1,108 2,965 

941 Kērklareli Kof­az 855 2,069 2,924 

942 Antalya Ķbradē 1,652 1,255 2,907 

943 Kastamonu Aĵlē 1,913 950 2,863 

944 Bilecik Ķnhisar 1,008 1,824 2,832 

945 Elazēĵ Aĵēn 1,717 1,004 2,721 

946 Sivas Doĵanĸar 1,419 1,280 2,699 

947 Afyonkarahisar Kēzēlºren 1,610 997 2,607 

948 Erzincan Otlukbeli 2,081 469 2,550 

949 ¢anakkale Bozcaada 2,465 - 2,465 

950 ¢ankērē Bayramºren 689 1,753 2,442 

951 Isparta Yeniĸarbademli 1,987 351 2,338 

952 Zonguldak Gºk­ebey 724 1,542 2,266 

953 Eskiĸehir Han 1,059 1,049 2,108 

954 Kērēkkale ¢elebi 781 1,317 2,098 

955 Rize Hemĸin 1,235 787 2,022 

956 Bingºl Yayladere 1,249 770 2,019 

957 Konya Yalēh¿y¿k 1,615 172 1,787 

 

Figure 16, 17 and 18 shows the distribution of population to districts in Turkey 

for the year 2012 according to total, urban and rural population. 

We can comment that, distribution of total and urban population across districts 

somehow show the regional urban centres. These centres attract attention with their 

relatively higher population. In that respect, provinces such as ķanlēurfa, Gaziantep, 

Diyarbakēr, Ķ­el, Antalya, Ankara, Eskiĸehir, Bursa, Kocaeli and Ķstanbul emerge with 

dark colours. For rural population on the other hand, higher population concentration is 

heavier on eastern districts. Coastal districts located on the south and west parts also 

have higher rural population. 
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Figure 16. Distribution of Total Population in Districts of Turkey, 2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2012) 6
1
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Figure 17. Distribution of Urban Population in Districts of Turkey, 2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2012) 6
2
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Figure 18. Distribution of Rural Population in Districts of Turkey, 2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2012) 

6
3
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So, these photographs show a recent distribution of population. How did we 

reach this point? In order to capture recent population change, last 5 years of the 

districts change. That is to say, population change of districts between 2008 and 2012 is 

analysed. This analysis has been done again in three levels of population; total, urban 

and rural. We need again to emphasise that, because total population is a mix of urban 

and rural, it is important to break it into urban and rural to capture different forms of 

urban change.  

 

5.2.1. Recent Population Change: 2008-2012 

 

The districts experienced highest growths of population are listed in Tables 9, 10 

and 11. The first 20 districts with highest growth are indicated below.  

 

Table 9. Districts with Highest Growth of Total Population in Turkey, 2008-2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) 

No Province District  
2008 Population 2012 Population 

2008-2012 Population 

Change (%) 

Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total 

1 Ķstanbul Baĸakĸehir 205,860 1,682 207,542 311,095 5,081 316,176 51.1 202.1 52.3 

2 ¢ankērē Kurĸunlu 4,279 4,043 8,322 4,887 7,477 12,364 14.2 84.9 48.6 

3 Ķstanbul Esenyurt 373,017 - 373,017 553,369 - 553,369 48.3 - 48.3 

4 Antalya Konyaaltē 86,835 5,291 92,126 125,849 5,664 131,513 44.9 7.0 42.8 

5 Ordu Mesudiye 2,812 10,689 13,501 3,804 15,001 18,805 35.3 40.3 39.3 

6 Kayseri Talas 75,098 6,301 81,399 107,639 5,733 113,372 43.3 -9.0 39.3 

7 Ankara Etimesgut 313,770 - 313,770 425,947 - 425,947 35.8 - 35.8 

8 Diyarbakēr Kayapēnar 185,626 8,975 194,601 253,323 9,552 262,875 36.5 6.4 35.1 

9 Sakarya Serdivan 67,549 8,053 75,602 93,448 7,800 101,248 38.3 -3.1 33.9 

10 ķērnak G¿­l¿konak 3,518 6,307 9,825 4,590 8,479 13,069 30.5 34.4 33.0 

11 Kērēkkale Yahĸihan 9,573 3,749 13,322 14,591 3,084 17,675 52.4 -17.7 32.7 

12 Ķstanbul ¢ekmekºy 142,546 4,806 147,352 188,290 4,892 193,182 32.1 1.8 31.1 

13 Ankara Pursaklar 91,742 - 91,742 119,593 - 119,593 30.4 - 30.4 

14 Samsun Atakum 97,066 10,887 107,953 129,517 10,213 139,730 33.4 -6.2 29.4 

15 Ankara Gºlbaĸē 82,968 2,531 85,499 109,261 1,382 110,643 31.7 -45.4 29.4 

16 Ķzmir G¿zelbah­e 20,978 1,160 22,138 26,900 1,569 28,469 28.2 35.3 28.6 

17 Tekirdaĵ ¢erkezkºy 67,617 79,622 147,239 84,234 104,478 188,712 24.6 31.2 28.2 

18 Hakkari ķemdinli 13,081 39,698 52,779 21,048 46,125 67,173 60.9 16.2 27.3 

19 Tokat Baĸ­iftlik 2,755 2,855 5,610 4,195 2,910 7,105 52.3 1.9 26.6 

20 Ķstanbul Arnavutkºy 156,333 7,177 163,510 198,165 8,134 206,299 26.8 13.3 26.2 

 

In the list, there is the dominancy of districts from metropolitan cities such as 

Ķstanbul, Ankara, Antalya, Ķzmir, Gaziantep and so on. On the other hand, provinces 
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which are non-metropolitan and relatively smaller in size such as ¢ankērē, Hakkari, 

Ordu, ķērnak and Tokat employ districts in the list. The diversification in the list is 

remarkable. We can mention a mix of provinces from all regions of Turkey. Nearly all 

regions are represented in the list of districts with highest growth of total population. 

and most of them belong to metropolitan cities of the region. 

For Baĸakĸehir, Esenyurt, Konyaaltē, Talas, Etimesgut, Kayapēnar, Serdivan, 

¢ekmekºy, Pursaklar, Atakum, Gºlbaĸē, G¿zelbah­e, ¢erkezkºy and Arnavutkºy, 

which are districts of major metropolitan provinces, growth is somewhat expectable. 

But districts located in interior Anatolia, such as Kurĸunlu, Musediye, G¿­l¿konak, 

Yahĸihan, ķemdinli and Baĸ­iftlik is not expected to be in the list in the first look. 

Because, the major provinces are centres that attract population for jobs, educational 

facilities etc., and the smaller provinces on the other hand give population. In order to 

shed some light on the factors that resulted growth, telephone conversations has been 

done with officers in some of these districts. The results imply that every settlement has 

its own different dynamics. 

Kurĸunlu, a district of ¢ankērē have shown the second growth performance in 

terms of percentages, after Ķstanbul Baĸakĸehir. According to information obtained from 

the Governorate of the district, this is obviously caused by the location of two big 

factories in the district; one is on ceramics production (Sºĵ¿t Seramik) and the other on 

chrome enrichment. So, new people moved to the district for jobs (Kurĸunlu 

Governorate, 2013). 

Mesudiye, a district of Ordu have shown the fifth largest growth performance 

among 957 districts. The district also attracts attention with its very high rural 

population. According to information obtained from the Governorate of the district, the 

high rate of growth is owed to the return of people back to the district, who out-

migrated in the past to other cities, especially to Ķstanbul. Nearly 106 thousand people 

from Mesudiye lives in Ķstanbul. Most of them are retired now. These people built 

houses densely in the villages of Mesudiye. In summer time they live in these houses. 

Also, most of them are taking their registrations to Mesudiye, particularly to help Ordu 

become a Greater City Municipality (Mesudiye Governorate, 2013). 

Yahĸihan, a district of Kērēkkale experienced considerable growth from 2008 to 

2012. According to information obtained from the Governorate of the district, the high 

rate of growth depends on factors such as the proximity to Kērēkkale, the university 

located in the district (Kērēkkale University) and also cheaper rent prices compared to 
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Kērēkkale. In recent years, multi storey and high standard housing projects has boosted 

in Yahĸihan. This supply attracted both people of Kērēkkale and the university students 

and their families (in the form of óapart flatsô). The prices of housing is approximately 

20% cheaper in Yahĸihan, compared to Kērēkkale. And there is only a distance of 8 km 

between city centres. This distance gets quite lower when adjacent parts of the two 

settlements are considered. So, rapid growth was occurred according to these outlined 

factors (Yahĸihan Governorate, 2013). 

G¿­l¿konak, a district of ķērnak experienced considerable growth from 2008 to 

2012. According to information obtained from the Governorate of the district, the high 

rate of growth depends on births and increase in the registration of children to the 

ABPRS which have not previously registered exactly. Among the reasons of growth are 

also increase in the number of government officials such as teachers, polices and 

religious commissaries (G¿­l¿konak Governorate, 2013). 

Baĸ­iftlik, a district of Tokat experienced considerable growth from 2008 to 

2012. According to information obtained from the Governorate of the district, the high 

rate of growth depends on the process that people previously migrated to other cities 

start to turn back to Baĸ­iftlik. The district has a high altitude (1400m) and in summers 

the population rises. Especially the retired people turn back to Baĸ­iftlik, also they take 

their registration to prevent the closure of their towns (Baĸ­iftlik Governorate, 2013). 

ķemdinli, a district of Hakkari have shown a high growth performance in terms 

of percentages. This is caused by increasing rate of registration because of transition to 

ABPRS, high fertility, return of people previously migrated to Iraq and Iran, after the 

terror decreased in the region, and some registrations concerning local elections. In the 

last year, the directorate of population registered 2000 new births and 200 deaths in the 

districts (ķemdinli Governorate, 2013). 

Therefore, we cannot explain urban change with one single tendency or 

dynamic, there are local and regional differences. In order to capture diversifying 

patterns, the geographic distribution of the results of the analysis between 2008 and 

2012 will be shown. Before that, first 20 districts with respect to urban and rural 

population rise will be exhibited. 
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Table 10. Districts with Highest Growth of Urban Population in Turkey, 2008-2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) 

No Province District  
2008 Population 2012 Population 

2008-2012 Population 

Change (%) 

Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total 

1 Hakkari ķemdinli 13,081 39,698 52,779 21,048 46,125 67,173 60.9 16.2 27.3 

2 Erzincan ¢ayērlē 3,290 7,150 10,440 5,254 4,547 9,801 59.7 -36.4 -6.1 

3 Kērēkkale Yahĸihan 9,573 3,749 13,322 14,591 3,084 17,675 52.4 -17.7 32.7 

4 Tokat Baĸ­iftlik 2,755 2,855 5,610 4,195 2,910 7,105 52.3 1.9 26.6 

5 Ķstanbul Baĸakĸehir 205,860 1,682 207,542 311,095 5,081 316,176 51.1 202.1 52.3 

6 Ķstanbul Esenyurt 373,017  373,017 553,369  553,369 48.3  48.3 

7 Antalya Konyaaltē 86,835 5,291 92,126 125,849 5,664 131,513 44.9 7.0 42.8 

8 Edirne S¿loĵlu 3,003 4,485 7,488 4,334 4,049 8,383 44.3 -9.7 12.0 

9 Sivas Gºlova 1,531 1,813 3,344 2,197 1,448 3,645 43.5 -20.1 9.0 

10 Kayseri Talas 75,098 6,301 81,399 107,639 5,733 113,372 43.3 -9.0 39.3 

11 Sakarya Serdivan 67,549 8,053 75,602 93,448 7,800 101,248 38.3 -3.1 33.9 

12 Ordu Akkuĸ 5,155 27,023 32,178 7,073 24,033 31,106 37.2 -11.1 -3.3 

13 Diyarbakēr Kayapēnar 185,626 8,975 194,601 253,323 9,552 262,875 36.5 6.4 35.1 

14 Erzincan Tercan 5,289 13,357 18,646 7,203 11,410 18,613 36.2 -14.6 -0.2 

15 Ordu Ķkizce 5,231 13,883 19,114 7,106 13,226 20,332 35.8 -4.7 6.4 

16 Ankara Etimesgut 313,770  313,770 425,947  425,947 35.8  35.8 

17 Ordu Mesudiye 2,812 10,689 13,501 3,804 15,001 18,805 35.3 40.3 39.3 

18 Samsun Atakum 97,066 10,887 107,953 129,517 10,213 139,730 33.4 -6.2 29.4 

19 ¢ankērē ķabanºz¿ 4,380 4,770 9,150 5,837 4,350 10,187 33.3 -8.8 11.3 

20 Hakkari ķemdinli 13,081 39,698 52,779 21,048 46,125 67,173 60.9 16.2 27.3 

 

For the urban population, we can see the dominancy of non-metropolitan 

provinces in Table 10. Most of the districts came forward with rapid increase of urban 

population belong provinces such as Hakkari, Erzincan, Kērēkkale, Tokat, Edirne, Sivas, 

¢ankērē and so on. Therefore, we can think that, the urban population concentration of 

these districts is owed to the attraction of rural population from their surroundings.  

In Table 11, there are districts from different sizes. The very high rates of 

increase give the impression of some administrative changes. 
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Table 11. Districts with Highest Growth of Rural Population in Turkey, 2008-2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) 

No Province District  
2008 Population 2012 Population 

2008-2012 Population 

Change (%) 

Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total 

1 Erzurum Palandºken 150,282 356 150,638 160,162 2,000 162,162 6.6 461.8 7.7 

2 Ķstanbul Baĸakĸehir 205,860 1,682 207,542 311,095 5,081 316,176 51.1 202.1 52.3 

3 ¢ankērē Kurĸunlu 4,279 4,043 8,322 4,887 7,477 12,364 14.2 84.9 48.6 

4 Malatya Merkez 411,181 38,152 449,333 426,381 68,537 494,918 3.7 79.6 10.1 

5 Diyarbakēr Baĵlar 327,504 7,450 334,954 343,065 13,178 356,243 4.8 76.9 6.4 

6 Artvin Murgul 4,093 2,230 6,323 3,051 3,344 6,395 -25.5 50.0 1.1 

7 Ordu Mesudiye 2,812 10,689 13,501 3,804 15,001 18,805 35.3 40.3 39.3 

8 Ķzmir Aliaĵa 49,508 12,750 62,258 59,124 17,474 76,598 19.4 37.1 23.0 

9 Ķzmir G¿zelbah­e 20,978 1,160 22,138 26,900 1,569 28,469 28.2 35.3 28.6 

10 ķērnak G¿­l¿konak 3,518 6,307 9,825 4,590 8,479 13,069 30.5 34.4 33.0 

11 Kocaeli Ķzmit 287,970 18,545 306,515 302,960 24,475 327,435 5.2 32.0 6.8 

12 Tekirdaĵ ¢erkezkºy 67,617 79,622 147,239 84,234 104,478 188,712 24.6 31.2 28.2 

13 Ķstanbul Sarēyer 252,986 24,386 277,372 258,035 31,924 289,959 2.0 30.9 4.5 

14 ķanlēurfa Merkez 468,993 205,522 674,515 526,247 262,709 788,956 12.2 27.8 17.0 

15 Hakkari ¢ukurca 8,957 5,549 14,506 8,247 7,047 15,294 -7.9 27.0 5.4 

16 Batman Merkez 298,342 26,060 324,402 348,963 33,027 381,990 17.0 26.7 17.8 

17 Karab¿k Merkez 106,148 10,523 116,671 110,537 13,079 123,616 4.1 24.3 6.0 

18 Osmaniye Toprakkale 7,803 5,779 13,582 9,677 7,114 16,791 24.0 23.1 23.6 

19 Adana ¢ukurova 267,453 3,891 271,344 335,733 4,740 340,473 25.5 21.8 25.5 

20 Ankara Ayaĸ 9,554 3,948 13,502 8,295 4,792 13,087 -13.2 21.4 -3.1 

 

After showing districts experienced rapid population increase between 2008 and 

2012, we can indicate the opposite trend, districts with population loss. The next three 

tables will identify population loss in the total, urban and rural dimensions. 

The list of first 20 districts experienced highest rate of declining total population 

contains provinces mostly from interior regions of Turkey. We may mention a loss 

ranging between 20% and 40%. So, in the first look, population loss according to total 

population is seen as a phenomenon more related with interior regions of Turkey. This 

will be checked when the geographic distribution of loss is identified.  
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Table 12. Districts with Highest Rate of Decline of Total Pop. in Turkey, 2008-2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) 

No Province District  
2008 Population 2012 Population 

2008-2012 Population 

Change (%) 

Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total 

938 Yozgat ¢ayēralan 8,039 12,279 20,318 6,096 9,996 16,092 -24.2 -18.6 -20.8 

939 Elazēĵ Baskil 5,178 13,043 18,221 4,963 9,437 14,400 -4.2 -27.6 -21.0 

940 ¢ankērē Yapraklē 2,123 9,103 11,226 1,498 7,359 8,857 -29.4 -19.2 -21.1 

941 ¢orum Uĵurludaĵ 3,505 4,838 8,343 2,770 3,751 6,521 -21.0 -22.5 -21.8 

942 Kērēkkale Delice 2,881 8,842 11,723 2,306 6,795 9,101 -20.0 -23.2 -22.4 

943 Afyonkarahisar Kēzēlºren 2,201 1,159 3,360 1,610 997 2,607 -26.9 -14.0 -22.4 

944 Kērĸehir Ak­akent 1,129 4,719 5,848 969 3,564 4,533 -14.2 -24.5 -22.5 

945 Konya Derebucak 3,072 7,398 10,470 2,388 5,661 8,049 -22.3 -23.5 -23.1 

946 Ankara Haymana 9,922 30,615 40,537 8,970 22,088 31,058 -9.6 -27.9 -23.4 

947 Giresun ¢amoluk 2,238 5,584 7,822 1,762 4,220 5,982 -21.3 -24.4 -23.5 

948 ¢orum Ortakºy 3,415 7,310 10,725 2,320 5,770 8,090 -32.1 -21.1 -24.6 

949 Elazēĵ Maden 5,929 10,518 16,447 5,016 7,344 12,360 -15.4 -30.2 -24.8 

950 Kayseri ¥zvatan 3,686 1,681 5,367 2,790 1,190 3,980 -24.3 -29.2 -25.8 

951 Antalya Ķbradē 2,284 1,695 3,979 1,652 1,255 2,907 -27.7 -26.0 -26.9 

952 Kērēkkale Balēĸeyh 2,547 6,304 8,851 2,042 4,393 6,435 -19.8 -30.3 -27.3 

953 Kayseri Akkēĸla 2,781 6,347 9,128 1,882 4,739 6,621 -32.3 -25.3 -27.5 

954 Trabzon Hayrat 3,874 7,070 10,944 2,441 5,220 7,661 -37.0 -26.2 -30.0 

955 Ankara ¢amlēdere 4,589 5,273 9,862 2,764 3,975 6,739 -39.8 -24.6 -31.7 

956 Ankara Evren 2,980 1,533 4,513 1,885 1,126 3,011 -36.7 -26.5 -33.3 

957 Ankara Bala 12,345 16,894 29,239 7,542 9,855 17,397 -38.9 -41.7 -40.5 

 

There are four districts from Ankara in the list. Surprisingly, in the eastern part 

of Turkey, the region with lowest indicators of development, population loss processes 

do not emerge significantly. In the first 20 list, only Elazēĵ represents Eastern Anatolia 

region. The minority situation of eastern provinces in the list may be explained by the 

relatively higher birth rates in the region. Also, it has some connections with migration 

slowing down in the last 10 years. 

The provinces in Table 13 are those mostly take place in interior regions and 

Black Sea coast of Turkey. Trabzon, Giresun and Artvin are representatives of the 

Black Sea. Again we can mention a loss changing nearly between 20% and 40%.  
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Table 13. Districts with Highest Rate of Decline of Urban Pop. in Turkey, 2008-2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) 

No Province District  
2008 Population 2012 Population 

2008-2012 Population 

Change (%) 

Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total 

938 Bingºl Kiĵē 3,913 1,759 5,672 3,062 1,824 4,886 -21.7 3.7 -13.9 

939 Konya Derebucak 3,072 7,398 10,470 2,388 5,661 8,049 -22.3 -23.5 -23.1 

940 Trabzon ¢aykara 2,617 13,651 16,268 2000 11,220 13,220 -23.6 -17.8 -18.7 

941 Mersin ¢amlēyayla 3,335 7,223 10,558 2,537 6,239 8,776 -23.9 -13.6 -16.9 

942 Konya Ahērlē 1,091 4,785 5,876 829 4,038 4,867 -24.0 -15.6 -17.2 

943 Yozgat ¢ayēralan 8,039 12,279 20,318 6,096 9,996 16,092 -24.2 -18.6 -20.8 

944 Kayseri ¥zvatan 3,686 1,681 5,367 2,790 1,190 3,980 -24.3 -29.2 -25.8 

945 Trabzon Kºpr¿baĸē 2,492 3,407 5,899 1,884 3,041 4,925 -24.4 -10.7 -16.5 

946 Karaman Baĸyayla 2,857 2,230 5,087 2,159 2,049 4,208 -24.4 -8.1 -17.3 

947 Giresun ¢anak­ē 2,265 5,498 7,763 1,700 5,217 6,917 -24.9 -5.1 -10.9 

948 Erzurum Pazaryolu 1,992 3,289 5,281 1,493 2,830 4,323 -25.1 -14.0 -18.1 

949 Artvin Murgul 4,093 2,230 6,323 3,051 3,344 6,395 -25.5 50.0 1.1 

950 Afyonkarahisar Kēzēlºren 2,201 1,159 3,360 1,610 997 2,607 -26.9 -14.0 -22.4 

951 Antalya Ķbradē 2,284 1,695 3,979 1,652 1,255 2,907 -27.7 -26.0 -26.9 

952 ¢ankērē Yapraklē 2,123 9,103 11,226 1,498 7,359 8,857 -29.4 -19.2 -21.1 

953 ¢orum Ortakºy 3,415 7,310 10,725 2,320 5,770 8,090 -32.1 -21.1 -24.6 

954 Kayseri Akkēĸla 2,781 6,347 9,128 1,882 4,739 6,621 -32.3 -25.3 -27.5 

955 Ankara Evren 2,980 1,533 4,513 1,885 1,126 3,011 -36.7 -26.5 -33.3 

956 Trabzon Hayrat 3,874 7,070 10,944 2,441 5,220 7,661 -37.0 -26.2 -30.0 

957 Ankara Bala 12,345 16,894 29,239 7,542 9,855 17,397 -38.9 -41.7 -40.5 

 

Rural population loss ranges between 24% and 42%. According to Table 14 

showing first 20 districts experienced rural population loss between 2008 and 2012, we 

can say that such kind of loss is experienced dominantly in the interior part of Turkey. 

The existence of some provinces such as Giresun, G¿m¿ĸhane and Trabzon shows that 

this phenomena is also valid for the Black Sea region. 

 

Table 14. Districts with Highest Rate of Decline of Rural Pop. in Turkey, 2008-2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) 

No Province District  
2008 Population 2012 Population 

2008-2012 Population 

Change (%) 

Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total 

938 Giresun ¢amoluk 2,238 5,584 7,822 1,762 4,220 5,982 -21.3 -24.4 -23.5 

939 G¿m¿ĸhane ķiran 7,261 10,976 18,237 9,483 8,292 17,775 30.6 -24.5 -2.5 

940 Kērĸehir Ak­akent 1,129 4,719 5,848 969 3,564 4,533 -14.2 -24.5 -22.5 

941 Ankara ¢amlēdere 4,589 5,273 9,862 2,764 3,975 6,739 -39.8 -24.6 -31.7 

942 Antalya Akseki 3,203 12,625 15,828 3,637 9,485 13,122 13.5 -24.9 -17.1 

943 Malatya Darende 9,165 26,176 35,341 9,764 19,622 29,386 6.5 -25.0 -16.9 

944 Kayseri Akkēĸla 2,781 6,347 9,128 1,882 4,739 6,621 -32.3 -25.3 -27.5 

(cont. on next page) 
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Table 14 (cont.) 

945 Kayseri Melikgazi 430,421 4,559 434,980 505,924 3,385 509,309 17.5 -25.8 17.1 

946 Trabzon S¿rmene 13,670 15,521 29,191 15,445 11,500 26,945 13.0 -25.9 -7.7 

947 Antalya Ķbradē 2,284 1,695 3,979 1,652 1,255 2,907 -27.7 -26.0 -26.9 

948 Trabzon Hayrat 3,874 7,070 10,944 2,441 5,220 7,661 -37.0 -26.2 -30.0 

949 Ankara Evren 2,980 1,533 4,513 1,885 1,126 3,011 -36.7 -26.5 -33.3 

950 Elazēĵ Baskil 5,178 13,043 18,221 4,963 9,437 14,400 -4.2 -27.6 -21.0 

951 Ankara Haymana 9,922 30,615 40,537 8,970 22,088 31,058 -9.6 -27.9 -23.4 

952 Kayseri ¥zvatan 3,686 1,681 5,367 2,790 1,190 3,980 -24.3 -29.2 -25.8 

953 Elazēĵ Maden 5,929 10,518 16,447 5,016 7,344 12,360 -15.4 -30.2 -24.8 

954 Kērēkkale Balēĸeyh 2,547 6,304 8,851 2,042 4,393 6,435 -19.8 -30.3 -27.3 

955 Elazēĵ Keban 5,005 2,576 7,581 4,860 1,719 6,579 -2.9 -33.3 -13.2 

956 Erzincan ¢ayērlē 3,290 7,150 10,440 5,254 4,547 9,801 59.7 -36.4 -6.1 

957 Ankara Bala 12,345 16,894 29,239 7,542 9,855 17,397 -38.9 -41.7 -40.5 

 

To sum up, investigation of first 20 districts in tables of population growth and 

decline gives some ideas about urban change dynamics. These dynamics, which will be 

continued to be checked in the following parts can be summarised in a few remarks.  

On the increasing side, population increase seems as a matter of metropolitan 

provinces. Metropolitan provinces are urban centres of their region so their districts 

attract population. Ankara seems to be the leader among these. On the other hand, 

districts of some non-metropolitan provinces from different regions (such as ¢ankērē, 

Hakkari, Ordu, ķērnak and Tokat) show superior growth characteristics due to several 

reasons. The information obtained about underlying reasons of these growing districts 

show diversification. Movement of people to districts due to new job opportunities, 

getting through retirement, existence of university, cheap and high standard housing is 

experienced. Also high regional fertility rates and increasing registrations according to 

ABPRS are among factors. Therefore, we can mention a mix of provinces from all 

regions of Turkey among growing districts. But most of them belong to metropolitan 

cities of the region. Local differences have great importance on determining growth or 

decline. 

On the decreasing side, in contrast, there is the dominancy of districts located on 

the interior parts of Turkey. Some provinces in the Black Sea region also accompany 

these interior districts. In the eastern part of Turkey, where emerge with lowest 

indicators of development, population loss processes do not emerge significantly.  
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After this quick and informative look on the tables of 20 districts, the complete 

geographic distribution of districts will be exhibited. This will help to check the 

explanations stated above. Also it will bring the opportunity for a wider evaluation. 

Figure 21, 22 and 23 shows how and in which degree population has changed 

among districts of Turkey. Before going through the maps, we can see some cumulative 

information for the period 2008-2012 in Table 15. In this period, 383 districts gained 

population despite 574 lost population according to total population. When we consider 

urban population, 584 had rising population in contrast with 373 declining population. 

Lastly, for the rural population, 166 experienced increase on the other side 744, nearly 

five times experienced population loss.  

 

Table 15. Some Information about Districts with Rising and Declining Population 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) (* ) 47 districts without rural pop. excluded 

Type of 

Population 

Districts with 

Rising Pop. 

Mean Rate of 

Increase (%) 

Districts with 

Declining Pop. 

Mean Rate of 

Decrease (%) 

Total Pop. 383 8,2 574 -7,6 

Urban Pop. 584 9,8 373 -8,7 

Rural Pop. 

(* ) 
166 13,7 744 -9,8 

 

 

 

Figure 19. Number of Districts Experience Population Rise and Decline 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) 

 

According to Table 15 and Figure 19, there are more districts lost population 

with respect to total and rural population. When we consider rural population, the gap 
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between numbers of districts with rising and declining population extremely opens. For 

urban population, on the other hand, the number of districts that lost population is lower 

than the number of districts that faced population gains.  

When we examine the rates of increases and decreases of these groups, we can 

say that, on the average, the rate of increase exceeds the rate of decreases. With respect 

to total population, districts in Turkey experienced a fall of 7,6% and a rise of 8,2%. So, 

the severity of rise is slightly higher than the severity of loss. It is important to note that, 

because these are average percentages, it does not necessarily mean that the rise of 

population involved more people than fall. The average percentages of rise is 9,8% for 

urban and 13,7 percent for rural population, which are -8,7% and -9,8% for population 

loss consecutively.  

 

 

Figure 20. Rate of Population Increase and Decrease for Districts 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) 

 

With respect to population involved, we know that from 2008 to 2012 (Table 6) 

total population reached to 75.627.384 which was 71.517.100 earlier, urban population 

reached to 58.448.431 from 53.611.723 and rural population decreased to 17.178.953 

from 17.905.377. This means 4.110.284 people increase in total population sourced by 

4.836.708 people rise of urban population and 726.424 people fall in rural population. 

Now, Figure 21, 22 and 23 exhibit how and in which degree population has 

changed among districts of Turkey. 

According to Figure 21, we can say that most of the province centres 

experienced increasing population. Population increase has concentrated apparently on 
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the coast of Aegean Sea, Mediterranean Sea and Marmara Sea, and around some south 

eastern provinces such as Gaziantep, ķanlēurfa, Mardin and ķērnak. 

When we examine change in the form of urban and rural population, the findings 

become clearer. With respect to urban population, in Figure 22, it is seen that the 

dominant tendency is in the direction of increase. There is the redundancy of urban 

population loss in a limited interior region. As stated earlier, number of districts having 

increase is more than population losses in urban population. 
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Figure 21. Population Change in Districts of Turkey, 2008-2012, According to Total Population 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) 7
5 
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Figure 22. Population Change in Districts of Turkey, 2008-2012, According to Urban Population 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) 7
6 
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Figure 23. Population Change in Districts of Turkey, 2008-2012, According to Rural Population 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012)  7
7 
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The picture which is according to rural population (Figure 23) is highly apparent 

and characteristic. There is a huge cluster of districts experienced heavy rural 

population loss in the interior part of Turkey, which are indicated by dark grey. This 

cluster encloses many districts belonging different provinces. In east, it begins with 

districts of Bingºl, Elazēĵ, Malatya. It goes through expansively by including many 

districts of Sivas, Yozgat, Kayseri, ¢orum, ¢ankērē, Kērēkkale, Kērĸehir, Ankara and 

Konya.  

A second belt can be defined in the Black Sea coast. Most of the districts in the 

Black Sea Region experience rural population loss in either heavy or moderate level.  

In fact, rural population loss is not limited with the cluster and belt defined 

above. Around them, same tendency goes on consistently, except few coastal 

settlements beside Aegean Sea, some districts of Ķstanbul, Kocaeli, Yalova and Bursa, 

and some south-eastern provinces namely ķanlēurfa, Diyarbakēr, Mardin, ķērnak, 

Hakkari and Van. 

Before going through some explanations about the findings indicated up to now, 

we need to turn to a similar but at the same time different method used by Tekeli (2005) 

in a study dealing with capturing how population distribution has changed over time. 

The essence of this method is, as referred in the previous chapters, instead of calculating 

percentage change of a settlement internally, considering the share that the settlement 

occupies and how it did change over time. So, population of a settlement may increase 

in terms of absolute value over time, but if its percentage in the country population does 

not alter, it means that it is a stable city. If the share of population increases, it is the 

indicator of a growing city. Tekeli called this measure as ñredistribution indexò and 

produced contoured maps in the province level. The differences between contours of the 

different periods gave the process of change. 

In 1980, the heights of Ķstanbul and Ankara increase. The southern coast 

between Adana and Antalya continue expanding. Zonguldak and Samsun emerge as two 

local centres in Black Sea coast. After 1980, as seen in Figure 24, Ķstanbul continues 

steepening, Ankara keeps the same height. Ķzmir and the southern coast (Adana-

Antalya) increase their heights. Zonguldak and Samsun centres start to disappear. 

Diyarbakēr emerges as a new local centre. In the period 1935-2000, Ķstanbul has always 

been the modal centre in Turkey. The movement of population is towards west and 

southwest directions (Tekeli, 2005). 
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Figure 24. (-1) Moment Contours of Population Distribution of Turkey, 2000 

(Source: Tekeli, 2005, p. 99) 

 

Similarly, what are the outcomes if we use population shares in the district level 

for the period 2008 and 2012? The result of the analysis is shown in Figure 25. 

The analysis depends on the subtraction of the share of each district in 2012 and 

2008. Then districts are clustered according to the calculated differences of shares using 

K-means statistics on SPSS. The ten clusters produced are seen on the map. The grey 

districts are those experienced decline with respect to share in population. Conversely, 

the scale from yellow and green indicates growing districts. The results are consistent 

with previous analysis based on percentage change. 

On the map, the growth centres are surrounded by districts which are declining. 

This makes growth centres apparent. The growth centre is often the provincial centre. 

Antalya, ķanlēurfa, Gaziantep, Diyarbakēr, Konya, Ankara, Bursa, Ķstanbul, Kayseri, 

Ķzmir, Eskiĸehir, Tekirdaĵ, Sakarya emerge as main growth centres in Turkey.  
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Figure 25. Classification of Districts According to Change in the Share in Total Population of Turkey, 2008-2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012)  

8
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So, the extensive research up to now shows that, in spite of the growth of 

provincial centres, most of the districts reveal characteristics of decline. Highest rate of 

declining total population mostly experienced by districts of provinces located in 

interior regions and Black Sea coast of Turkey. Significant processes of population loss 

did not emerge in the eastern part of Turkey, where reveal lowest indicators of 

development. Rural population loss is the most dominant process in Turkey. It is spread 

out all over the country and therefore it should not be considered as a regional 

phenomena. This dramatic form of change needs to be understood well and considered 

in national policy making. 

What would be the underlying reasons of findings stated up to know? Although 

this question deserves further studies based on considerable statistical analysis of 

different demographic and economic indicators, some general explanations are possible. 

The eastern and south-eastern regions seem to be least affected from population loss in 

different levels. We know that eastern and south-eastern part of Turkey has highest rate 

of natural population increase. Figure 26 supports this statement.  

 

 

Figure 26. Average Number of Live Born Children per Woman, 2011 

(Source: TurkStat, 2013, p. 213) 

 

As a result of higher fertility rates, these provinces have also younger population 

(Figure 27). It is remarkable that regions emerge with population loss, such as interior 

regions and Black Sea coast exhibit lower fertility rates and older population. 
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Figure 27. Median Age in Provinces of Turkey, 2011 

(Source: TurkStat, 2013, p. 7) 

 

Also, despite their high rates of fertility, these south-eastern provinces were 

experienced rapid out-migration in the past. Recent statistics show that the speed of 

migration slowed down after 2000s. The high out-migration of Van observed in Figure 

28 is due to the earthquake happened in 23
rd

 October 2011. 

 

 

Figure 28. Provincial Out-Migration, 2011 (.000) 

(Source: TurkStat, 2013, p. 47) 

 

Such kind of urban change, in the form of rural population loss definitely has 

some connections with economical structure of regions and country. Naturally, residents 

of rural places live on agriculture. If population loss exists, it means people leave and do 
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not make agriculture. So, population loss is inversely related with attractiveness of 

agricultural activity for households. As an indicator, if we may have a look at the share 

of agriculture in economy for regions. In Table 16, regions are arranged in descending 

order according to share of agriculture in gross value added (GVA). 

 

Table 16. Sectoral Share of GVA by Level 2 Regions, 2010 

(Source: TurkStat GVA Statistics) 

No Regions (Level 2) Agriculture  Industry  Services 

1 Aĵrē, Kars, Iĵdēr, Ardahan 26.6 12.6 60.8 

2 ķanlēurfa, Diyarbakēr 25.3 17.5 57.2 

3 
Kērēkkale, Aksaray, Niĵde, Nevĸehir, 

Kērĸehir 
23.8 21.2 55.0 

4 Van, Muĸ, Bitlis, Hakkari 23.1 14.7 62.3 

5 Kastamonu, ¢ankērē, Sinop 22.6 20.4 57.1 

6 Balēkesir, ¢anakkale 22.0 20.9 57.1 

7 Samsun, Tokat, ¢orum, Amasya 19.9 21.4 58.6 

8 Manisa, Afyon, K¿tahya, Uĸak 19.9 34.3 45.8 

9 Konya, Karaman 19.4 22.8 57.8 

10 Antalya, Isparta, Burdur 18.7 12.7 68.6 

11 Mardin, Batman, ķērnak, Siirt 18.1 28.6 53.4 

12 Erzurum, Erzincan, Bayburt 17.9 18.3 63.8 

13 Aydēn, Denizli, Muĵla 16.7 21.3 62.0 

14 Adana, Mersin 15.9 20.9 63.2 

15 Hatay, Kahramanmaraĸ, Osmaniye 15.6 27.6 56.8 

16 Kayseri, Sivas, Yozgat 14.9 29.0 56.1 

17 Malatya, Elazēĵ, Bingºl, Tunceli 13.3 21.5 65.2 

18 
Trabzon, Ordu, Giresun, Rize, Artvin, 

G¿m¿ĸhane 
13.2 22.1 64.6 

19 Gaziantep, Adēyaman, Kilis  11.9 29.8 58.3 

20 Tekirdaĵ, Edirne, Kērklareli 11.1 37.0 51.9 

21 T¿rkiye 9.5 26.4 64.1 

22 Kocaeli, Sakarya, D¿zce, Bolu, Yalova 7.1 36.1 56.8 

23 Ķzmir 5.9 25.8 68.4 

24 Zonguldak, Karab¿k, Bartēn 5.8 38.3 55.8 

25 Bursa, Eskiĸehir, Bilecik 5.7 39.8 54.4 

26 Ankara 2.9 24.6 72.4 

27 Ķstanbul 0.2 26.3 73.5 

 

Regions experienced rural population decline and regions with economy based 

on agriculture in a relatively higher degree show consistency. Of course, these two 

relations cannot be explained by giving reference to few factors. This subject is 

multidimensional, and influenced by many different factors. This will be more widely 

discussed while explaining Ķzmir case study. 
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5.2.2. Historical Population Change: 1950-2010 

 

The analysis so far reflected recent population change. Because urban change is 

a process that differentiates over time in terms of characteristics, analysing the subject 

with a historical perspective will be useful for a better understanding. In this part, 

population of districts is investigated in the form of decades in order to capture urban 

change dynamics historically. The analysis performed covers the period 1950-2010. 

This means an investigation of 6 decades: 1950-1960, 1960-1970, 1970-1980, 1980-

1990, 1990-2000 and 2000-2010. It is checked whether each district lost population or 

not, as Beauregard (2009) did in his work, which is mentioned in details previously. 

Figure 29 shows the number of districts that experienced population loss in each 

decade between 1950 and 2000. Despite the consistent rise of population in the national 

level, analysis on the districts show that the number of districts losing population is 

consistently increasing in Turkey. From 1960 to 2010, in each decade the number of 

districts that possessed declining population is consistently increased. 

 

 

Figure 29. Number of Districts Experienced Total Pop. Loss in Turkey, 1950-2010 

(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 

 

As stated before, the number of districts had ascended by time in Turkey due to 

several reasons. Therefore, we may think that the rising number of districts losing 

population is somewhat can be affected by the increase in the total number of districts. 

However, when we consider percentages, that is to say, the proportion of the number of 
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districts losing population to the total number of districts in each decade, the situation 

does not change (Figure 30).  

 

 

Figure 30. Percentage of Districts Experienced Total Pop. Loss in Turkey, 1950-2010 

(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 

 

Therefore, we can say that population loss is the dominant characteristic of 

districts in Turkey, and this characteristic is getting stronger from past to today. These 

explanations are brought by examining total population of districts. Does it make a 

difference if we study the subject with respect to urban population and rural population? 

Figure 31 and Figure 32 decompose population loss into urban and rural. The 

general tendency of increasing incidence of population loss among districts between 

1950 and 2010 is still valid when we take urban and rural population into consideration. 

In 2000-2010 decade, 526 districts experienced urban population loss, and 776 rural 

population loss. These numbers were 51 and 180 in the decade of 1970-1980. We can 

say that population loss is evidently valid for both urban and rural population, however, 

for the rural population case it is much more steady and striking. These findings are 

consisting with the previous statements regarding 2008-2012 period. 

In the last decade, the number of districts that lost urban population reveals a 

sharp increase, nearly 4 times of the previous period. Other than experiencing 

population loss due to migration or deaths, the incidence of population loss is in some 

amount affected by two subjects. The first one is some administrative changes. The 

second one is the shift from census to address based system. 
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Figure 31. Number of Districts Lost Urban Population in Turkey, 1950-2010 

 (Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 

 

 

Figure 32. Number of Districts Lost Rural Population in Turkey, 1950-2010 

 (Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 
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resulted losses in the same amount of districts, the picture still stays dramatic. To 
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Yenipazar, Buharkent and Karpuzlu lost urban population. In Ankara we can list 

Altēndaĵ, ¢amlēdere, G¿d¿l, Haymana, Kalecik, Nallēhan and ķerefliko­hisar. 

Other than the administrative regulation, the shift in the system have also 

affected statistics because a practise we may call ópseudo recordingô cases weakened 

with the launch of the address based system since 2007. It is known that pseudo 

recording of citizens are sometimes preferred by municipalities to obtain increasing 

amount of budget from the central government in Turkey. Because some amount of 

budget support is calculated according to population of that settlement. Besides, in 

tourism centres there are huge variances of population between summer and winter 

times. These municipalities sometimes had chosen this way to balance this situation. So, 

this phenomenon had probably some affect in numbers in the direction of increase. This 

is a matter of data accuracy and it is not possible to calculate the effect exactly. Even we 

consider these two subjects affected results in some degree, the findings are still 

consistent and striking. 

For the rural population, as seen in Figure 32, increase in the number of districts 

losing population is more decisive. Also, compared to Figure 30, the number of districts 

in each decade is more than the number of districts experiencing population loss in 

terms of total population in the same decade. Therefore, this empowers the statement 

that rural population loss is a more dominant characteristic when we examine districts 

of Turkey.  

These observations can be followed from the Figure 33, where total, urban and 

rural population loss data brought together. The three lines show nearly the same pattern 

but in all decades rural population values are higher than the two. And after 1990s, there 

is a greater gap between the rural population and total population.  

These findings regarding population loss fits with the results of the analysis of 

2008-2012 period. To remember, we have found that the metropolitan centre districts 

gain urban population, however, there is a great dominancy of population loss in the 

district level. These dynamics also show some differences in geographic distribution. 

We can say that rural population loss forces nearly all districts except some located on 

the coasts of Aegean Sea, Mediterranean Sea and Marmara Sea. Also the provinces 

located in the south-eastern part of country seem relatively less affected owing to their 

high rates of fertility and younger population. 
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Figure 33. Number of Districts Lost Pop. According to Total, Urban and Rural Pop. in 

Turkey, 1950-2010 (Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 

 

As noted earlier, rural population is decreasing in the world. But there is the 

question why rural population loss is so effective in Turkey, especially after 1990s can 

be identified by giving reference to planning and economics context. The national 

policies of the last two decades regarding agriculture and agricultural production had 

affected the rural life in Turkey. In the new situation, it had been difficult to survive for 

the people in the rural, and they are pushed to the cities. Now, we will briefly review the 

relations between observed courses and national policies in Turkey. 

Ministry of Development, formerly State Planning Organization, states that 

inequalities in development between urban and rural areas still continue to exist as a 

result of modernization efforts, industrialization and socio-economic transformation in 

the social and economic development process of Turkey to date. In this process, rural 

areas failed to catch up with the rapid development of the urban. Two of the basic 

reasons are the structural transformation of Turkish economy in favour of industry and 

service sectors and the migration between regions and from the rural areas to urban 

(SPO, 2006). 

In this context, the most important developments to date are the urbanization 

process, which emerged with the mechanization process in agriculture in the 1950s and 

gained a new energy with the liberalization of economic policies by the implementation 

of the Market Reform Program in the 1980s resulting in the dissolution of the rural 

population, and the structural change and proportional diminution of the agricultural 

sectorôs contribution to the national economy after 1980 (SPO, 2006). 
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In the 1950s, 75% of the population inhabited in villages, this rate fallen down to 

56% in 1980 and to 35% in 2000. However, for year 2000, despite such a rapid change 

in the population structure, 23.7 million people constituting a large portion of the 

country population still inhabit in the settlements having village status. In the period 

1995-2000, although the speed of migration from villages to cities slowed down 

compared to the period 1980-1990, it was observed that individuals in the working age 

group preserved their tendency to leave villages. Impact of migration on the economic 

and social structure of rural areas varies significantly between regions. In the late of 

1990s, while the villages which are located in Marmara Region, the Province of Ankara, 

and provinces on the coasts of Aegean and Mediterranean seas in some extent gained 

migration, on the other hand the villages in the rest of the country experienced out 

migration (SPO, 2006). 

Most of the people living in the rural earn their livings by agriculture. Therefore, 

the changes in agricultural sector have enormous affect in these peopleôs decisions of 

relocation. Keleĸ (2004) proposes some pull factors that resulted decline of agriculture 

and thereby rural areas. In Turkey, the conditions of people in agriculture have shown 

great changes, especially since 1950s. These changes had been affective in pushing 

rural people out of agriculture. The apparent characteristics of agriculture have been low 

fertility, scarcity of agricultural income, uneven distribution of land and income, and 

mechanisation. Either in regions shifted to phase of capitalist production, or in regions 

still having semi-feudal characteristics, the detachment of rural people from agriculture 

is accelerated owing to some reasons (Keleĸ, 2004). 

First of all, although majority of population earn their lives on agriculture, this 

majority makes the part of the national income which is quite small, and also 

increasingly getting smaller by time. People working in agriculture are 50% of active 

population and they make 16% of national income. The portion of agricultural section 

in national income was %55,4 in 1960. This is the ultimate reason which necessitates 

the movement of population from agriculture to non-agriculture parts (Keleĸ, 2004). 

It is important to note that, the low level of fertility not only resulted from 

weather conditions or lack of technology, but also from the situation that land has 

broken in a degree of not enabling efficient level of production. Besides, rate of 

villagers without land had not been so few in Turkey. Area of agricultural land per 

household engaged in agricultural activity is too small to become sufficient for living. 

Also, the land got the form of piecemeal excessively. This is owed to the inheritance 
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system of Turkey and prevents the establishment of enterprises with rational size 

(Keleĸ, 2004).  

The places obtaining agricultural density are also the places that have the lowest 

level of urbanization and have high rates of out-migration. Also, natural population 

increase is higher in agricultural communities than urban places. Therefore we can say 

that, urban population increase is mostly caused by the population separated from 

agriculture (Keleĸ, 2004). 

Tekeli (2013) signs out the abundance of explanations of urbanization in Turkey 

with reference to mechanization, and argues that it is not possible to understand 

urbanisation solely considering mechanization in agriculture. Such explanations 

highlights urbanization of Turkey is based on rural push instead of the pull of urban. 

However, they are insufficient to clarify the complex process of transformation 

experienced in rural Turkey. If it was possible to calculate migration as a coefficient of 

number of tractors entered in villages, migration experienced at the end of 1970s should 

have been much greater in amount. The problem can only be understood by considering 

transformation of social structure and forms of ownership in rural areas (Tekeli, 2013). 

In 1948, small producers producing for local market were widespread. The sizes 

of enterprises were not differentiated. Besides small producers, there were farmers using 

grabbers and making self-production for existence. The huge agricultural enterprises 

were little in number. After 1948, two factors affected transformation of agricultural 

structure. On one hand the shift from man and animal power to machine power is 

experienced. On the other, passage from local market to country market took place. 

These two factors and the integration of country market as a whole had been fed by the 

parallel development of national transportation roads. Each village had the opportunity 

to reach national market by the channels of distribution and communication. In 

conclusion, these mechanisms have resulted polarisation of land ownership in rural 

Turkey, and new business relations that ended formation of larger enterprises revolving 

tractor possession accelerated disengagement from land and increased migration 

(Tekeli, 2013). 

A case study conducted in Dalama, a sub-district of Aydēn is a field example of 

how rural areas increasingly lost blood after 1980s. Decreasing government support and 

subsidy on agricultural production, privatisation of major industrial institutions 

processing agricultural products and launch of new laws enabling easier use of land for 

purposes such as housing, commercial or industrial development, resulted in decreasing 
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level of agricultural production, economic difficulty of farmers and generally more 

difficult living conditions in the rural areas of Turkey (Yºr¿r, 2008). The implications 

of national liberal policies on rural settlements can be summarised as: 

 

¶ Not turning towards agricultural production, 

¶ Increasing rate of land sales, 

¶ Diversification of agricultural products as a pursuit by farmers, 

¶ New products that necessitate less labor force, 

¶ Dominance of renting instead of owning as a form of land tenancy, 

¶ Young people leaving the rural and the older resisting moving (Yºr¿r, 2008). 

 

Keyder and Yenal (2013) states that the structural transformations experienced 

in the economy of Turkey in the post-1980 period resulted considerable changes in the 

conditions of living, working and producing in rural regions of Turkey. Rural 

population who make a living singly on agriculture dropped off. In terms of diversity in 

sources of income, rural population reveal conditions that are increasingly 

corresponding with urban forms. Moreover, the income of the producers is no more 

purely dependent on government support policies. This is caused by some consequences 

of global restructuring processes on agriculture and food sectors. In this new situation, 

other than the price support of agricultural products, different policies aiming to 

strengthen the welfare of the rural population should be adopted (Keyder and Yenal, 

2013). 

The relation between globalization and rural/agricultural issues necessitates 

emphasis on two important points. Firstly, in the context of economic structure, 

international corporations increasing role in regulating global money and commodity 

flows also occurred in agriculture. This resulted a stronger connection between 

national/regional/local agriculture and global agriculture/industry complex. In parallel, 

the price assignation in the national base had been more sophisticated due to the 

introduction of production ways preferred by global food companies such as ñcontracted 

farmingò. Secondly, advancements in communication and information decreased the 

importance of time and space and these developments also affected rural areas. The gap 

between urban and rural is diminished. The rural started to be a more liveable place. 

Therefore, small towns and villages conserved their vividness as units of settlement, 
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tendency of migration to big cities weakened, economic activities and income 

generation ways in villages diversified. In this new picture, revenues of rural population 

are less dependent on agricultural goods and prices. These observations regarding rural 

transformation in Turkey verified by some studies focused on different parts of Turkey 

(Keyder and Yenal, 2013). 

After reviewing discussions about main reasons and consequences of rural 

population loss in Turkey, the analysis will concentrate on how severity of population 

loss is differentiated. The analysis up to now considered the prevalence of the 

population loss, which is the number of times a city experienced a decade's population 

loss. However, the severity of the loss, which is the number of individuals involved, can 

bring another dimension to the subject (Beauregard, 2009). The below table shows the 

number and percentage of people involved in the population loss. 

 

Table 17. Number and Percentage of People Involved in Population Loss, 1950-2010 

(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 

Decade Total Loss Average Number of 

People per 

Incidence 

Average percentage 

of Loss per 

Incidence 

Incidence 

1950-1960 1.208.765 10.603 18,99% 114 

1960-1970 108.949 2.223 7,03% 49 

1970-1980 296.391 2.744 7,51% 108 

1980-1990 3.689.043 13.513 18,22% 273 

1990-2000 2.918.902 7.484 14,95% 390 

2000-2010 7.916.095 12.197 24,37% 649 

 

According to the table, in the last decade, the number of people involved in 

population loss is the greatest. There is not a stable increase or decrease between the 

losses in different decades, as was in the pattern of incidence. One common pattern is 

that, in both figures the first three decadesô losses are smaller than the last three 

decadesô. 

Below, the 1950-2010 period is examined in two sub periods, 1950-1980 and 

1980-2010 in order to capture the differences between the two. 
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Figure 34. Districts Lost Population in Turkey in Periods of 1950-1980 and 1980-2000 

(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 

 

Figure 34 shows the difference in the number of districts losing population 

between the period 1950-1980 and 1980-2010. For all three population data, that is 

total, urban and rural, the number of districts in the second half is far more above the 

districts in the first half. Also, as in the previous analysis, in both periods, population 

loss in rural population higher than the other two. 

Up to now, we analysed incidence and severity of population loss of the districts 

of Turkey in the period 1950-2010, in terms of total population, urban population and 

rural population. One another characteristic of population loss is its persistence 

(Beauregard, 2009) that is the extent to which a district continued to lose residents from 

one decade to the next. Despite prevalence captures the frequency of population loss 

among the cities, persistence measures its endurance. 

Figure 35 shows the distribution of districts according to the number of loss 

between 1950 and 2010. 
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Figure 35. Distribution of Districts According to the Number of Population Losses, 

1950-2010 (Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 

 

Most of the districts lost population in one and two decades, they are nearly 

equal. Population loss in three decades, four decades and five decades follow them. 

There are five districts that lost population in all six decades. These are Kēzēlcahamam 

(Ankara), Ķli­ (Erzincan), Kemaliye (Erzincan), Daday (Kastamonu) and Boyabat 

(Sinop). Table 18 exhibits some major information about population, urbanization and 

development level of these districts. 

 

Table 18. Districts with Six Times of Population Loss in Six Decades. 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2010 and DPT, 2004) 

Indicator  Kēzēlcahamam Ķli­ Kemaliye Daday Boyabat 

Total Pop. (2010) 25.203 6.349 5.191 9.738 43.289 

Urban Pop. (2010) 16.726 2.503 2.198 3.214 25.952 

Rural Pop. (2010) 8.477 3.846 2.993 6.524 17.337 

Rate of Urbanization 0,66 0,42 0,42 0,33 0,60 

Degree of socio-

economic development 
3 4 3 4 3 

Socio-economic 

development index 
0,20565 

-

0,56722 
-0,10750 -0,44347 0,07266 

Order of development 

among 872 districts 
249 635 378 562 296 

 

There are 27 districts that lost population in five over six decades. The list 

contains three districts from Sivas, two districts from Balēkesir, Bolu, Kastamonu and 

Sinop, and one district from Ankara, Afyon, Bilecik, Burdur, ¢ankērē, ¢orum, Edirne, 
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Elazēĵ, Kars, Kayseri, Kērklareli, Malatya, Rize, Tunceli, Ardahan and Karab¿k. These 

are listed with some related information in Table 19. 

 

Table 19. Districts with Five Times of Population Loss in Six Decades. 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2010 and DPT, 2004) 

No Province District  

Total 

Pop. 

(2010) 

Urban 

Pop. 

(2010) 

Rural 

Pop. 

(2010) 

Rate of 

Urbani

zation 

Deg. of 

soc.-ec. 

develo

pment 

Socio-ec. 

develop

ment 

index 

Rank 

(Over 

872) 

1 Afyon Emirdaĵ 42.111 19.991 22.120 0,47 3 -0,12461 390 

2 Ankara Kalecik 14.517 9.450 5.067 0,65 3 -0,20465 435 

3 Balēkesir Balya 15.085 1.902 13.183 0,13 5 -0,68318 701 

4 Balēkesir Manyas 22.277 6.501 15.776 0,29 3 -0,24757 465 

5 Bilecik Pazaryeri 11.580 6.818 4.762 0,59 3 0,20538 251 

6 Bolu Gºyn¿k 16.213 3.998 12.125 0,25 4 -0,38182 532 

7 Bolu Seben 6.106 2.711 3.395 0,44 3 -0,16630 409 

8 Burdur Tefenni 10.139 4.656 5.483 0,46 3 -0,13255 396 

9 ¢ankērē ķabanºz¿ 10.416 5.253 5.163 0,50 3 0,11004 285 

10 ¢orum Mecitºz¿ 18.446 5.200 13.246 0,28 5 -0,68249 699 

11 Edirne Lalapaĸa 7.523 1.347 6.176 0,18 3 -0,26206 472 

12 El©zēĵ Keban 6.915 4.857 2.058 0,70 3 0,01661 323 

13 Kars Susuz 12.452 2.448 10.004 0,20 6 -1,00333 799 

14 Kastamonu Ara­ 20.002 5.860 14.142 0,29 4 -0,47076 582 

15 Kastamonu Bozkurt 8.945 5.074 3.871 0,57 3 -0,00144 328 

16 Kayseri Pēnarbaĸē 28.983 11.253 17.730 0,39 4 -0,44455 564 

17 Kērklareli Kof­az 2.798 672 2.126 0,24 3 -0,24096 460 

18 Malatya Arapkir 11.054 6.152 4.902 0,56 3 -0,20747 437 

19 Rize Ķkizdere 5.759 1.708 4.051 0,30 4 -0,55848 631 

20 Sinop Ayancēk 22.743 12.346 10.397 0,54 3 -0,23062 453 

21 Sinop Gerze 20.938 11.702 9.236 0,56 3 -0,18990 423 

22 Sivas Divriĵi 16.504 10.769 5.735 0,65 3 0,22603 246 

23 Sivas Hafik 9.113 2.943 6.170 0,32 5 -0,76926 740 

24 Sivas Zara 23.095 11.758 11.337 0,51 4 -0,44251 561 

25 Tunceli ¢emiĸkezek 7.700 2.687 5.013 0,35 4 -0,36460 518 

26 Ardahan Posof 8.463 1.918 6.545 0,23 5 -0,67821 697 

27 Karab¿k Ovacēk 3.321 755 2.566 0,23 6 -0,85157 767 

 

Tables 18 and 19 show that the districts have varying population between 43.000 

and 2.000. The socioeconomic level varies between third degree and sixth degree. The 

districts which are in the first two groups are above the Turkey average (DPT, 2004), so 

we can say that all districts with 5 and 6 times population loss are socio-economically 

below the average level in Turkey. Districts lost population in all 6 decades take place 

in the third and fourth degree of development group and none of them appear in the 

least developed group such as sixth or fifth.  
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With respect to rate of urbanization, all districts in Table 18 and 19 have a value 

below the Turkey average, which was 75, 5% in 2010. Therefore we can say that these 

places are rural dominant in character. As argued earlier, rural settlements are more 

open to population loss triggered by social and economic structure and policies in 

Turkey. 

Figure 36, 37 and 38 below demonstrates the geographic distribution districts 

depending on how many times they experienced population loss, with respect to total, 

urban and rural population. 

We can say that the districts with population loss mostly clustered to interior 

regions and to the northern part of Turkey. 

With respect to total population, Figure 36 reveals that high number of 

population loss is widespread to Eastern Black Sea and Middle Anatolia. It is clear that 

population loss is more common in the north and north-east of country than the other 

regions. The first significant zone of population loss that has dark colour on the map 

starts with Kars, Ardahan and Artvin on the north-east. It continues provinces such as 

Erzurum, Rize, Bayburt and G¿m¿ĸhane. When it reaches to Erzincan, Tunceli and 

Sivas, it gets a heavier degree, as colours indicate. Finally, it loses power in Kayseri and 

Yozgat.  

The second apparent zone is located in the Western Black Sea part. It consists of 

provinces such as Sinop Kastamonu, ¢ankērē, Ankara, Karab¿k and Zonguldak. This 

concentration is highly related with the fact that it is close to Marmara and Ķstanbul, 

where population and jobs are concentrated. 

Middle-east and South-East Anatolian regions come forward with low numbers 

of population loss, in a way very consistent with previous findings. 

With respect to urban population, as revealed in Figure 37, the amount of 

districts lost population decreases. However, most of the districts at least one time 

experienced population loss. Besides, urban population loss similarly concentrates on 

the north-east part. 

The situation in rural population is much more striking, as Figure 38 shows.  

First of all, zero times loss is a very rare characteristic for districts of Turkey. 

Only a few dozens of districts, among more than 900, reveal such kind of 

characteristics. So, rural population loss is widespread nearly all country.  

Secondly, there is a clear distinction between northern and southern part of the 

region, the former with a higher degree. Rural population loss only gets weaker on the 
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south-east of Turkey. Normally, the east of Turkey can be expected for such kind of 

concentration but the table above does not lead to such kind of conclusion. There are 

districts from nearly all regions in Turkey.  

Thirdly, interior Aegean also indicates a strong tendency of rural population 

loss. These are districts from provinces such as Uĸak, Denizli, Burdur, Isparta, K¿tahya 

and Afyon. 
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Figure 36. The Number of Decades That Districts Experienced Population Loss in a Period of Six Decades (According to Total Population) 

(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 
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Figure 37. The Number of Decades That Districts Experienced Population Loss in a Period of Six Decades (According to Urban Population) 

(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 
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Figure 38. The Number of Decades That Districts Experienced Population Loss in a Period of Six Decades (According to Rural Population) 

(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics)  
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So, the geographical incidence deserves further studies. In order to search 

geographical incidence of population loss, Level 1 classification system is used. Table 

20 and Figure 39 represent the content and geographic outlook of Level 1, Level 2 and 

Level 3 classification groups. 

 

Table 20. Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 Classification in Turkey 

Level 1 (Regions) 
Level 2 (Sub-

Regions) 
Level 3 (Provinces) 

Kuzeydoĵu Anadolu (North-

East Anatolia Region)  

Erzurum Erzurum, Erzincan, Bayburt 

Aĵrē Aĵrē, Kars, Iĵdēr, Ardahan 

Ortadoĵu Anadolu (Middle-East 

Anatolia) 

Malatya Malatya, Elazēĵ, Bingºl, Tunceli 

Van Van, Muĸ, Bitlis, Hakkari 

G¿neydoĵu Anadolu (South-

East Anatolia Region) 

Gaziantep Gaziantep, Adēyaman, Kilis 

ķanlēurfa ķanlēurfa, Diyarbakēr 

Mardin Mardin, Batman, ķērnak, Siirt 

Ķstanbul Ķstanbul Ķstanbul 

Batē Marmara (Western 

Marmara Region) 

Tekirdaĵ Tekirdaĵ, Edirne, Kērklareli 

Balēkesir Balēkesir, ¢anakkale 

Ege (Aegean Region) 

Ķzmir Ķzmir 

Aydēn Aydēn, Denizli, Muĵla 

Manisa 
Manisa, Afyonkarahisar, K¿tahya, 

Uĸak 

Doĵu Marmara (East Marmara 

Region) 

Bursa Bursa, Eskiĸehir, Bilecik 

Kocaeli Kocaeli, Sakarya, D¿zce, Bolu, Yalova 

Batē Anadolu (West Anatolia 

Region) 

Ankara Ankara 

Konya Konya, Karaman 

Akdeniz (Mediterranean 

Region) 

Antalya Antalya, Isparta, Burdur 

Adana Adana, Mersin 

Hatay Hatay, Kahramanmaraĸ, Osmaniye 

Orta Anadolu (Middle Anatolia 

Region) 

Kērēkkale 
Kērēkkale, Aksaray, Niĵde, Nevĸehir, 

Kērĸehir 

Kayseri Kayseri, Sivas, Yozgat 

Batē Karadeniz (Western Black 

Sea Region) 

Zonguldak Zonguldak, Karab¿k, Bartēn 

Kastamonu Kastamonu, ¢ankērē, Sinop 

Samsun Samsun, Tokat, ¢orum, Amasya 

Doĵu Karadeniz (Eastern Black 

Sea Region) 
Trabzon 

Trabzon, Ordu, Giresun, Rize, Artvin, 

G¿m¿ĸhane 
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Figure 39. Level 1 Regional Classification 

(Source: http://www.planlama.org) 

 

Figure 40 below shows the distribution of districts lost population to the Level 1 

regions in Turkey, in terms of total, urban and rural population. 

 

 

Figure 40. Districts lost population according to Level 1 regions, 1950-2010. 

(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 

 

The figure introduces us some significant outputs. Firstly, the situation still did 

not change, population loss in terms of rural population has the highest incidence in all 

regions. Secondly, Western Black Sea region (comprising Zonguldak, Karab¿k, Bartēn, 

Kastamonu, ¢ankērē, Sinop, Samsun, Tokat, ¢orum and Amasya) accommodates the 

largest group of districts experienced population loss. Thirdly, after the Western Black 

Sea, the region with the second highest number of districts lost population is Aegean 
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Region. Aegean Region is composed of provinces namely Ķzmir, Aydēn, Denizli, 

Muĵla, Manisa, Afyon, K¿tahya, Uĸak. Aegean region is known as the second most 

developed region in Turkey, and this result is a bit surprising. Lastly, Ķstanbul Region 

has the lowest number of districts that lost population. This can be sourced by two 

important factors. The first is that Ķstanbul is a metropolis that still grows and attracts 

population from the whole Turkey. The second factor is that, because Ķstanbul is a 

single province, its districts are fewer in number compared to other regions. 

Comparison of regions in two periods: 1950-1980 and 1980-2010 will give the 

opportunity to get some connections with the political framework of that time. 

 

 

Figure 41. Population Loss in Level 1 Regions in Periods of 1950-1980 and 1980-2010 

(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics) 

 

According to Figure 41, the number of districts lost population is greater in the 

first period than the latter. This is consistent with the previous findings offering that 

there were more districts that lost population in the period 1980-2010. Western Black 

Sea Region, which has the greatest number of losses in both periods, is in the top other 

regions. In the bottom, we see Ķstanbul Region, with the smallest number of losses in 

both periods.  

 

0 

50 

100 

150 

200 

250 

1950-1980 1980-2010 

North-East Ana. 

Middle-East Ana. 

South-East Ana. 

Tǎǘŀƴōǳƭ  

Western Marm.  

Aegean  

Eastern Marm. 

Western Ana. 

Mediterrenean  

Middle Ana. 

Western Blacksea  

Eastern Blacksea  



104 

 

5.3. Summary of Findings 

 

Total population of Turkey has increased more than 4 times between 1927 and 

2010. Moreover, when considering urban population, the results are far more 

significant. Between 1927 and 2010, urban population in Turkey has increased 17 times. 

This shows, increase in total population in Turkey is largely sourced by growth of 

population in urban areas. 

The rural population curve, on the other hand, reveals partly an opposite pattern. 

After 1950s, it increases but with a decreasing rate. Starting from 1980s, the rural 

population of Turkey started to decrease. The final picture of rural population between 

1927 and 2010 exhibits an increase of 1,7 times in Turkey. 

Briefly, this general picture says that population in Turkey is increasing and at 

the same time clustering in urban areas. 

Analysis of population change contributes to shed light to urban change 

dynamics in Turkey. However, such kind of analysis is more effective when it is 

concentrated in to the district level. Therefore, focusing on the districts is a method to 

break the total picture into pieces and understand variances. This has been done in two 

different time intervals. One covers the period 2008-2012 to obtain some findings about 

the recent change dynamics. The other aims to generate a more historical view and 

includes the period 1950-2010.  

Recent urban change dynamics include growth of some urban centres and 

decline of surrounding districts. On the increasing side, population increase seems as a 

matter of metropolitan provinces. Metropolitan provinces are urban centres of their 

region so they attract population. These attract population from their environments.  

Examination of change in the form of urban and rural population makes findings 

clearer. With respect to urban population, the dominant tendency is in the direction of 

increase. There is the redundancy of urban population loss in a limited interior region. 

On the decreasing side, in contrast, there is the dominancy of districts located on the 

interior parts of Turkey. Some provinces in the Black Sea region also accompanies 

these interior districts. In the eastern part of Turkey, where emerge with lowest 

indicators of development, population loss processes do not emerge significantly. 

The picture based on rural population is more characteristic. It involves a huge 

cluster of heavy rural population loss in interior Turkey. This cluster it begins with 
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some districts of Bingºl, Elazēĵ, Malatya in east and goes through expansively by 

including many districts of Sivas, Yozgat, Kayseri, ¢orum, ¢ankērē, Kērēkkale, Kērĸehir, 

Ankara and Konya. Also a second belt is very apparent in the Black Sea coast. Except 

few coastal settlements beside Aegean Sea, some districts of Ķstanbul, Kocaeli, Yalova 

and Bursa, and some south-eastern provinces namely ķanlēurfa, Diyarbakēr, Mardin, 

ķērnak, Hakkari and Van, rural population loss is a pattern expanded all over the 

country. 

The analysis with a more historical perspective indicated that main urban change 

dynamic in the form of population loss is also a historical phenomenon and this process 

got heavier from past to today. 

In 1970, there were 49 districts that lost population in Turkey. This number was 

649 in 2010. In terms of percentages, districts lost population was nearly 8% in 1970 

and 68% in 2010. In the last decade, the number of people involved in population loss is 

also the greatest. These numbers show that, population loss is a major characteristic of 

Turkish districts and this characteristic is getting stronger from past to today.  

The general tendency that number of districts lost population increased between 

1950 and 2010 conserves validity when urban and rural population (instead of total 

population) are taken into consideration. However, for the rural population case, the 

situation is much more steady and striking. 

With respect to urban population, the number of districts that lost population was 

149 in year 2000. This number reaches to 526 in year 2010. This sharp increase, which 

is nearly 4 times of the previous period indicates that population loss is the dominant 

characteristic of districts in Turkey. In order to remember, the number of population 

loss in terms of total population was 649. The year 2008 also includes some new legal 

formations regulating the disjoint of former central districts of some big cities and 

conduct new districts. Also, after 2000, the system shifted from general Census to 

address Based System. These factors may be some effects on the numbers, but the 

picture can still be named as striking. 

For the rural population, the increase in the number of districts lost population is 

more stable. Also, the number of districts in each decade is more than the number of 

districts experiencing population loss in terms of total population in the same decade. 

Therefore, this empowers the statement that rural population loss is a more dominant 

characteristic for districts of Turkey. 
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The factors underlying population loss in the rural part of Turkey can be 

explained by giving reference to the dominant economic and social policies of the 

country in a wide historical perspective. Urbanization process, which emerged with the 

mechanization process in agriculture in the 1950s and gained a new energy with the 

liberalization of economic policies by the implementation of the Market Reform 

Program in the 1980s resulted dissolution of the rural population. In this process, rural 

areas failed to catch up with the rapid development of the urban. 

Analysis on the number of experienced population loss shows that, most of the 

districts lost population in one or two decades, they are nearly equal in number. 

Population loss in three decades, four decades and five decades follow them in turn. 

There are five districts that lost population in all six decades. These are Kēzēlcahamam 

(Ankara), Ķli­ (Erzincan), Kemaliye (Erzincan), Daday (Kastamonu) and Boyabat 

(Sinop). There are 27 districts that lost population in five over six decades. The 

geographical examination of these districts exhibits it is difficult to point out a particular 

region that population loss is concentrated. 

Analyses on the base of Level 1 regions display some significant outputs. 

Firstly, the situation still did not change, population loss in terms of rural population has 

the highest incidence in all regions. Secondly, Western Black Sea region (comprising 

Zonguldak, Karab¿k, Bartēn, Kastamonu, ¢ankērē, Sinop, Samsun, Tokat, ¢orum and 

Amasya) accommodates the largest group of districts experienced population loss. 

Thirdly, after the Western Black Sea, the region with the second highest number of 

districts lost population is Aegean Region. Aegean Region is composed of provinces 

namely Ķzmir, Aydēn, Denizli, Muĵla, Manisa, Afyon, K¿tahya, Uĸak. Aegean region is 

the second most developed region in Turkey, and this result is surprising. Lastly, 

Ķstanbul Region has the highest number of districts that lost population. This can be 

sourced by two important factors. The first is that Ķstanbul is a metropolis that still 

grows and attracts population from the whole Turkey. The second factor is that, because 

Ķstanbul is a single province, its districts are fewer in number compared to other regions. 

When the situation of regions compared in two analysis periods, 1950-1980 and 

1980-2010, the number of districts lost population is greater in the first period than the 

latter. This is consistent with the previous findings offering that there were more 

districts that lost population in the period 1980-2010. Western Black Sea Region, which 

has the greatest number of losses in both periods, is in the top other regions. In the 

bottom, there is Ķstanbul Region, with the least number of losses in both periods.   
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CHAPTER 6 

 

POPULATION  CHANGE IN ĶZMĶR 

 

Ķzmir is the third metropolitan in Turkey. Population statistics indicate that Ķzmir 

is a growing city. Since 1980s, the city experiences an increase in urban population 

mostly owing to in-migration. In the last 80 years, the population of Ķzmir arrived to 4 

million from 500 thousand in 1930. In the following figure, the urban, rural and total 

population of Ķzmir is portrayed between 1930 and 2010. Population values for the 

years 1930, 1995 and 2005 are obtained by interpolation to achieve equal intervals of 5 

years. 

Figure 42 proves two main facts. Firstly, the steady increase in the urban and 

total population of city since 1930. Secondly, the effect of in-migration can be observed 

from the sharp rise in urban population and a modest decrease in rural population. The 

increase in urban population is far above the decline in rural population in Ķzmir. 

Between 1970 and 2000, the line of population rise has the highest slope. Lastly, when 

we look historically, the population of Ķzmir is increasing in all periods. In other words, 

the province does not experience population loss in any period. 

 

 

Figure 42: The Population of Ķzmir, 1930-2010. 

(Source: TurkStat Population Statistics) 
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According to the figure, population growth of recent period does not lag behind 

the steep increase of the past.  

However, Ķzmir is a huge city, the accommodating 30 different districts. With 

respect to GNP, Ķzmir constitutes almost half of the Aegean Regionôs total production 

and the sixth city in Turkey (ĶZKA, 2009). We naturally do not expect homogeneous 

structures of population in the city. Therefore, in such a case of growing city what are 

the possible processes and places of population loss? 

In order to answer this question, we need to investigate districts of Ķzmir 

depending on the fact that there are 30 districts differentiating in various characteristics 

such as economic, social and geographical. 

Figure 43 indicates the socioeconomic ranking of districts of Ķzmir. This study 

has done by DPT (State Planning Organization) by using 32 variables reflecting the 

social, economic, cultural, educational, health etc. situation of district. The numbers 

indicate the rank of each district in 872 districts of Turkey. The districts separated into 6 

groups of development. In the first group, which comprises the most developed districts, 

there are 15 districts. In the following groups, there are 152, 309, 117, 100 and 119 

districts in turn.  

 

 

Figure 43. Districtôs Socioeconomic Development Ranking in Ķzmir 

(Source: ĶZKA, 2009, based on DPT, 2004) 
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The sequence of districts of Ķzmir change between 5 (Aliaĵa) and 644 (Kiraz). 

This huge difference among the districts in ranking is one of the evidences of the 

heterogeneous structure of the districts of Ķzmir. 

Focusing on the differences in the development levels of districts firstly 

necessitates the investigation of the population dynamics of each district because, 

population is considered as the main characteristic reflecting the development of a 

settlement. A comprehensive and historical analysis on population will help to identify 

the urban change dynamics of the districts. Before coming into the analysis on 

population, the next part will embrace the data on the population of districts of Ķzmir, 

Turkey. 

 

6.1. Population Data of Ķzmir 

 

The population census results for Ķzmir is explored and obtained from Turkish 

Statistical Institute (Ankara). As stated previously, the first census is for the year 1927. 

After 1927, the censuses are in 5 years period and belong to the years 1935, 1940, 1945, 

1950, 1955, 1960, 1965, 1970, 1975, 1980, 1985, 1990, 2000. After the year 2007, the 

system has changed to ABPRS. In the new system, instead of 5 year census intervals, 

the data is yearly conducted. Therefore, population data for the year 2010 in the study is 

obtained through ABPRS. 

The population of districts is analysed in decades in the study. Therefore, 

between 1930 and 2010, there are 9 decades. 1930 population data is obtained by 

interpolation of 1927 and 1935 values.  

The number of districts in the census increases due to the divisions in 

administrative borders. In the following part, the alterations in the districts in the census 

will be identified. 

Today Ķzmir has 30 districts. The following figure shows the geographic 

distribution of the districts. 
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Figure 44. The Districts of Ķzmir 

(Source: ĶZKA, 2013, p.181) 

 

The number of districts for different years of data is different. Table 21 reveals 

the availability of data according to existence of the districts. 

 

Table 21. Information about Population Data in the District Level for Ķzmir 

No District  Data Start 

In  

Data 

End In 

Notes 

1 Aliaĵa 1985 2012 In 14
th
 January 1982, aparted from Menemen and 

became a separate district.  

2 Bayēndēr 1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

3 Bergama 1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

4 Bornova 1960 2012 Became a separate district in the year 1957. 

5 ¢eĸme 1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

6 Dikili  1935 2012 District since the beginning. 

7 Fo­a 1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

8 Karaburun  1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

9 Karĸēyaka 1955 2012 Became a separate district according to the law dated 

4
th
 March 1954 and numbered 6325 in 1

st
 June 1954. 

10 Kemalpaĸa 1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

11 Kēnēk 1950 2012 Previously being a town part of Bergama, aparted in 

1948 and became a separate district. 

12 Kiraz  1950 2012 Previously was a part of ¥demiĸ. Aparted in 1948 

and became a separate district 

13 Menemen 1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

(cont. on next page) 
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Table 21 (cont.) 

14 ¥demiĸ 1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

15 Seferihisar 1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

16 Sel­uk 1960 2012 Previously being a town named Akēncēlar Nahiyesi, 

part of Kuĸadasē, became a district in the year 1957. 

17 Tire  1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

18 Torbalē 1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

19 Urla  1927 2012 District since the beginning. 

20 Beydaĵ 1990 2012 Being a part of ¥demiĸ, became a district in 4
th
 July 

1987. 

21 Buca 1990 2012 Became a separate district in the centre in 4
th
 July 

1987 according to law numbered 3392. 

22 Konak 1990 2012 Became a separate district in the centre in 4
th
 July 

1987 according to law numbered 3392. 

23 Menderes 1990 2012 Became a separate district in 4
th
 July 1987 according 

to law numbered 3392. 

24 Bal­ova 2000 2012 Became a separate district in the centre in 27
th
 May 

1992 according to law numbered 3806. 

25 ¢iĵli 2000 2012 Became a separate district in the centre in 27
th
 May 

1992 according to law numbered 3806. 

26 Gaziemir 2000 2012 Became a separate district in the centre in 27
th
 May 

1992 according to law numbered 3806. 

27 Narlēdere 2000 2012 Became a separate district in the centre in 27
th
 May 

1992 according to law numbered 3806. Being united 

with G¿zelbah­e (named as Narlēbah­e) in 27
th
 

December 1993 separated as Narlēdere and 

G¿zelbah­e. 

28 G¿zelbah­e 2000 2012 Separated from Narlēdere in 27
th
 December 1993 and 

named G¿zelbah­e.  

29 Bayraklē 2008 2012 Established in 22
nd

 March 2008 by the law numbered 

5747, separating from districts of Karĸēyaka and 

Bornova 

30 Karabaĵlar 2008 2012 Established in 22
nd

 March 2008 by the law numbered 

5747, separating from district of Konak. 

31 Kuĸadasē 1927 1955 Remained registered to Ķzmir until the year 1957. 

Then connected to the province of Aydēn. 

32 Central 

District  

1927 1985 Remained registered as centre until Konak and Buca 

separated as independent districts.  

 

Kuĸadasē and the Central District were kept out of the analysis because in the 

final picture they are not districts of Ķzmir.  

 

6.2. Recent Population Change: 2008-2012 

 

This part involves the investigation of recent population change for Ķzmir. This 

has been done for the 2008-2010. Table 22 presents the population of districts and how 

it is changed from 2008 to 2012. The districts are listed in descending order according 

to total population in 2012. Karabaĵlar has the greatest population and Karaburun has 

the lowest population in Ķzmir. Buca, Bornova, Konak, Karĸēyaka and Bayraklē are 
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other districts coming after Karabaĵlar with their relatively higher population. Beydaĵ, 

Kēnēk, G¿zelbah­e, Seferihisar and Fo­a take place in the list after Karaburun with their 

relatively lower population. 

 

Table 22. Population of Districts of Ķzmir, 2008-2012 

Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012 

No District  
2008 Population 2012 Population 

2008-2012 Population 

Change (%) 

Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total Urban Rural  Total 

1 Karabaĵlar 442,337 822 443,159 465,120 903 466,023 5.2 9.9 5.2 

2 Buca 404,472 3,054 407,526 443,091 3,400 446,491 9.5 11.3 9.6 

3 Bornova 392,631 6,392 399,023 416,007 7,056 423,063 6.0 10.4 6.0 

4 Konak 411,112 

 

411,112 390,682 

 

390,682 -5.0 

 

-5.0 

5 Karĸēyaka 295,743 288 296,031 315,008 286 315,294 6.5 -0.7 6.5 

6 Bayraklē 303,816 

 

303,816 309,137 

 

309,137 1.8 

 

1.8 

7 ¢iĵli 153,508 

 

153,508 168,599 

 

168,599 9.8 

 

9.8 

8 Menemen 113,870 11,608 125,478 125,984 12,159 138,143 10.6 4.7 10.1 

9 Torbalē 110,498 11,465 121,963 127,101 10,939 138,040 15.0 -4.6 13.2 

10 ¥demiĸ 71,480 57,317 128,797 75,577 53,428 129,005 5.7 -6.8 0.2 

11 Gaziemir 112,149 

 

112,149 127,730 

 

127,730 13.9 

 

13.9 

12 Bergama 57,947 42,724 100,671 61,406 39,598 101,004 6.0 -7.3 0.3 

13 Kemalpaĸa 67,607 19,540 87,147 74,990 19,841 94,831 10.9 1.5 8.8 

14 Tire 49,451 27,564 77,015 53,692 25,827 79,519 8.6 -6.3 3.3 

15 Bal­ova 76,219 

 

76,219 77,843 

 

77,843 2.1 

 

2.1 

16 Aliaĵa 49,508 12,750 62,258 59,124 17,474 76,598 19.4 37.1 23.0 

17 Menderes 52,504 15,525 68,029 59,254 15,577 74,831 12.9 0.3 10.0 

18 Narlēdere 59,161 

 

59,161 63,301 

 

63,301 7.0 

 

7.0 

19 Urla 42,559 7,215 49,774 46,289 8,267 54,556 8.8 14.6 9.6 

20 Kiraz 8,464 36,366 44,830 8,720 35,289 44,009 3.0 -3.0 -1.8 

21 Bayēndēr 21,481 20,484 41,965 21,785 19,203 40,988 1.4 -6.3 -2.3 

22 Dikili  15,530 15,333 30,863 18,669 16,561 35,230 20.2 8.0 14.1 

23 Sel­uk 27,555 6,904 34,459 28,213 6,374 34,587 2.4 -7.7 0.4 

24 ¢eĸme 20,247 11,721 31,968 21,749 12,814 34,563 7.4 9.3 8.1 

25 Fo­a 25,581 3,437 29,018 27,987 4,154 32,141 9.4 20.9 10.8 

26 Seferihisar 23,669 3,276 26,945 27,849 3,618 31,467 17.7 10.4 16.8 

27 G¿zelbah­e 20,978 1,160 22,138 26,900 1,569 28,469 28.2 35.3 28.6 

28 Kēnēk 11,752 16,585 28,337 11,789 16,161 27,950 0.3 -2.6 -1.4 

29 Beydaĵ 5,710 7,685 13,395 5,612 6,954 12,566 -1.7 -9.5 -6.2 

30 Karaburun 2,998 6,226 9,224 2,722 6,077 8,799 -9.2 -2.4 -4.6 

 

Figure 45 displays the concentration of population in the inner metropolitan 

districts of Ķzmir. Bergama, ¥demiĸ, Torbalē and Menemen appear with their relatively 

higher population. 
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Figure 45. Distribution of Population in Districts of Ķzmir, 2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2012) 

 

With respect to urban population, as shown in Figure 46, the picture does not 

reveal too much change. Urban population is concentrated in the centre and two districts 

surrounding it. These are Menemen and Torbalē. These two districts are places of 

residential growth in Ķzmir owing to their increasing levels of accessibility as a result of 

railway and motorway investments.  

When we consider rural population, districts on the periphery appears with their 

relatively higher rural population as seen in Figure 47. ¥demiĸ has the highest rural 

population, which is exceeding 50 thousand in Ķzmir. Bergama, Kiraz and Tire are the 

followers of ¥demiĸ. 

When we examine population change, we can have some findings about the 

recent urban change in Ķzmir. Figure 48 in the following part, show how population 

changed in terms of percentages between 2008 and 2012 in Ķzmir. 
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Figure 46. Distribution of Urban Population in Districts of Ķzmir, 2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2012) 

 

 

Figure 47. Distribution of Rural Population in Districts of Ķzmir, 2012 

(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2012) 
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Figure 48. Change of Total Population in Districts of Ķzmir, 2008-2012 (%) 

(Source: Own Calculations Based on TurkStat ABPRS, 2008, 2012) 

 

These figures show the percentage of population change that each district 

experienced between 2008 and 2012. Because there was not any change in the number 

and scope of districts in Ķzmir, these analyses are important to provide an idea how 

urban change occurs is Ķzmir.  

According to total population, as in Figure 48, G¿zelbah­e (28,6%), Aliaĵa 

(23%), Seferihisar (16,8%), Dikili (14,1%), Gaziemir (13,9%), Torbalē (13,2%) and 

Fo­a (10,8%) emerge with rapid growth. On the other side, there are districts showed 

the characteristics of decline. Between 2008 and 2012, 6 districts experienced 

population loss in Ķzmir. These are Karaburun, Konak, Kiraz, Beydaĵ, Bayēndēr and 

Kēnēk. Beydaĵ (-6,2%) experienced the highest loss of population. Konak (-5%), 

Karaburun (-4,6%), Bayēndēr (-2,3%), Kiraz (-1,8%) and Kēnēk (-1,4%) follows Beydaĵ 

with their decline. 

Konak is the only central district that lost population. So it deserves attention. 

Konak accommodates the CBD and also considerable residential areas. For risk 

reduction against disasters, some renewal projects are maintained by the municipality. 

Kadifekale is one of the completed projects. Nearly 7000 people live in Kadifekale 




























































































































