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ABSTRACT

URBAN CHANGE DYNAMICS: K Z RICASE, 19272010

This studyaims to describairban changedynamics especiallygrowth and
declineprocesses of settlemenks; analysingpopulation change. Thgeographicalnit
of analysis is districtand the data used is population statistBesfore studyingK z mi r
an extensive research is performed for Turkey with its 957 districts. Time series
analysis involve the periedl9272010 and 20082012 as a more recent periodhe
findings reveal that, apart from total growth picture of Turkélye processes
experienced by districts diversifyfhe populationagglomerates to urban centres, and
this processcoupled byrural population loss Heavy wral decline of districts is
especiallyevidentin Interior Anatola and Eastern Black Seagions After 1990s,in
relaion with somenational policies the process seems acceleratiedcontrast with
general expectations, Eastern and Sdtdktern regions do not exhibiesembling
dynamics of declineowing to fertility rates relatively highemand lowering out
migration rates! n  Kfounmain dynamics of urban change are identifieidst is
rapid and consistent growtbf central metropolitan districts At the same time
industrial districts proximal to city exhibited high rates of growthDecline is a
persistent issue fodistant districts with economies based on agricultuf@is has
critical i mp,@s & ctynhawng dowsiderakle agiicultural resourCes.
the other hand, coastal districts hey the characteristics of morer less holiday
destinations revealed sharp growth especially after 1980s. The reasons and
consequences alescribeddynamics are many. Theseed investigation byurther

studies with a stronger focus on lotaits
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

As every object, cities are in a change. Different from other objects, cities are
more open t@hange because they are places where different activities take place. Large
number of people and activities such Iagng, working, producing, interactingtc
concentrated in citief\ny reason creating a variation in one of these components also
results some change in the cities. Therefoexetbpments and processes regardimg th
structure of society, economy, technology, policy or space affect cities.

In theworld, more and more people are living in cities since the beginning of the
21% century. This means, world is being increasingly an urban place. However, the
world is not a homogeneowsructure where standarddynamics and processéske
place Each cityhas itsown dynamics. Some of them overlap with other examples but
some of them reveal diversification. We can say that each city hdmgesprint.
Thereforeidentifying overlapping or diversifying processen different casess an
important task foresearchersSuch studies are necessary and helpfuinderstanding
urban change.

Wirth (1938) defind city as a large, dense and permanent settlement of socially
heterogeneous individuals. He emphadithe necessity o& sociological point of view,
rather than a perspectiwecluding population size or density. Gans (1962) proposes a
need for revising Wirthdéds statement due
definition only explains the inneatity and consider soefy 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 e{167) conceptualised city in the form of
concentric circles showing the successive zones anudxtension and the types of
areas differentiated in the process of e X
Hoyt 6s sector model devel oped over the <co
displayed homogeneous zones of land use and social .gimgels (1845) in his
famous Condition of the Working Class in England, connects city and capitalism and

defines city as a place of social warfare.



These brieflyreferencedexamples ofdifferent 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, tltemptdo define and understartdemreflectthe affects of
the elemergtin its period.

So, we needto handle urban change with an historiteckground When
making this, that igo sayconsideringcities and changes togeth&ith a historical
perspectivewe need to introducsome importanprocesseshat shaped, changed and
even transformed citie\ctually, the processes of change hastarted just from the
time that people began live togetheras asettlementThe process of change comes to
our time with different turning points

The basis for development péstcities wa agricultue instead ofhunting and
gathering surplus productiorandthe need for an administrative structu@ver time,
cities grew from small settlements for trade and defencdanger political, economic
and cultural centres. The city was a place of tradimhvesalth generation. Many cities
as ity stateé possessedmportant economic and political power. These resulted
considerablechangesn the city. However, the most important shift is caused by the
industrial revolution in the 0century.

In this period manufacturing became the driving force of the sociegustrial
capitalistsemerged instead of aristocratisd merchantsincreasing number of factories
required energy and material§herefore, new locations became significant. Also,
increasingnumber of workersesulted rapid growth afesidential places. Eventually,
urbanisation was the dominant spatial process of tHea8 early 28 centuries.

This shifftwas alsoam nor mous change to peopl eds |
basel and growth ha been the dominanssue both in terms ofwealth and urban
expansion. As the industrial age develop@dactices of deindustrialisation, re
industrialisation and expansion into neyeenfield siteshas been happenedhe
motivation has beegaining comparative advantage in terms of labour, raw materials
andmarket proximity

Another importantdiscourse ofhift is orientedthroughthe rise of knowldge
and information industries. Thikssened thedependeay on physical locationin
creation ofwealth Castells(2000) originated theorisinghese changesf the late 28
century. Tley are discussed with globalisation ar@hsequentlyeconfigured the old

advantages gbhysicalspaceBeing a part of knowledge flows and access to networks
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hasemerged as a new advanta§e.thecomponents of change aattered by his shift,
which isfrom industrial to informatiohcentredcapitalism.

In addition, he transition from Fordism, mass production and consumption to
flexible forms of accumulation anohdividual choice isfocusedby geographerso
identify relations between economic and social structures and spatial strudtates.
giving details, we can see that the logic of capitalist accumulation is seen as one of the
key determinants of urban change.

Obviously, dties and their rural environment are open to chaitgl (2006)
sai d that At he onl ys cionstkatent heyhiVeage adlow
can note that he most significanturban changes are occurreid the world with
industrialisation in the 1®century. Also more recentlythe world is experiencing a
rapid transformation in many fields based on séunelamental changessnce 1970sIin
this recent periodhe factors that cause urban change are many and highlyetatsd.

For exampleout and inmigration, population changdemographic changealterations
in transportation facilitiesand public sevices investment decisionsf multinational
companies change in production and employment pattelpased on technological
improvements governmerdl incentives political decisionsand so on.These factors
can be increased.

Therefore, nderstanding and classifying the processes of urban change @resent
huge area of researdbr planners,geographers and othdields studying the city
Because cities provide enormous dikgty in their structures and processésban
change dynamig¢swve can sayinclude some active processes that take placeities
and their surrounding§.hese can be exemplified geowing, stop growingsprawing,
declining  shrinkng,  deterioration  suburbanization,  countarbanization
industrialisation, deindustrializatioetc. Also, the termé ur ban ocoveraalg e 6
concepts related with cities, regardless of being urban or Amglvay, it is actually
difficult to separate urban and rurahny times

In this framework, lis thesisis a descriptive researciiming to describe
dynamics of urban change K z nwitlr a historical perspectiv@his has been dortey
measuringthe population change that tlestrictso f Kfacedi I other words, the
thesise mbr aces spati al anal ysis of Tipeefpral at i or
population statistics in the district level has been used to p@payalchange.Total
population is firstly used for analysis but at the same time urban and rural papofatio

settlements are employed to capture different dynaniibe. historical perspective
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employs two different time intervals. Period of 260BL2 shows deslopments of a
recent periodBe f or e f o c u ani ertgnsive resedfch perfarmed covering
whole country in ordeto identify some general processd#is approach is expected to
produce a better under Fheamalgsisnayotel o rMurkdyz mi r
comprises periods 206812 and 195@010.

In Turkey, there is not much study in theerature comprehensively focus on
population change in the district level. Urbanization is an area that is concentrated by
many researchers hifferentfields; however, recent processes such as population loss,
decline and counterurbanization are the empty ayeashichthereis limited research.

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

Identifying what causes andeterminesurbanchangein any parttular city or
countryis difficult and complicatedBecause, tlban changean beinfluenced by many
factors which may varyin a wide range,from local to national and even to
international. Alsat is often difficult to measure these processes with existing spatial
data. Therefore, the thesis concentrates on dimgglight in the processes of urban
change n T ur k e ywitlalimited éphmasismd empirical analysisn its causes
The thesideavescomprehensivefforts to identify reasons and consequences of these
changes for further studies.

It worth noting that, because the term urban change comprises many different
dimensionshow it is dealtin different studiediversifies Some studiesntended for
capturing changes in the landuse using smenete sensing armdIS techniquesSome
others deal with urban rent and housing prizes to investigate urban change
particular area There aremany examplesoncering sociceconomic issues using
employment rates and demography whemaminingurban changelnner city uban
decayand urban renewal processes are the focus of another group of shgdieged
earlier, this thesis concentrates on the population change as thandieatorof urban
changelt aims to identify processes of growth and decline by using population change.

Studies on thdlistribution ofworld population show that the world is being a
more and more urban plaead this tendency will get strongdrhe rural popudtion
decreasing and projectionsvealthat the population is gatherimg metropolisesMore
megacities than today are expecte@xcstin the future. And there appears megacities
experience different forms of urban changdiffierent parts of the worldAsian and
African cities will be the major urban population concentratientres despite lower

growth rates of European and Ameriaaties The demographic change that involves
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less marriages, lower fertility ratdewer death rates ankigher life expectancies on all
over the world alter the population structure especially in the developed part of the
world. Thesecoursesbroadly summarised affect cities and the urban change processes
in the world.

Naturally, Turkey receies somesharefrom the developmentsf this context.
Statistics reveal that the country is getting old&ince 1965, the proportion of young
population is decreasing.ccording to TurkStat,ie median agewvhich is 29,7in 2012
is expected to reach 40 in 200de di an age of the worin dbés p
2050. In this picture, we can say that Turkey will be older than the world average in the
future. The country hasa growing population anthe concentration of pagation in
urban areas i n c e alteBsih@ Gusalirban distribution ofthe population Rapid
migration fom rural to urban areas resultdédgh rates of urbanizationUrban
population rate which was 24#&2in 1927 reached 25 in 1950, 43,% in 1980 and
77,3% in 202. The concentration of population in certain cities results the formation of
urban centreHowever, at the same time the conditions of big cities and developments
in transportation networks make people keep rural living on the agdridse
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,i t is being harder to di WiSdndar Witbc at i o1
many international examples, major Turkish cities exhibiuaring distinction between
urban and rural according teprawl of functions andguburbanizationThe system
including provincesdistricts towns and villagesxhibit new forms of relationghese
form causedifferent patterns of urban change, which worth identification in order to
understanangoingprocesses and builppropriate policy.

Kz mir i s t h es int Turkay dvith nte approxpnately 4 mitn
populations Therefore, it is a goochse studyo observe the processes briefly explained
aboveThe pr ovi nc & distrcts With different ¢haracteristiasdidentity.
Agriculturd, industrial tourism and residential identities are among ése The
distinctive characteristics give the opportunity to obseifferdnt dynamics of urban
change.

After this introduction part, the thest®ntinueswith Chapter2 includingaim,
scope and methodology of the stu@hapter 3cover the literatureeview on urban

change Chapter 4s aimed to identify general population trends in Turkéliapters
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provides a national analysis on urban change covering districts of Turkey. The focus on
province of Kzmir with a per sgeeanstitutgse o f
Chapter6. The conclgions are discuss@s Chapter7. Lastly, ChapteB takes #ention

to unfilled areas angrovides some suggestions for further studies in this subject.



CHAPTER 2

AIM, SCOPEAND METHODOLOGY

2.1. Aim and Scope of the Study

This thesis is a descriptive research aiming to describe dynamics of urban
change in Kzmir wit hmanly ambsade® spatial aralysis efr s p e ¢
population changeThis has been done by measuring the population change that the
districtsofK z mi r f aced. This approach, that is t
break the total picture into pieces and understand variances in the level of measurable
smallest settlements.

Therefore, population statistics in the district level has hesad to portray
urban change. The historical perspective employs two different time intervals. Period of
20082012 shows deslopments of a recent periotl9362010 is analysed to capture
historical differentiation. This historical approach enabled th®dioiction of a wider
perspective and making lotigrm observations.

Before focusing on Kzmir, an extensive
country in order to identify some general processes. This approach is expected to
produce a better understandihgo r Kzmir and Turkey. Al so |
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 periods2Q0R8and
19502010.

Turkey experiencesapid 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 mairends in tle rural settlements of TurkeMiet r opol i t an <ci t
as population attraction centres is strengthening. As a recent and important emergence,
migration to metropolitan cities is slowing down compared to period of-2060.

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

commercial or industrial land are frequently observed in different cities. The urban



renewal attempts also results some Hutrldan population movements. Political
regulations and new legjations 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 tiseaims to identify main urban change dynamics
of Izmir, a metropolis of Turkey.

In the literature, different studies focused varying aspects of ch@hgee is a
wide spectrum of studies with different methods and approaches. Land use changes
measured bgome 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 tban sprawl and suburbanization have been subjects of different
studies. These examples can be increased.

The Iliterature call attention to diffe
contemporary world, resulted by a series of complex economic,cptlisocial 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 tangostial,
material to information, modern to postmodern, compact/suburban to spread
metropolitan and from monreentric to polycentric.

Erosion of differences between urban and rural areas and improvements in
personal mobility have allowed people to move autthe surrounding countryside
without losing access to the jobs and services. Concepts such as counterurbanization,
ex-urbanization, edgeities, ageing and retirement zones started to be increasingly
experienced in different countries.

In Turkey, there isnot 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 counterbanization 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 descri be
Turkey in the context of growth and decline. For thigpydation 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 t@lseasons.

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 bed888 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 providea 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 thguality 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 causedia@er 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 describgopulation distribution for different periods, than compare and
interpret results, this enables clarification of some causing processes.

I n the thesis, special attention is gi"
investigated population loss in Anigan 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
countryis difficult and complicatd. 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 concetgtsaon shedding light in the processes of urban
change in Turkey and Kzmir, with | imited ¢
The thesis leaves comprehensive efforts to identify reasons and consequences of these
changes for further studies.

Therdore, the research questions of the thesis are:



1. What are thepopulationc hange dynami cs I n Kzmir,
explained?
The sub questions under this research question are listed below:

o0 What are the growth and decline processes based on vebantad
rural population change pattermsdistricts ofK z mi r ?

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 andatvkind of urban change
do they experience?

o When examined historically, are there any differences between recent
and past urban change dynamics 1in

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

intensity, duration ogeographical incidence?

2. What are the majopopulationchange 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 populatédia in
wholecountry?
o0 Are there any regional differencespopulation 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 dpopulatonc hange dynamics in Kzmirtr
with national dynamic3

4. What kind of negativeprocessesve can menti on iwhat Kz mi r

policy measures can be propos$edproblem areas indical@
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2.2. Data and Methodology

As stated earlier, populatn 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 5thousand 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 populédss of settlements.
These met hods reveal similarity wi t h B ¢
investigated population loss in American cities in a historical perspective, by breaking it
into some pieces such as prevalence, severity, persistences@grdhical incidence.

These concepts are defined in the literature review chapter.

As another method, popul ation change i s
share of the district in the country or t
di strict compose 10% of Kzmirds popul atic
distri ct populatihzisecreassd to 9%his is captured asl% change in the
share of this district. In this technique, alsem€ans cluster analysis used to classify
districts according to their changing shares. These clusters are geograjpmitediied
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 yd&®&27. 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 censeshnique.

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 theeolitsia Th
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 interpofatio
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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 dadéféoent
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 dissmisetimes 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 changeses, naternet
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, dstrict (i 1) is ¢he administrative unit that comes after the province
(i) 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 dstricts was 494 in 1950. Due to some reasons, such as population growth or
political considerations, the number of districts has increased in Turkey. Tabtavs
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.

Tablel. Number of Provinces and Districts in Turkey, 195110
(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

12



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 seém Figure 1 the year 1960 and especially 1989@ 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.
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Figurel. Number of Districts in Turkey, 1952010
(SourceTurkStat 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 cainmty 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 facéde 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 administrative boundaries of districts are
ignored because of the huge amount of data, absence of information and impossibility
of accurate detection. Only for the analy

administrative changes are exploesd 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 19501980 as the first period and 198010 as the second period. This has
been done to shed light on the differences between thegraxp.
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CHAPTER 3

LITERATURE REVIEW

3.1. Forms of Urban Change

Since Chicago School and even before, sociologists, geograprets
philosophergieal with understanding, defining and describing the structure of cities and
ur bani zation process. For example, the wel
model and Hoytodés sector modé"centdre tygidalgped o
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 mergence 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 earliecities (Hall, 2006).

Rather than being together as a single entity, the new city form composed of
large residential and commercial developments wébreasingspace in between. In
other words,it is a structurewith a pattern of stars floating in spacether 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 psese(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 oBusically, he city is in
transition from industrial topostindustrial material to information, modern to
postmodern, compact/suburban to spread metropolitan and fromaeoti to poly
centric (Kivell 1993).

Decline of manufacturing since 1970s, suburbanization and decentralization,

new economic services such as higbh industry, technotpcal change and
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social/lifecycle trendgan 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 foréesb@an changeThese 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 otherdaneenely 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 peripheries are seemed to have
operated only after 1950s.

So, decline of manufacturing and -melustrialization is one of the major
processes that affected large cities in Europe and North Amsnca the 1960s
Migration of jobs to newly industrialisedountries, dendustrialisation 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 procesis the world still being discussed by academicians and
researchers (Hall, 2006).

Cities inthe USA such as Detroit, Columbus Ohio, Buffabmd New England
industrial towns based around manufacturing suffered substantial decline. Also the loss
of major forms of wealtlgeneration as urban growth and new employment shifted south
and west t o tamndkCalfosnia (Thoens, 2005.t at e s 6

The collapse of heavy manufacturing and the decentralization arsbuanaing
of light manufacturing were central to the declineefitral citiesm USA in the period
19501980.However, that particular version of economic restructuring has become less
applicable since the mitl980s. The current period seems to be one of- post
industrialization, with the central cities competing fosimess services with suburban
office parks and edge cities (Beauregard, 2009).

The outward move of populatiprsuburbanizationhas considerable urban
implications, some of which are decline in residential densities, diminishing
attractiveness of land imé 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 nesidential functions

involve new dimension of thisriban 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 edgecity developments that kia succeeded in attracting hitgvel businesses
away from the cores of urban areas (Hegal, 2003).

Such fringe areas normally have a more rural appearance but contain many
functions closely associated with the nearby urban area. Moreover, thdantesiend
to make regular, often daily, contacts with the main urdEmire as a part of a wider
metropolitan region. This transitional spatial zone has been a variety of labels such as
ex-urban, permetropolitan, technoburb, and exurbia. In the United States the term
ruratresidential has been used to describe new housinglopevents of various
densities for people predominantly commuting to the metropolitan area, with some
having hobby farms and others residential allotments only (ldtigh 2003).

Mitchell  (2004) comprehensively focused onthe concept of
6counteranbanins at,and arguemthat treete isdadt a sistency in
the use of the term For some it is Adeconcentratio
counterurbanization with the physical movement of urban residents to the countryside.
Others equaténhe term, directly or indirectly, with the shift of the settlement system to a
more deconcentrated state. Also, the three termslEanization, displacedrbanization
and antiurbanization emerge as theb formsof counterurbanization (Mitchell, 2004).

Ex-urbanization was originally worded, in 1955, to describe the movement of
weal thy <city dwellers in search of a o0l
surrounding New Yor k -uWCritayni ZzTahtei otnebrdm i06s6 da fsf
household mees that are motivated by the need for new employment, lower costs of
living and/or available housing. Unlike ewrbanization, moves taken by displaced
urbanites are to whatever geographic location provides for these needs. Terms anti
urbanisation (or artirbanite) 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. Antiurban motivations move residents (beyond the suburbs) to escape crime,
taxes, congegtn 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 (Eraydén, 2011) .
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Regional urbanizatigrdenoteghe 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
commoty city regions,which arelarger than the former metropolitan region. This has
been associatl 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, uban villages ¢hengzhongcum Chinese), irbetween cities, suburban cities,
even pepperoni pizza cities. The urbanization of suburbia was recognized in the mid
1970sbut for the most part, then and now, these discoveries were embedded in the old
metropoltan model as just a new twist on suburban growth ratherakhibiting an
emerging new mode of urban developm@dja, 2013)

Not all of suburbia was being urbanized, but the trend all over the world was for
the growth of dense new agglomerations in wkas formerly sprawling, lovdensity
suburbia, rural agricultural land or apparent wilderr{€sga, 2013)

In the global economy, Global Cigegions or Meg&ity Regions emerged as
engines of economic activities and they are made up of several cenked ih a
network. In these territorial platforms, concentrated groups or networks of firms contest
global markets (Scott et al., 2001).

The MegaCity Region is the emerging urban form at the start of the 21st
century and is likely to become steadily mai@minant in the aarse 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 TOsaka) corridor in Japan, and Greater Jakarta. It is a series of anything
between twenty andifty 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 laboliihere are examples of Meg@ity
Regionsalso in Europe andmerica(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 outobthe globalization

18



process and on the other hand relatively newer debates citing the importance of
endogenous dynamics and soci al change i n c

According to Brenner (1998), global city formation and statsceding 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 finew |
transnational corporations and the crisis of the FoKksthesian technological
institutional system are the two intertwined politeconomic transformations for a
shift toward a citycentered 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 conteporary society and argues thite structural changebave
resulted a new economy depending on inforomat Networking (of capital, of
information, of business alliances, etc.) is dial attribute in this frameln 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 powlarf that context (Castells, 2000).

Apart from political changes,etnographic change is another important trend
affecting cities. The aging of populatiodeclining fertility rates, smallerhouseholds
new family relations, less and later marriajtect population dynamics of citieslso
the need for housing and othsmrvices The population decline of many cities owing to
demographic change widely argued in the literaturélhe issue is mostly discussed in
the framework ofEuropeancities (Buzar etal., 2007;St ei nf ¢ hr er and Ha
Kabish et al.,2008

Wiechmann (2008¥tudies the subject in the context of urban shrinkage and
states that aging populations, internal migrations from underdeveloped to more
competitive locations, suburbanizatioegconomic decline in structurally weak, old
industrialized cities (typical examples are Glasgow, Bilbao, St. Etienne and Essen) are
causes experiencedin different countries. In Central and Eastern Europe, the
combination of possocialist and podordist transformation processes led to
experiences which aexceptimally severgdWiechmann, 2008).

Thorns (2005) sign out some positive impacts of agaimdyname the locations
where the retired concentrates as 6bageing
of Florida, Southern California and Arizona as retirement locations has been a

significant factor in the development of these regions. In Brith® 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 fdor in interregional migration in Sweden in the age group @765
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 resultsfurther 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 sunmarised up to nowlemonstratehat urbanchangeis 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, politicalsocial and cultural processes. The next part aims to identify how
these processes affect urban and rural spgagiving reference t@ome examples of

definitions.

3.2. Defining and Distinguishing Urban and Rural

Studiesregardingcities and regionsiecessarilyemploy the concepts of urban
and ruralHowever, defining what is urbasdifficult and there is no commonly agreed
definition. International examples demonstrate t#eath country defines the term urban
in its own way and they can refer ¢ties, towns, villages, conurbations or localities
(OECD 2012)So, he definition of urban is changing over time and space.

OECD (2012) statethree different criterighatcities can be defined:

T Admi ni str at i Viethedplace migssifiecascityefd administrative
purposes

1 Physical indicator$ the density of buildings, of people or of other indicators
such as the proportion of any unit of area covered by hard ssirfageh as
concrete or asphaloy the intensity of night light emissions.

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

reveal the boundariesefhat i s O6urband territory
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As an obvious advantage, usiadministratived e f i ni ti ons of O6ci t
in terms of gathering statistics apalitically. On the other hand, the most obvious
disadvantage of using administrative and political boundaries isttiegt are often
arbitrary andbelong to pastThe principles on which they are defined changes from
country to country and even withircauntry.

A functional regionis a territorial unit resulting from the organisation of social
and economic relations and thus a functionatdiutsion of territories(OECD, 2012)

Defining cities functionally has thedvantagehat it allows the identifidcai on of o6 ur &
cores6 and O6urban hinterlandsd. This make
but also to look at its spatial pattern and whether there is decentralization
(suburbanisation) of population or centralisation. However, the main dinapplying
functional definitions to identi Kamakbur ban
Chaoui and Sanchdzeaza, 2012

Cohen (2004emphasizes thatefinition of urban area varies from country to
country and crosscountry comparisonsare problematic. Administrative boundaries,
population size or population densiye taken by different countries the primary

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

In Benin, for example, localities with 10,0@thabitants 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 sizeor 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 nosmgricultural would be considered urban. For Cuba, places with
2,000 inhabitants or more wallautomatically 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 medicagntreand educational facilities (United Nations, 2001 quoted in
Cohen, 2004).

Therefore, ti is risky to compare the size of one city to another because the size
of a cityds population is a function of h
drawn.It needs to be identified in terms of whether it is an estimate of the ceibyral
the greater metropolitan area, or a wider planning region that may include other
subsidiary settlement@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 th&%8idgs 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 withirityts
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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 mentiorsome political decisions in Turkey regulating the
administrative structure of cities, turning mamyovinces to metropolitan cities
changing administrative borders, turning rural population to urbanrdnsforming
villages to neighbourhoodsf the metropolitarcities. This kind of regulations result
similar problems in defining urban and rural. The deficies have important
consequences not only in data analysis but also in policy building and implementation.
Such kind of shifts will benore widelymentioned in theartof the thesisoncentrated
on Turkey.

Some countries define city boundaries so generously that they contain an
important amount of land stilbasicallyused for agriculturapurposesOn the other
hand, some countries draw their city boundaries so tightly that they miss important
population gravth taking place in petirban areas outside the city boundariiis 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 statistieshen, 2004).

Summers (1999) note that in bothe®tern 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 apgjayaches
a functional definition of an urban area andncoience between legal and functional
boundaries.

How can we distinguish an urban locality from a rural oAkRough there can
be developed a variety of criteridN (1967 quoted inHugo et al, 2003) advices that
each country should decide itself which areas are urban and which areSoumal.

differences between rural and urban populatameshown in Table.

Table2. SomeWidely AcceptedifferencesBetweenUrban andRural Populations
(Source: Hugo 198 fuoted in Hugeet al, 2003)
Urban Rural

Dimension

Economy

Dominated by secondary and
tertiary activities

Predominantly primary industry
and activities supporting it

Occupational
structure

Manufacturingconstruction,
administration and service
activities

Agriculture and otheprimary
industry occupations

Education levels and
provision

Higher than national averages

Lower than national averages

(cont. on next page)
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Table 2 (cont.)

Accessibility to High Low
services
Accessibility to High Low
information
Demography Low fertility and mortality High fertility and mortality
Politics Greater_representation of liberg Conservative, resistance to
and radical elements change
Ethnicity Varied More homogeneous
L High and generally netin Low and generally net out
Migration levels migration migration

In fact,theé d i c h detveeemyridal and urban is less relevant than it used to
be (Hugo et al, 2003) The meaning of the urbamral distinction is altered and the
differences listed in the table have tendeddfien owing to emergence @ome new

tendencies as zones of transitiombich are summarised in the previous part

3.3. Efforts on Classifying Sttlements

How can we respond to the blurring of urbramal distinctions?n 1964 the
Conference of European Statisticians recommended e threefold divisidran, rural
and semurban, 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 urbanmess andurakness KHugoet al, 2003).

In Indonesia, the basic block of the rural village (desa) or urban subcomminity (kelurahan)
is designated as urba:

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

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

(c) At |l east 8 out of 15 designated fAurbanod facilit
are primary school, junior and senior high school, cinema, hospital, matbospjta)
clinic, road negotiable by motorized fewheeldrive vehicle, post ofie or telephone,
shoppingeentre 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 89. Are
scoring 23 or above are classified as urban and those with 17 or less as rural, while those
with scores in between were fietthecked to determine whether they should be classified
asurban or rurallugoet al, 2003).

Cloke (1977, quoted iklugoetal., 2003) developed an dAin
recommended four degrees for England and Wales: extreme rural, intermediate rural,
intermediate nonrural, and extremennaral. Cromartie and Swanss@996, quoted in

Hugo et al, 2003) created a fodevel classification based on population size,
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populationdensity, levels of urbanization, commuting patterns and adjaden@ayeas
beyond themetropolitan coreThis is a detailed attempt at building the urbaral

continuum.

Table3.Cr omar t i e a brdanBuabSetdemennCorstinuum for theSU
(SourceHugoet al, 2003)

Begins with an fAurbaniz

distribution of the buikup area. If 5@ of the spatial

unités population is co

is indicatedas part of the metro core

Areas linked to the core by commuting and

1. Metro core

2. Metro exhibiting metropolitan character (as measured by
outlying population densitgp urban, and rece population
growth)
3. Nonmetro Physically adjacent to a metropolitan area with at
' adiacent least 26 of employed labour force commuting to
J urban core
4 Nonme_tro Areas not adjacent to metro areas but containing al
non-adjacent L .
o or part of a citywith 10.000 or more residents
with city
S rl\llgr?-r;]c?g(c)ent Areas not adjacent to metro areas and not containit
: Ja a city with 10.000 or more inhabitants
without city

Coombes and Raybould (2002, quotedHungo et al, 2003), suggeghreekey

dimensionf settlements to take into account:

1 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 distingulsn wand
rural . Even the ol dest theories such as
Chiristallerds centr al pl ace theory consi
mean more facilities and more mixed the economic base. Concentrationy usuall
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 they qialit
life (Hugoet 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. Thgpology for Europe isdenoted inFigure 2 (OECD,
2010).

B Fredominantly Urban
O imermedials
| Predominantty Rural
all cthers

B

Figure2. OECD Regional Typology: Europe
(Source: OECD, 2010

According to the figure, provinces su
Kocael i, Eskikehir, Ant al ya, Me r sanad , Ada

Diyarbakéer are determined as Predominant| )
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3.4. World Trends on Urbanization

Urban/rural patterns of population change in the world show simgtyining
rural population andising urban populatianAlso, there are different patterns in the
developed and less developed parts of the world.

Figure3 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 mapr urban agglomerations. Therefore it is an invaluable resource for studies

related with urban change.
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—o— Mure developedregions - Rural population  —&—Less developed regions - Rural poepulation

Figure3. Urban andRural Populations byDevelopmenGroup, 19562050
(Source: UN, 2011p.3

The figure shows differenpatterns of population change for more developed
and less developed regions. First of all, for both graupan populations rising and
rural population idalling. But the lines are steeper for less developed regions. For 2020

we can see that urban andal populations are will nearly be same for less developed
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regions.And the world urban population is expected to increase By G 2050, from

3.6 billion in 2011to 6.3 billion in 2050Ur ban areas of the | ess
population argrojecta to increase from 2.7 billiom 2011 to 5.1 billion in 205@ver

the same period, the rural population of the less developed regions is expected to
decline fom 3.1 billion to 2.9 billion.In the more developed regions, the urban
population is projectetb increase modestly, from 1 billion in 2011 to 1.1 billion in

2050.

Rural population in the less developed regions todagonstitute almost 92%
of the world rural population . The rural population of the more developed regions has
been declining steadilyuring the second half of the twentieth century and will continue
to do ® for the foreseeable futurehd@ rural population of the less developed regions
more than doubled since 1950 and will likely continue to grow until 2024rdeflong
term decline g8 in (UN, 2011).

Globally, the level of urbanization is expected to rise from 52% in 2011 to
67% in 2050 The continuousincrease of the urban population combined with
deceleration of rural population growth wiétsult in continued urbanizatiohe more
developed regions are expected to see their level of urbanization increase %am 78
86% over the same period. In the less developed regions, the proportiam with
likely increase from 47%n 2011 to 64%n 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 billiéig@re 4). Cities with
populations ranging between 500,000 and 1 miliame home to a further 365 million
people, equivalent to 104 of the world urban population. Taken together, cities with

fewer than 1 million inhabitants account fol%6 bf the urban population.
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Figure4. Total Population inMillions by City Size Class, 1970, 1990, 2011 and 2025
(Source: UN, 2011p.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 abogt 40 the world urban
population in 2011, are expected to account f&% 4T 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 laqgestentage
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 expectedBy 1970, the world had only twmegacities: Tokyo
and New York. Since then their number has increased markedly and most new
megacities have arisen developing countriesToday, Asia has 13 megacities, Latin
America has4, and Africa, Europe and Northern America h&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 a@ptlsgin America2,
and Africa, Europe and Northern America one each.

The number of megacites is projected to increase to 37 in 202k 2011, the
world counted 23 megacities of at least 10 million inhabitants accounting fiér .9
the world urban population. The number of megacities is projecteshth37 in 2025,
at which time they are expeed to account for 13% of the world urban population.

Megacities are experiencing different rats of population change and the
lowest rates especially belong to developed countrieBhe megacities exhibiting the
lowest rates of population growth include those located in developed countries (France,
Japan, the Russian Federation and the United States) pldsntiegacities in Latin
America. Very high rates of growth are expected #gds in Nigeria, Dhaka in
Bangladesh, and Karachi in Pakistan (all having growth rates well aB6yeRyear).

In addition, the megacities in India (Delhi, Calcutta and Bombay) and in China
(Shenzhen, Beijing, Guangzhou, Shanghai) plus Manila in theppihiis 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 anked
increase in their urban populations Despiteits 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%a5Figure5). In Africa the urban population is likely to
treble and in As it will increase by 1.7 time®By mid-century, most of the urban
population of the world will be concentrated in Asia¥g3and Africa (206).
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With the exception of Africa and Oceania, all major areas are expected to
have smaller rural populations in 2050 than today Afri cads rur al
start to decline before the midcentury. Today, the ntgjofirural dwellers live in Asia
(69%) and Africa (190) and the concentration of the world rural population in these
two major areas combined is expected to increase so that, by 205Mmf&dl rural
inhabitants are projected to live in Asia an@@@ Africa.

The increases in the world urban population are @ncentrated 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 @7of 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 theUnited States of Americaare projected to contribute @6 of the urban
increment. Among them, those in Africa and Asia will experience high rates of urban
population growth, usually surpassing ®r even 36 per year.

The urban population will decrease ina few developed countriesDespite 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

30



2030, the urban population of Ukraine andldawia 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 Fedtarg2.4 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%®f 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 fof&bf the wald 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 2058s in the case of the urban popuat 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 $érof.8he world
rural population. In more than two thirds of them, the rural pouias projected to
decrease during 2032050.

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 pojmathange 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 increasthedf future urban

population

3.4.1 Urbanization in OECD

Recenffiguresindicate thathe world population living in urban areas have just

exceedegbopulation inrural areas.
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Figure6. Urban andRural Population in theNorld and the OECD19502030
(Source KamalChaoui and Sanchdzeaza2012 p.17

Over 20 to 30 years period, OECD countfieshow different paths of
urbanisation and no single trend can be identifieidure 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,xMe, 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 whereshiages fell between 2 and
3% (Figure8).

Finally, a group of countries experienced a decline in urban shares by the end of
the 1980s and a recovery throughout the 1990s amonghwhicway, Spain and
Switzerland The exact opposite trefién increase andhién a decline in urban shades

was found in Kore@Figure9).

! Organisation for Economic ®peration and Developmef©ECD) 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, Pamgal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Zrlénd, Turkey, United
Kingdom and United Stat€s/ww.oecd.org)
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Over 19952005, 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 (Fgure
(KamalChaoui and Sanchdzeaza, 2012
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What is more, with a fevexceptions 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 averagelsmeoming increasingly urbanised (Figdfe see

quadrant 1 located above righifgmalChaoui and Sanchdzeaza, 201Q2
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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 $testdrom England into SoutVest

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 i but also other urban aréass well as other conceations in Los Angeles,

Mexico City and Monterrey. Chi

naods

ur bani

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

US haveexperienced much population growth during the past few decades than

has Western Europe, both absolutely andarcenage termsThis situation igesulted

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

factor underlyingn population growth of the US is job grow@owns, 1999).
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3.4.2. Urbanization in Europe

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

form of urban growth and rural decline. In 192000 periodt h e

continentos

population grew by 111 millionwith a 2?6 increase), while its rural population
declinedby 39 million fvith a 18% fall). In 20062030 the urban population is projected

to increase by 24 million (4%6) and the rural population is p&cted to decline by 55

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

popul ati on

gr owt h

i s sl owi

down . Europe

ng

projected to be 11% in 2030, down from 18% in 2000 and 30% in 1970

(Champion, 2011)

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

Europeds

over al | Aftheaughehe storigestuurbéneationzoak placen .

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

69.3%6in 1985 and 71% in 2000 and is projected to rise further to 28.x1 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 amization levels rise above %&b (Table 4).

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

Isles) continuessthe leader forceof urbanization, with an urban population share of
83.4% in 2000, up from 73% in 1970 and mjected to reach 8724 in 2030. The
proportion of urban population reached B6.;h 2000 in Western Europe, up from
71.6%in 1970 and is projected at 82%6Gor 2030. In Southern Europe (Spain, Portugal,
Italy, Greece and the countries of former Yugoslgvibe proportions are 526 in
1970, 65.4 in 2000 and 74% in 2030, while those for Eastern Europe (which
includes, among other countries, the Russian Federation) afé 561970, 68.% in
2000 and 73% in 2030(Champion, 2011).

Table4. UrbanizationLevels inFour 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 Kingdo(®9.4%) and Denmark (85.1%). Some of the
di fferences among countries are not Areal
of urban and rural (Champion, 2011).

Given these trends, little interest is shown across most of Europe in the precise
levelsof urbanization or in the now quite low rates of urbanization as measured in terms
of the percentagechange in the levelThis is causedby 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 utilitipsovements
in personal mobility have allowed people to mowt of these agglomerations into the
surrounding countryside without losing access to the jobs and services located in them
(Hugoet al, 2003.

In England, migration is the main driver of population change and there is a eounter
urbanization pattern, witmates 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 urbraartoruralareas, its

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

1. Urban exodu-sr manifizatuind red -44 fand,goeaclgsdere a g e
extent, those aged 43, who stay in rural districts and age there

2. More rural areas are major net losers of scHealers (with over S net
decline of persons between ages 16 and 24 recorded by more remote rural
communites), who head for cities of 1@0O0 residents or more that offer further
and higher education and a greater range of job opportunities.

3. Rejuvenatiorof largecity populations is reinforced by these places acting as the
main destinations of workingge migrantfrom outside the United Kingdom
(Champion, 2011).

Bijker and Haartsen (2012) compdrmigration patterns to different types of
rural areas, othe basis of the characteristics and motives of the people migtiaérey
in the northern Netherland§hey distinguished popular, average, and-fagsular rural

living areas on the basis of average house prices, and analysed the migration flows to
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thes areasWithin 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 counignbanisation story, whereas lgsspuar
rural areas share personal reasons as an important motivenfogration with more
remote rural areas in Europe. Apparentlyal 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 bever a mnimal and steady share of the rural
population. Moreover, rural inmigrants are more likely to be motivated by family
relations and economic concerns than that by-wb&n preferences for rural living.
Migrants moving into the metropolitan fringes, hawe are better fit for the motivation
structure indicated by the prevailingpdels of counteurbanisation (Grimsrud, 2011).
These patterns imply that, instead of a classical relation between urban and rural,
some more different type of relations are lpeobserved in Europ&.hese changes in
the relations are triggered by developments in the transport and information
technologies as well as some social, demographic and economic chEmgeakeeper
analysis of observed processes gives better understaatmg 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
mentionirg 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 theorigardeng 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 devglopimtry.
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 tgghnolo
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 disegu{iasarda

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 deeoil 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 througftiomnis
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, -capithsive foreign
manufacturing, use of agricultural lands for export production and economic stagnation
fed by he 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 udn 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 mpaly 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 propgrtof 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 havelemographic, 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, pogida, age of stock, character of the built
environment, income etc. can be referred as selaments ofurban change. So,
research focused on urban change may use some of these variables to capture change.

Capella (2002) studied urban dynamics in Italyotlyh 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, anaitbbily 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) f ocudgweeh on
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 traot$irtepe each
tractds proximity to the riots. Change i
variable because it captures a wide range of factors that influence the relative
desirability of particular locations.

Garnett and Lewis (2007) us€eknsus 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,antl, 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 ru@ban economic spatial relations with special
emphasis on t wocandot lmeoratienblized salisfadtohily 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 iothrs have been per capita income, earnings per job

and urban and rural poverty rates.

40

Cl

n



Van Steen and Pellenbar®010) studied population change and spatial
transformation in the Netherlands. They used past and future population change,
migration, labour drce 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
Melboune 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
employmen

Wolff and Wu (2004) conduct a spatial analysis, describe an urban growth
model and present scenabased simulation analyses of the future development
patterns of the Phoenix metropolitan region. L-asd data, land slope, transportation
and protectethnds 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 econpimysiness composition, demographics, urban
growth form, and regionalism. The variables under each dimension areigiFegure
12. Methodologically, the project focused in particular on two aspects of performance:
population change and income growth. dollected 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 B&094).

Dimensions and Illustrative Variables

Knowledge Economy  Educational Levels; Information Sector Jobs; Internet Access;
Patents; Educational Institutions; High Tech Jobs

Business Composition Sector Specializations (e.g. manufacturing, financial services);
Occupational Concentrations; Industry Diversification

Demographics Immigration; Age Structure; Ethnic Composition;
Income Inequality; Racial Segregation

Urban Growth Form Commuting Times; Population Density; Land Use;
Use of Public Transit; Sprawl Indices

Regionalism City/Suburb Income & Property Value Ratios; Poverty
Disparities; Government Fragmentation

Figure12 Dimensions otUrbanChange
(Source: Weissbourd and Berry, 2004
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Bijker and Haartsen (2012) distinguished popular, average, anghdpstar
rural living areas in the northern Netherlands, on the basisevhge house prices, and
analysed the migration flows to these an@ifker and Haartsen, 2012)

Turok and Mykhnenko (2007) examined population change for 310 cities in
Europe to assess how their fortunes have chafiged1960s to 2005. They classified
cities in 9 trajectories according to their pattern of growth or declimmileBly,
Beauregard (2009) assessed population loss in the large cities of the United States
historically and identified some different patterns in different periods. The quiaetita
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 inagi@m of
Turkey in the period 193300Q

These examples can be increaskd.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. Naturalbta selection carried out by the
researcherglepending on different criterissuch as data availability, applicability,
consistency, suitability and so on.

Among other variables, population emerges as a fundamental one providing a
more powerful framewdr and satisfying a wider range of criteria listed above. The

reasons of this will be discuskim thefollowing part of the thesis.

3.6. Population as an Indicator of Urban Change

No doubt, he transitionsummarized up to novesulted some differefiorms of
urban changdor cities. Studies of Turok and Mykhnenko (2007) and Beauregard
(2009) provide a comprehensive framework and innovative methodology, and they aim
to portrayEuropearand Americarurban changerhese studies aldwelped constituting
the methodological approachtbis thesis.
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Turok and Mykhnenko (2007@xaminedpopulation change for 310 cities in
Europe Theydefined 9commontrajectories to reveal the pattern of growth or decline.
These trajectoriesanged between continuous deeliand continuous growthnd the
number of cities in each of them dgnotedin Figure 1. 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 continuowsmn or decline. This approach
considers the direction of change between different points in time instead of rate of

change.

Q\D»\D\ﬂ\&\u —0O— Continuous decline (5)
0/\0 —o— Long-term decline (8)
ﬂ/af/\ —=— Medium-term decline (75)

—x— Recent decline (41)

— — - Growth set-back (26)

P}
A\E\E/E —&4— Recent resurgence (12)
A\‘\*/ —— Medium-term resurgence (7)

y —e&— | ong-term resurgence (23)
—=— Continuous growth (94)
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005

Figurel3. Trajectories of Cities, 196@005
(Source: Turok and Mykhnenko, 204¥. 170

The findingsof the studyreveal thatthe 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 1a1®90s. There were more declining cities in Europe in the
late-1990s than growing cities, perhaps for the first time in several centBesgles
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 latd990s, 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 profijefollowed by 30% of cities iontinuous 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 Germanyo(36 former West
German cites) (Turok and Mykhnenko, 2007).

The second most common trajectory, with9@24f cities, was mediurterm
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 Rustias), 17 from
Ukraine (55%), eight from Poland@b) 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 early200tere 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 thidé 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%l dfK 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 ladyterm 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 olesvation 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 theirajectories. Among the countries with more than six cities,
those in France and Spain are most likely to have experiencetgelongyrowth. Cities
in Russia, Poland, Ukraine and Romania are most likely to have had a downturn since
1990. Cities in Belgiumand the UK are most likely to have experienced a positive
turnaround (Turok and Mykhnenko, 2007).

According to Beauregard (2009), current populatsirinkage has to be
understood historically; that is, in relation to prior patterns of urbanization. Bd$ore
i nvestigating causes of todayds popul atio

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 kisyato
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 fist period, 41 in the second period, and 18 in the most recent period.
According to the losses in these periods, they have labetied periods of "aberrant
loss', “decline’, and “shrinkagAberrant loss covered thveidespread urban growth that
occurredbetween 1820 and 1920. Declirmptuedthe extensive urban decline between
1950 and 1980. Shrinkage is formed as a ncareent period (1980 2000) Shrinkage
is used as an optimistic version of decl{Beauregard, 2009).

Beauregard s wor k dyiadalyzepopulatisrolés®lt also checkedthe
three main charaatstics of this population loss, which are defined pasvalence,
severity, and pmistence We can say thatather than measuring simple gains and
lossesthis is aframe of research that ggiteinnovative

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 citiestoared to lose residents from one decade to
the next. This is different from prevalence. Despite prevalence capturesjinenicg of
population loss persistence measures its endurance. A population drop limited to a
single decade is a temporary probldasing residents from one decade to the next is a
cause for alarm for residents, investors, and public officials (Beauregard, 2009).

Analysis of prevalence shows thhetinstances of loss are numerically greatest
in the second periederiod of decline (8%imes), less in the third perigaeriod 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 lpgpulation 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 findings. The average absolute change in population
for each instance closely follows the prevalence pattern, but this is not the case for the
percentagehange. The severity of city population loss during gbetwar period of

“urban decline' was ndifferent than that experienced by cities losing population during
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a prior period of rapid urbanization, even though thev@lence was quite dissimilar
(Beauregard, 2009).

Persistence is the extent to which cities continued to lose residents from one
decale to the next. Persistency is important because attiiies whether the
experienced loss a temporal or a permanent procdasthe persistency analysibe
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 significéB¢auregard, 2009).

A high degree of persistenteobservedn the second and third periods, with
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 thar half
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 entige af 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 dingeand shrinkage has
been chronic. These findings suggest that the more recent period is not so different from
the previous pase of urbanization for the £8ies (Beauregard, 2009).

The xamples from different countries reveal that there are diffqgratterns of
loss and these cdrme searched by using different techniq@such 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 ongr 4889. 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).
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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 i§5.627.384Annual population growth rate in
20112012 is 1,2%. While population size o067 provinces out of 81 was increased,
population size o14 provinces was decreased in 2qTurkStat, 208a).

Proportion of population living in province and districentres (urban
population)is 77,3%, whichwas 76,8% in 2011IThe proportion of population living in
the province and districtentres s t he hi ghest with 99% i n K
with 35,2% in Ardahan

The proportion of popud%al3854.MOpkrsons). ng 1 n
This province is followed by Ankara with 6,694.065.542p er sons) , Kzmir v
(4.005.459persons), Bursa with 3,6% (88.171 persons) and Adana with 2,8%
(2.125.635persons), respectively. Population size of Bayburt as the least mmpulat
province in Turley is 5.797.

The median age of the population in Turkey33,1 and it was29,7 in the
previous yearWhile the median age is Z0for males, it is 3@ for females.Sinop
(37,5), ¢anakkale (37,2) and Bal ékas.ir (37
kernak (18, 5), kanl eurfa (18,9) and Ajreée
lowest median age (TurkStat, 2@)L3
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Figurel4. Population Pyramid of Turkey, 2012
(Source: TurkStat, 2053

Figure X4 shows the age distribution in TurkeRersons at the age group of 15
64 (51.088202 persons) which are the working ages constitut&%7of the total
population.This rate is 0,2 point greater than the previous year%24fxhe population
of Turkey is n the age group of-04 (18.%7.179persons), and 3% is in the age group
of 65 and over (%82.003persons) 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 persongkpéiis 98 in Turkey.
It differs between 2 and 2.63 by provinces. The number of persons ker is 2.66
i n Ks 458 mKogdel, 333 inK z m264 in Gziantep an®58 in BursaOn the
other hand, Tunceli has the smallest population density witpetsons. 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 pef$arisStat, 20Ba).

The next part will include the future projections ofome demographic
indicators. In these projections, Turkey will also be compared with other countries on

the world to give a better ideafter this, urbanization trends will be identified.
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4.2. Demography in theFuture

The population of Turkey is going to reach 94,6 million in 2050 which
means 1,1% of world population and 18 turn among 187 countries Currently,the
world population is nearly 7 billion. China (1pillion), India (1,2 billion), USA (313
million) arecountrieswith highest populatiofTurkStat, 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° among 187 countrie§.he countries with the highest population
growth ate in this period are Niger &%), Afghanistan (3,%) and Yemen (%),
respectively. On the other hand, the countries with the lowest population growth rate are
Germany, Romania@,2%), Ukraine ¢0,6%), and Bulgaria-0,7) (TurkStat, 201

In the period 20452050, world population growth rate is expected to be
0,4%, which isquite higherthanTur key ds gr owt h.So, poputation hat i
growthrateoffur key iIs expected to decline steep
It is predicted that Zambia (3/#), Niger (2,20) and Somalia (2%) will be stated
among the countries which will have the highest population growth rates. Conversely, it
is prediced that China, PortugatQ,6%), and BosnigHerzegovina {1,0%0) will be
stated among the countries which will have the lowest popaolatiowth rates. In the
period 20452050, Turkey is estimated to be in the 109th order among 187 countries
with respect tgpopulation growth rat€TurkStat, 201p

In 2050s, the median agefoTurkey is predicted to be 40,2,considerably
greaterthant he medi an age of Wwhickis38.dhelmddiasage op ul &
of BosniaHerzegovina(age 53,2), Japan (age 52,3) aRdrtugal (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 theB9" order amog 186 countrieswith 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 2,21t is predicted that Zambia (4,5), Somalia (4,4) and
Niger (4,2) will be stated among the countidsich 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 raceal
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fertility rate is the average nuar 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 thathe population is unable to replace itsdlhe total fertility rate of
Turkeywill take place in thd 26" order amog 186 countries (TurkStat, 20112

In 2050s, the crude death rate of Turkey is estimated to rise up to 9,7 per
thousand which is expectedo be 9,9 per thousand in the worldCrude death rate is
the number of deaths per 1.000 population. Accordingecestimations for the period
20102015, crude death rate is &§2r 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 pkotisand), Qatar (1,5 per thousand) and the United Arab
Emirates (1,4 per thousand). Turkey is in the"L@&ler among 186 countries with the
crudedeath rate of @ per thousand According to the forec#s for the period2045
2050, it is predicted that BsniaHerzegovina (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), Palestinend 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‘tloedss
among 186 countries with the crudeath rate of § per thousand (TurkStat, 2012

In 2050s, the lifeexpectancy at birth in Turkey will increase to 79 which is
in the world is expected to be 76 years.ife 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 priods all through ts/her life. According to he estimations for the period
20102015, life expectancy at birth is 69 years in the world. The countries with the
highest life expectancy at birth are Japan (8&ars), 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). Tayrks in the 7% order among 186
countries with the life gxectancy at bikt of 74,6 years According tothe forecasts for
the period20452050, it is predicted that Japan (87,4 years), Switzerland, and Australia
(86 years) will be stated among the coiast 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 birthrRey is estimated to be in the®9
order among 186 countries with the lifepextancy at bilt of 78,5 years (TurkStat,
2012.

4.3. Urbanization Trends

In Turkey, rapid migration from rural to urban areas resulted higls ratte
urbanization since 19508rban 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 bekfh% in Turkey in the griod 2007
2012, urban population increase with respect to settlements exceeding 20.000 is two
times faster than this rat&able5 exhibits some important urbanization indicators for
Turkey (Ministry of Development, 2013a).

Table5. Some hdicators oUrbanizationfor Turkey, 20072012
(Source: Ministry of Development, 20134) Settlements exceeding 20.000
Name of Indicator | Level 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
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
Urban 67,5 | 69,2 | 70,1 | 710 | 71,8 | 72,3

Population
(Thousands)

Distribution (%)

Rural 325 | 308 | 299 | 290 | 282 | 27.7

. Turkey | — | 13,2 | 14,6 | 16,0 | 13,6 | 12,0
rnOF::“'ratfr; ., |Uban - | 391 | 274 | 289 | 246 | 200
Rural - | 406 | -143 | -142 | -135 | -8.1

The basic trends can be summarised as urbanising populatgmficant
regional differences idevelopment levels argbciceconomic 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 wé&ern and coastal zones, it gets lower in interior and eastern
regi ons . ,thereard560 aeodeufdr each kilometsguare;this number is
only 10 in Tunceli, which is an eastern provin@éis trend of population rise in the
western part of Tury is expected to contin®linistry of Development, 201§.
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Increasing income, stronger financial opportunities, changes in family and
societal lifestylesand increasingmobility raised the importancquality of living in
cities. Seeking of modern, sadad highstandarchousing 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 implemengator housing and real estate
investments (Ministry of Development, 2013a).

The Tenth Deviepment Plan (2012018) definesthe fundamental targein
Turkey as the production ofan environmenthat pat attentiongeograpical aspects
urbanrural distincton, and historical, cultural and environmental values; also
answering to the needs of peoglaying strengtlin joint use areas and providing upper
standard living.

On the other handiecreasing population and ageigg on becoming the main
trendsin the rural section of Turkey. Between 2007 and 2012, 8,8% rural population
loss experiencefhccording to the definition based on settlements with less than 20000
populatior), despite 7,1% total population increase in Turkey. This means a decline of
proportionof rural population in total population from 32,5% to 27,71%the same
period, the percentage of 65+ age group in rural population rise 11,3% from 9,6 percent,
and the percentage of1@ age group has fallen to 25,5% from 27,8% (Ministry of
Development2013a).

Despitepopulation loss and aging expanced in rural population, labour force
participation rate increased to 53,6% from 50,8%. Rural labour force is predominantly
employedin agriculture. In the periodf 20072012 the share of agriculture in
employment has beearound 61%, agricultural employment has increased 1,1 million
and noragricutural employment ris€00 thousand people (Ministry of Development,
2013a).

In spite of the increase in the agricultural emplogmeural poverty keeps
importancein Turkey. Since, most of the employment is in enterprises which are small
scaleand workin subsistence level. Theoblems on the scale and marketing of these
enterprises preveritavingsufficient 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 Develapent, 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 Turkegucted
by The Ministry of Development (formerly SeéaPlanning Organizatiotikewise states
that, cultural, social, demographic, economic, environmental and spatial diversity of
rural areasmadeit difficult to provide a conorete definitionin Turkey Therefore,
various definitions are developad some legislatiors and statisticalstudiesin the
country, typically without providing an explicit definition of rural areéState Planning
Organization, 2006)

Ministry of Development accepts the 20.000 population limit for urban
settlements. Actuallythe Secod Five-Year Development Plan (196®72)and former
reportsexpressdthe population limtad 0. 000. The study conduct
based or28 variables determined the limit for urban settlements as 20.000 and this
started to be used by the Ministifhe study denoted that in so@oonomic terms,
minimum urban functions appear on settlements having population 20.000 and more
(Ministry of Development, 2013b).

In parallel,National Rural Development Strategy of Turlaated 2006&lefines
rural areas agiareas other than those urban settlements with 20@00nore
popul ationd. The aim of emsdriygicompatilblitywithhi s s
the development plans. What are different definitions of rural and urban in different
laws, plans and picy documents? Belowhere is a list of definitions frorthe 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 istrict centresit provides that those settlements having population 5.000
and above may establish its municipality. A minimum population of 5.000 and certain
distancecriteria are set for villages or subllages to come together and establish a
municipdity.

General Population Census (2000)General Population Census (1990)
Demographic definitions have been generated on the basis of settlements. Accordingly,
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the #dAvillage popul ationo r(k9yydsubdstictst he p
(beldg, and t he Acity popul ationbo refers t
boundaries of province and distragntres

General Agriculture Census (2001):Data were compiled through the studies

whose scopes designated below:

- Village General Information Survey: All villages and province and district
centreshaving population less than 25.000,

- Agricultural Enterprise Lists: All villages and settlements with population
less than 25.000,

- Agricultural Enterprises (Household) Saeww All villages, province and

district centreshaving population less than 5.000.

Household Labor Force SurveysSettlements having population 20.000 or less
are accepted within Arural o area.

Village Inventory Survey (1997):Regardless of populatiohé 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 rur al area is defined as the
with their socieeconomic characteristics where life and economic activities mostly
depend on use and exploitation of natural resources, economic, social and cultural
development processesvatice 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 |Iife and productiono.

Tenth Five-Year Development Plan (2@3-2018): A settlement having
population 20.000 and more are accepted as city.
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4.5. Population Statistics

In Turkey, the first population census after the declaratiothe@fepublic was
carried out in 1927, and the second was in 1935. The population census which had been
organisedfrom this year to 1990 quinquennially has been started to be carried out
decennially after 1990. After tHB4" General Population CensuSRQ carried out in
2000, the system changedAddress Based Population Registration System (ABPRS)
and populationtatistics have been started to be announced annually.

Il n GPCOs and efinitibreof dtyBHaRIEen made considering the
administrative division structure in Turkey. The populations in provag#reand in
district centresare defined as urban paption, the populations in stdistricts (towns)
and villages are defined as rural population. T of classificationwhich is highly
sensitive to how administrative borders were dranevitably involves the weaknesses
widely referred in previoushapters.

New regulations regarding the administrative structure of the city involves
suddenchangs in population As alatest regulationNew Metropolitan Lawdated 12
November 2012 and numbered 636Gn important example of such shifts. The law
generges 13 new metropolitan municipalitieswhich are former city municipalities)
addition to existing 16Namely,Ay d € n , Bal éekesir, Deni zl i,
Kahramanmar ak, Mar di n, Muj | a, Wilkkeomed aj , T
new metropolitan municipalitiesf Turkey, with the local elections that will be held in
March 2014

The implementation of the law wilauseB0% o f t he countryds tot
some 56 million peopleto startto reside in metropolitan cities. Moreover,eth
metropolitan municipalityborders of these 29 cities avdadened to the provincial
borders. Inhabitants ofillages and sudlistricts, which were formerly conceived as
rural populationwill turn into urban populationThe law alsoresultsthat, 16,082
villages and 1,591 towns lost their legal standing as separate emtigesfore, the new
law will inevitably affect not only lives of residents, but alsmban analysis referring
population and space.

As will be notedin the next sectigrnthe scope othis research covers the period
1927 and 202, therefore will exclude the changes originated fidew 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, gpulation change ian importantindicator of urban change.
This part of the thesis aims to make an extensive research on population change in
Turkeybef or e st uThy findiggs iK zheninational level will help better

understancthgt he dynami cs of Kzmir.

Turkey experiences population growth since the establishmeRepiiblic. The
population was13.648.270in 1927 and recent statistics show a population of
75.627.384 for the year 201Phis means a 4,Bimes increase compared to 1927.

Table 6 shows population and urbanization rates in Turkey between 1927 and
2012 with respect t&sPCG 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%inTAELmeans

an increase 219% in urban population and 70% decline in rural population.

Table6. Total, Urban and Rural Population of Turkey Years, 1922012
(Source: TurkStaB P C,d3272000; TurkStaABPRS 20072012)

Urban Rural Rate of Rate of

Year Totall Pop_ulation Population Urbar_1 Rural_
Population| (Province and | (Towns and | Population | Population
district centres) villages) (%) (%)

General Population Censuses
1927 (13648270 3305879 10 342 391 24.2 75.8
1935 |16 158018 3802 642 12 355 376 23.5 76.5
1940 |17 820950 4 346 249 13474 701 24.4 75.6
1945 (18790174 4687 102 14 103 072 24.9 75.1
1950 (20947188 5244 337 15 702 851 25.0 75.0
1955 |24 064 763 6927 343 17 137 420 28.8 71.2
1960 |27 754820 8859 731 18 895089 31.9 68.1
1965 |31391421 10805817 20 585 604 34.4 65.6
1970 |35605176 13691101 21914 075 38.5 61.5
1975 (40347719 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 [56473035 33326351 23 146 684 59.0 41.0
2000 |67 803927 44006 274 23 797 653 64.9 35.1
Address Based Population Registration System
2007 | 70586 256 49 747 859 20 838 397 70.5 29.5
2008 | 71517100 53611723 17 905 377 75.0 25.0
2009 | 72561312 54807219 17 754 093 75.5 24.5
2010 | 73722984 56 222 356 17 500 632 76.3 23.7
2011 |74 724269 57 385 706 17 338 563 76.8 23.2
2012 | 75627 384 58448 431 17 178 953 77.3 22.7

Since 1950s, rapid urbanizatidakes place in Turkewccording tomigration

from ruralto urban.The ruraldistribution of population between urban and rural areas

changes in the advantage of form€&he 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 showsthe population of Turkeyn each decad®r the period1930-

2010in total, urban and ruralimensionsThe population of 1930 is interpolated using
values of 1927 and 1935. All values between 1940 and 2000 belong to census of the

corresponding year, andstly data for 2010 belongs to the address based system. We

can produce couple oflistinctivepoints

Population

80 000 000

70 000 000 /.,»4

60 000 000

50 000 000 ot

40 000 000 4 —=—Total

30 000 000 P Urban
20 000 ooo-wy Rural
10 000 000- :

1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
Year

Figurel5. Population of Turkey in Each Decade, 193110
(SourceTurkStatPopulation Statistigs
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Firstly, in all decadesvithout an exception, nisg occursin urban and total
populationin Turkey Rural population on the other haradter having geak in 1980,
start diminishing aftetill 2010 despite aery substantial increase in 2000.

Secondly, 1950 and 1980 emergéesaking points for totadindurbanand rural
population of Turkey.In 1950 the increase accelerates cleanlytotal and urban
population levels. Rural population shows the same slope of increase from 1930 till
1980, which is moderate. Howevetr980 is an important breaking point for rural
population because it representbegyinningof decline.ln 198Q thetendency ofrural
population in Turkeyis turnedto decreaseAt the same time, after 1980rban
populationbeginsto increase very rapidly, fasteratfincrease irntotal population and
hand in hand with rural population decliffédnis makes a picture of opening scissdms.
1985 urban and rural population became equal and after this time urban population
exceeded rural population in Turkey.

Thirdly, after 2000 total population increasesessomespeed, and also rural
population shows alearacceleratedall. Therefore, 2000 is the breaking point for total
population aml rural populationScissors start to open more widely.

At the end of thes@rocesses, as noted earlier, we can see a 16,7 times of
increase in urban populatiof,5 times of increase in total population, and 0,7 times of
increase in rural population.

This general picture says thabhot surprisingly, population in Turkey is
increasing, and clustering in urban arebsban growth andural decline is a major
characteristic in TurkeyThis is a finding consistent with the global trendplained in
previous sectionddowever,we can consider questions &sthis 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 answethese questions andentify diversifying urban d&ange
dynamics we needto check populatiorioss in the level of districtsfhe 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 Turkdw. Turkey for 2012, there are 81
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provinces composed of 957 districtese districts have a population ranging between
840809 andl787. The mean population thfese957 districts is 78.758 'he 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 representthe first and last 20 districts with respect to total
population.According to Table7, we can say that districts with greatest population
belong todifferentmetropolitan cities of Turkeyl hese cities are majorbancentres of

their regionsThe mean ppulation value of these 20 districts is 673.048. Surprisingly,

there i s

not any

di st rKiaata b atjich i& thenbiggesti n

di st r i cwith aopbpuldtianmi 466.023 is Pamong 957 districts of Turkey.

Table7. First 20 Districts with Greatest Total Population Among 957 Districts, 2012

(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2012)

No | Province District Urban Pop. | Rural Pop. | Total Pop.
1 |Ankara Ke-i°ren 840,809 - 840,809
2 |Ankara tankaya 832,075 - 832,075
3 |Gaziantep kahinbey 782,899 12,384 795,283
4 |Bursa Osmangazi 778,843 13,376 792,219
5 |[kanl &ur |Merkez 526,247 262,709 788,956
6 |Adana Seyhan 764,714 - 764,714
7 [Kstanbu|Bajcél ar 749,024 - 749,024
8 [Kstanbu|K¢-¢k-ek 721,911 - 721,911
9 |Ankara Yenimahalle 687,042 - 687,042
10 | Gaziantep kehit kam 638,460 33,699 672,159
11|/Kstanbu|, mrani ye 645,238 - 645,238
12 |Bursa Yél dér ém 629961 1,521 631,482
13|Ks t an b u|Pendik 622,200 3,597 625,797
14/Kst anbu/Bah-el i e 600,162 - 600,162
15 | Ankara Mamak 559,597 - 559,597
16 |Ka hr a ma |Merkez 443,575 115,089 558,664
17 | Denizli Merkez 525,497 28,927 554,424
18 |[Ks t an b u|Esenyurt 553,369 - 553,369
19 | Konya Sel -ukl u 540,119 11,991 552,110
20lKst anbu|} sk¢dar 535,916 - 535,916

The list of 20 districts with lowest population contains districts from every

geographic regioof Turkey.The meanpopulationvalue d these 20 districts is 2.528.
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Table8. Last 20Districts among 957 with awestTotal Population, 2012
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2012)

No | Province District Urban Pop. | Rural Pop. | Total Pop.
938/Bi ng° | Yedisu 1,473 1,509 2,982
939| Adana Kmamoj | u 2,032 938 2,970
940| Denizli Sarayk?®y 1,857 1,108 2,965
941/ Kér kl ar [Kof - az 855 2,069 2,924
942| Antalya Kbr adeé 1,652 1,255 2,907
943| Kastamonu Aj |l é 1,913 950 2,863
944 Bilecik Knhi sar 1,008 1,824 2,832
945|E1 az é] Aj én 1,717 1,004 2,721
946| Sivas Doj ankar 1,419 1,280 2,699
947| Afyonkarahisar [ Ké z él °r e 1,610 997 2,607
948| Erzincan Otlukbeli 2,081 469 2,550
949|¢ a n a k k a |Bozcaada 2,465 - 2,465
950/¢ ankér élBayr am°r 689 1,753 2,442
951 Isparta Yeni kar b 1,987 351 2,338
952| Zonguldak G°k-ebey 724 1,542 2,266
953|Es ki kK e h |Han 1,059 1,049 2,108
954|Kér ekkaijtel ebi 781 1,317 2,098
955| Rize He mki n 1,235 787 2,022
956|Bi ng° | Yayladere 1,249 770 2,019
957| Konya Yal éh¢y¢ 1,615 172 1,787

Figure 16, 17 and 18 shows the distributiorpopulation todistricts in Turkey

for the year 2012 according to total, urban and rural population.

somehow show the regional urban centres. Tloesdresattract attention with their
n that
Es ki

relatively

We can comment that, distribution of total and urban population across districts

Diyar bak ér ,

hi gher

K-el ,

Ant al ya,

popul ati on. I

Ankar a,

I e S

Kehi

dark colours. For rural population on the other hand, higher population concentration is

heavier on eastern districts. Coastal districts located on the south and westsparts a

have higher rural population.
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Figurel6. Distribution of Total Population in Districts of Turkey, 2012
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2012
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So, hese photographs show a recent distribution of population. Howvelid
reachthis poin® In order to captureecentpopulation 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 needagainto emphasisehat, kecause 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.

5.21. Recent Population Change: 2008012

The districts experienced highegbwths of populatiomrelistedin Tables 9, 10
andl11 The first 20 districtsvith highest growtlare indicated below.

Table9. Districts with Highest Growth of Total Population Turkey, 20082012
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2008, 2012)

) . 2008 Population 2012 Population 20082012 Population
No| Province District Change (%)
Urban | Rural | Total | Urban | Rural | Total |Urban | Rural | Total
1 |Ktanbul |Bak ak 205,860 1,682|207,542 311,095 5,081 |316,176 51.1 | 202.1| 52.3
2 |[¢anké@Kur kun 4,279 | 4,043| 8,322 | 4,887 | 7,477 | 12,364| 14.2 | 84.9 | 48.6
3 |Kst an|Esenyurt (373,017 - 373,017 553,369 - 553,369 48.3 - 48.3
4 |Antalya |Konyad86835|5291|92126|125,849 5,664 [131,513 449 | 7.0 | 42.8
5 |Ordu Mesudiye 2,812 110,689 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 |Di yar|Kay ap {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|kéerna|G¢ -1 ¢+ 3518 | 6,307| 9,825 | 4,590 | 8,479 | 13,069| 30.5 | 34.4 | 33.0
l1/Kér éklYyahki I 9573 | 3,749| 13,322| 14,591| 3,084 | 17,675| 52.4 | -17.7 | 32.7
12|Kst an|¢t ek me 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|139,730 334 | -6.2 | 294
15 | Ankara G° | bay 82968| 2531| 85,499|109,261 1,382 |110,643 31.7 | -45.4| 29.4
16 |[Kzmi r|G¢zel t 20978| 1,160 22,138| 26,900| 1,569 | 28,469| 28.2 | 35.3 | 28.6
17|Tekir|¢er kei67,617|79,622/ 147,239 84,234|104,478 188,712 24.6 | 31.2 | 28.2
18 |Hakkari |k e md i 1 13,081|39,698 52,779| 21,048| 46,125| 67,173| 60.9 | 16.2 | 27.3
19 | Tokat Bak-i1{ 2755 |2855| 5610 | 4,195 | 2,910 | 7,105 | 52.3 | 1.9 | 26.6
20|Kst anlAr nav (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
Kstanbul , Ankar a, Ant al ya, Kzmir, Gaziant
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which are normet ropol i tan and relatively small er
Ordu,k eérnak and Tokat empl oy districts in t
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.

ForBakakkehir, Esenyurt, Konyaalte, Tal
¢tekmek?©y, Pursakl ar , At akum, G°Il bake, G¢
which are districts ofmajor metropolitanprovinces growth is somewhat expectable.

But districts |l ocated in interior Anatold]
Yahki han, k e md iisnrot expacted to Beainx the listtinl the Kirst look.

Because, the major provinces amntresthat attract population for jobs, educational
facilities etc., and the smaller provinces on the other Ilgarelpopulation.In order to
shed some light on the factors that resulted groteflgphone conversations has been
done with officers in some of thedestricts. The results imply that every settlement has
its own different dynamics.

Kurkuynlau di strict of ¢ankéeré have shown
terms of percent ag e According to emformétiesntobtainedifrom B a k a |
the Governorate of the districthis is obviously caused by the location of two big
factories in the districtpneis onceramicppr oduct i on ( S%hpgtheroBer a mi
chrome enrichmentSo new people moved tahe district for jobs( Kur kunl u
Governorag, 2013).

Mesudiye a district of Ordu have shown the fifth largest growth performance
among 957 districts. The district alsaitracts attention with its very high rural
population.Accordingto informationobtained from the Governorate of the districg th
high rate of growth is owed to the return of peopbrk to the district, whaut
migratedin the pasto otherc t i e s, e s p e cNealy 10§ thousanpgeEet a n b u |
from Mesudiye Mastvoe themiare retitedtnawnhBse Ipeoplduilt
housesdenselyin the villages of Mesudiydn summer time they live in these houses.

Also, most of them are taking their registrations to Mesudpgeticularly to help Ordu
become a Greater City Municipalifilesudiye Governorate, 2013).

Y a h Kk | ehdestnict ofKé r €& kekparieneed considerable growitbm 2008to
2012. According to information obtained from the Governorate of the district, the high
rate of growth depends dactors such as he proxi mity to Keéreéekk

located in tle district( Kér e k k a | eandlalsa cheapersrént pyiges compared to
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Ker ékkal e. inuit storeyand high stgndaabdousingprojects havoosted

i n Yahkihan. This supply attracted both p
andheir families (in the form of Oapart f
20% cheaper comparedvi e Kk ik & & ] e . onhAaenddstancehoé& ken i s
between citycentres This distance gets quite lower whadjacent parts of the two
sdtlements areonsideed Sq rapid growthwasoccurred according to theseitlined
factors (Yahki han Governorate, 2013).

G¢-1l ¢komakli strict of kérnak experience
2012. According to information obtained from the Governorate of the district, the high
rate of growth depends doirths andincrease inthe registration ofchildren to the
ABPRSwhich havenot previously registereeixactly. Among the reasons of growth are
also increase in thenumber ofgovernment officials such as teachers, polices and
religious commissaries (G¢-1¢konak Governc

B a k - | & diskrict lof Tokat experienced consigale 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 t o atitude-(1400m)andkinsummere di s
the population rise€speciallyhe retired people turn back
their registration to prevent the closure

k e md ,ardiktiict 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 migrateditaq and Iran, after the
terrordecreased in the region, and some registrattonserningocal electionsin the
last yeaythe directorate of population registered 2000 new births and 200 dealtes
districts( k e md i n |l i Governorate, 2013).

Therefore, we cannot explain urban changighwone 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 withspect to urban and rural

population rise will be exhibited.
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Table10. Districts with Highest Growth of Urban PopulationTurkey, 20082012
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2008, 2012)

. o 2008 Population 2012 Population | 20082012 Population
No| Province | District Change (%)
Urban | Rural | Total | Urban | Rural | Total |Urban | Rural | Total
1 |Hakkari kemdi 1 13,081|39,698 52,779| 21,048| 46,125| 67,173| 60.9 | 16.2 | 27.3
2 |Erzincan |¢ayér | 3,290 | 7,150| 10,440| 5,254 | 4,547 | 9,801 | 59.7 | -36.4| -6.1
3 |[Kéréekl|Yahki f 9573 | 3,749| 13,322| 14,591| 3,084 | 17,675| 52.4 | -17.7 | 32.7
4 | Tokat Bak-i1{ 2755 |2855| 5610 | 4,195 | 2,910 | 7,105 | 52.3 | 1.9 | 26.6
5 |[Kst an/Bak ak {205,860 1,682|207,542 311,095 5,081 (316,176 51.1 | 202.1| 52.3
6 |Kst an|Esenyurt |373,017 373,017 553,369 553,369 48.3 48.3
7 |Antalya Konyad86,835| 5291| 92,126| 125,849 5,664 |131,513 44.9 7.0 42.8
8 |Edirne S¢l of I 3,003 |4,485| 7,488 | 4,334 | 4,049 | 8,383 | 443 | -9.7 | 12.0
9 |Sivas G°l ovyq 1531 |1,813| 3,344 | 2,197 | 1,448 | 3,645 | 435 | -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 Ak kuk | 5155 |27,023 32,178 7,073 | 24,033 | 31,106| 37.2 | -11.1| -3.3
13|Di yar|Kay ap {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 Kki zcgq 5231 |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|¢ankeékaban9g 4380 | 4,770| 9,150 | 5,837 | 4,350 | 10,187| 33.3 | -8.8 11.3
20 | Hakkari kemdi 1 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 ofmmeropolitan

provincesin Table10. Most of the districts came forward withpid increase of urban

popul ati on

bel

ong

provinces

S u

c h

as

Hak k ar

¢ a n k @rsaon.dnerefore, we can think that, the urban population concentration of

these districts is owed to the attraction of rural population from their surroundings.

increase givéhe impression of some administrative changes.

In Table 11, there are districts from different sizes. The very high rates of
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Tablell Districts with Highest Growth of Rural PopulationTurkey, 20082012
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2008, 2012)

2008 Population

2012 Population

20082012 Population

No| Province | District Change (%)
Urban | Rural | Total | Urban | Rural | Total |Urban | Rural | Total
1 |Erzurum |Pal an (150,282 356 150,638 160,162 2,000 |162,162 6.6 461.8 | 7.7
2 |[Kst an|Bak ak {205,860 1,682 |207,542311,0955,081 |316,17651.1 |[202.1 |52.3
3 |[¢ankéKur kui4279 |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 |Di yar|Baj | ai327,504 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 |[Kzmi r|{Al i aj ¢49,508 |12,750 |62,258 (59,124 | 17,474 | 76,598 |19.4 |37.1 |23.0
9 |[Kzmir|{G¢zel £20978 |1,160 |22,138 (26,900 |1,569 |28,469 |28.2 |35.3 |28.6
10/kérna/G¢ -1 ¢ h3518 |6,307 |9,825 (4,590 |8,479 |13,069 |30.5 |34.4 |33.0
11 | Kocaeli Kz mi t |287,970 18,545 | 306,515 302,960 24,475 | 327,435 5.2 32.0 |6.8
12|Tekir|¢ter ke 167,617 |79,622 | 147,239 84,234 | 104,478 188,71224.6 [31.2 |28.2
13|Kst an|Sar éy {252,986 24,386 | 277,372 258,035 31,924 | 289,959 2.0 30.9 |45
14 |k an | & Merkez 468,993 205,522 674,515 526,247 262,709 788,956 12.2 |27.8 |17.0
15 |Hakkari |[¢ uk ur (8,957 |5,549 |14,506 |8,247 |7,047 |15,294|-79 |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 |[Kar a b|Merkez 106,148 10,523 | 116,671 110,537 13,079 | 123,616 4.1 243 |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 ¢ukur (267,453 3,891 |271,344{ 335,733 4,740 |340,47325.5 [21.8 (255
20 |Ankara |Ay a Kk 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 indicatthe opposite trend, districts with population loss. The next three

tables will identify population loss in the total, urban and rural dimensions.

The listof 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

populationis seen as phenomenomorerelated with interior regions of Turkeyhis

will be checked when the geographic distribution of loss is identified.
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Tablel2. Districtswith HighestRate ofDeclineof Total Pop. in Turkey 20082012
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2008, 2012)

2008 Population

2012 Population

20082012 Population

No| Province District Change (%)
Urban | Rural | Total | Urban | Rural | Total |Urban | Rural | Total
938| Yozgat ¢ayér|8,039 |12,279 20,318|6,096 9,996 |16,092|-24.2 |-18.6 |-20.8
939|El azéj Baskil 5,178 | 13,043 18,221|4,963 |9,437 |14,400(-4.2 -27.6 |-21.0
940/¢ankér gYapr al2,123 |9,103 |11,226/1,498 |7,359 |8,857 |-29.4 |-19.2 |-21.1
941({¢ or um Uj ur | (3,505 (4,838 8,343 |2,770 |3,751 |6,521 |-21.0 |-22.5 |-21.8
942|Kér e k k al Delice 2,881 (8,842 |11,723|2,306 |6,795 |9,101 |-20.0 |-23.2 |-22.4
943| Afyonkarahisal K é z € | (2,201 | 1,159 |3,360 | 1,610 |997 2,607 |-26.9 |-14.0 |-22.4
944|Kér kehi|lAk- ak|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 ¢amol |2238 [5584 7,822 |1,762 |4,220 |5,982 |-21.3 |-24.4 |-23.5
948|¢ or um Ort ak|3,415 (7,310 |10,725|2,320 |5,770 |8,090 |[-32.1 |-21.1 |-24.6
949/El az éj Maden 5,929 |10,518) 16,447|5,016 |7,344 |12,360|-15.4 |-30.2 |-24.8
950 | Kayseri ¥zvat|3686 |1,681 5367 (2,790 |1,190 |3,980 |-24.3 |-29.2 |-25.8
951| Antalya Kbr ad|2284 |1,695 (3,979 |1,652 |1,255 |2,907 |-27.7 |-26.0 |-26.9
952|Kér ékkaBal é&«k|2547 |6,304 (8,851 (2,042 (4,393 (6,435 |-19.8 |-30.3 |-27.3
953| Kayseri Ak k & k|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 ¢ aml e(/4,589 (5,273 19,862 |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

of Turkey, the regionwith lowest indicators of development, population loss processes

do

There are four districts from Ankara in the liSurprisingly, in the eastern part

not

emerge

significantly.

n

t hatia f i

region. The minoritysituationof 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 Tabl&3 are those mostly take place in interior regions and

Black Sea coast of Turkeyrabzon, Giresun and Artvin are representatives of the

Black SeaAgainwe can mention a loss changing nearly between 20% and 40%.
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Table13. Districts with HighestRate ofDeclineof UrbanPop. in Turkey 20082012
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2008, 2012)

20082012Population
Change (%)
Urban | Rural | Total | Urban | Rural | Total | Urban | Rural | Total

2008 Population 2012 Population
No Province District P P

938/Bi ng° |l |Kij e [3913 |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 ¢aykal|2617 |13,651 16,268/2000 |11,220|13,220|-23.6 |-17.8 |-18.7
941| Mersin ¢aml e|3,335 |7,223 |10,558|2,537 |6,239 |8,776 |-23.9 |-13.6 |-16.9
942| Konya Aheéer | |1,091 (4,785 |5,876 |829 4,038 (4,867 [-24.0 |-15.6 |-17.2
943| Yozgat ¢cayér 8039 |12,279 20,318|6,096 |9,996 |16,092(-24.2 |-18.6 |-20.8
944 | Kayseri ¥zvat |3686 1,681 5,367 |2,790 [1,190 |3,980 |-24.3 |-29.2 |-25.8
945| Trabzon Kepr ¢|2492 3,407 [5,899 1,884 |3,041 4,925 |-24.4 |-10.7 |-16.5
946| Karaman Bakya|2857 (2,230 (5087 (2,159 |2,049 |4,208 |-244 |-8.1 |-17.3
947| Giresun ¢anak|2265 |5498 |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 |11

950| AfyonkarahisatK € z € | {2,201 |1,159 |3,360 | 1,610 |997 2,607 |-26.9 (-14.0 (-22.4
951| Antalya Kbr ad|2284 (1,695 (3,979 (1,652 |1,255 |2,907 |-27.7 |-26.0 |-26.9
952|¢ankeéer gYapr a|2123 |9,103 |11,226/1,498 |7,359 |8,857 |-29.4 |-19.2 |-21.1
953(¢or um Or t ak|3415 |7,310 |10,725|2,320 |5,770 | 8,090 |-32.1 |-21.1 |-24.6
954| Kayseri Ak k & k|2781 (6347 |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 betwea#fo and 42%. According tdade 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 exi stence of some provinces such as Gi

this phenomena is also valid for the Black Sea region.

Table14. Districts withHighestRate ofDeclineof Rural Pop. in Turkey20082012
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2008, 2012)

2008 Population 2012 Population

20082012 Population
Change (%)
Urban | Rural | Total | Urban | Rural | Total |Urban | Rural | Total
938| Giresun ¢amol|2238 |5584 (7,822 |1,762 |4,220 |5,982 |-21.3 |-24.4 |-23.5

939|G¢ m¢ K hki r an/7,261 |10,976| 18,237 {9,483 |8,292 (17,775 |30.6 |-24.5 |-2.5

940|Kér ke hAk - ak{1,129 |4,719 |5,848 |969 3,564 14,533 |-14.2 |-245 |-225
941 | Ankara ¢ aml 4,589 |5273|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 |[-249 |-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 Ak k e k2781 |6,347 |9,128 |1,882 |4,739 |6,621 |-32.3 |-25.3 |-27.5

(cont. on next page)

No | Province District
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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¢r me| 13,670 | 15,521 29,191 |15,445 | 11,500| 26,945 |13.0 |-25.9 |-7.7
947 | Antalya Kbr ad?2284 (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|E | a z e j|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 ¥zvat|3686 |1,681 5367 |2,790 |1,190 [3,980 |-24.3 |-29.2 |-25.8
953|E| a z & j|Maden 5929 |10,518/16,447 {5,016 |7,344 |12,360 |-15.4 |-30.2 |-24.8
954|Ker ékkBal é&k|[2547 |6,304 {8,851 |2,042 |4,393 (6,435 |-19.8 |-30.3 |-27.3
955 |E | a z e j|Keban 5005 |2,576 |7,581 (4,860 |1,719 |6,579 |-2.9 |-33.3 [-13.2
956| Erzincan ¢ayéer(329 |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 ideabouturban change dynamics. These dynamics, which will be

continued to be checked in the following parts can be summarised inrarfewks

On the increasing sidgyopulation increaseeems as matter of metropolitan

provinces.Metropolitan provinces are urbaentres of their region so their districts

attract populationAnkara seems to be the leader among thé€sethe other hand,

districts of some normetropolitanprovincesfrom differentregions( s u c h

Ha

kkar.

, Or

du,

as

k esupereokgroatinctthracteoskcalue )to sevaral w

¢ank

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 factor3herefore, we can mention a mix of provinces from all

regions of Turkeyamong growing districtsBut most of them belong to metropolitan

cities of the regionLocal 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 regioraetempany

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 districtsctiraplete
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 and23 shows how and in which degree population has changed
among districts of Turkey.Before going through the mapse can seesome cumulative
information for the period 2008012in 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 expgrced increase on the other side 744, nearly
five times experienced population loss.

Table15. Somelnformation about Districtsith Rising and Declining Population
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2008, 2012]*) 47 districts without rural popexcluded

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

800
700
600
500 -

400 -

300 -

200 -
100

Total Population Urban Population

Rural population

m Districts with Rising Pop  m Districts with Declining Pop

Figure19. Number of Districts Experience Population Rise and Decline
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2008, 2012)

According to Tablel5 and Figurel9, there are more districts lost population

with respect to total and rural population. When we consider rural gtigl the gap
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between numbers afistricts withrising 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.

Whenwe 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 dedfthsespect
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 isf 9i§86 for
urban and 13,7 percent for rural population, which-8ré% and9,8% for population

loss consecutively.

15.0

10.0

5.0 1

0.0 -

-5.0 -

-10.0

-15.0

m Mean Rate of Increase (% m Mean Rate of Decrease (%

Figure20. Rate of Popultion Increase and Decrease fostricts
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2008, 2012)

With respect to population involved, we know that from 2008 to 2012 (Bble
total population reached to 75.627.384 which was 71.517.100 earhan population
reached to 5848431 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 fathlrpnpulation.

Now, Figure2l, 22 and?23 exhibit how and in which degree population has
changed among districts of Turkey.

According to Figure2l, we can say that most of the provincentres

experienced increasing population. Population increase has concentrated apparently on
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the coast of Aegean SddgditerranearSea and Marmara Sea, and around some south

eastern provinces such as Gaziantep, kanl é
When we examine chge in the form of urban and rural populatitme findings

become clearer. With respect to urban populationfigure 22,it is seen that the

dominant tendency is in the direction of increase. There is the redundancy of urban

population loss in a limitethterior region. As stated earlier, number of districts having

increase is more than population losses in urban population.
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Figure22. Population Change in Districts of Turkey, 268812,According to Urban Population
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The picture which is according to rural population (Fige@8gis highly apparent
and characteristic. There is a huge cluster of distretperienced heavy rural
population loss in the interior part of Turkey, which are indicated by dark @rey

clusterencloses many districts belonging different provinces. In @abggns with

districts ofBi ng° | , E | a zgéegs througraXpansivelyby including many
districts of Sivas, Yozgat, Kayseri, ¢or u
Konya.

A second belt can be defined in the Black Sea coast. Most dfistwcts in the
Black Sea Region experience rural population loss in either heavy or moderate level.

In fact, rural population loss is not limited withet cluster and belt defined
above. Around them, asne tendency goes orconsistently, except few coasal
settlements beside Aegean Seas ome di stricts of Kstanbul ,
and somesoutheasternprovinces namelyk anl éur f a, Diyarbaker,
Hakkari and Van.

Before going through some explanations about the findings indicated up to now,
we need tdurn toa similar but at the same time different method used by Tekeli (2005)
in a study dealing witltaptumng how populationdistribution has changedver time.
Theessence of this method &s referred in the previous chaptenstead of calculating
percentage change afsettlement internallygonsideing the share that the settlement
occupies and how it did change over tirSe, population of a settlement magliease
in terms of absolute valumver time but if its percentage in the country populattmes
not alter it means that it is atablecity. If the share of population increases, it is the
indicator of a growing cityT e k e | i cal | ed tsthbutooni nmedaesxudor ea nads
produced contoured mapsthe province levelThe differences between contours of the
different periods gave the process of change.

I n 1980, the heights of Kstanbul and
between Adana and Antalya continue expanding. Zonguldak and Samsun emerge as two
local centresin Black Sea coast. After 198@s seen in Figure 2Kst an b u | cont i
steepening, Arckr a keeps the same hei ght. Kz mir
Antalya) increase their heights. Zonguldak and Sanmsemiresstart to disappear.

Di yar baker e me rcanpteesn the pericd 1932 W00 ockKs$t anbul h
been the modatentrein Turkey. The movement of population is towardgest and
southwest directions (Tekeli, 2005).

78



°
Sinop

~*Kirklareli > .0,00175
Edirne' | ([ & < - .
- \ A Zonguldak .~ Kastamonu .Samsun ~ N o pize Artvin
Tekirdag 1S@NbY" 4 Saarya -0,0017557 ® ®Giresun Trabzon
//” : °Bolu ® - ®Amasya Ordu .
- o Kocaeli E . Cankin Scom ° Giimiishane
Canakkale | ® ° Bilecik ¢ /\ \ Tokat -0.00175 e
o)) rzurum
e 2ursa ® e Ankara 'Y 05 ® Erzincan
Balikesir Eskisehire {72t ozgat Sivas : B
Katahya - o funcell £0,00175
0,00124 1001024/ / .K:rsehir 0,00124 w -
‘e Manisa - ° \ B ~ " ° R Bingol mus
o) _ Usak Afyon .0,00724 ° Kaysed EEY *Bitlis
izmir ; Nevsehir °
0.01024’ 0100424 — . *siirt
% < ° I y, o
Aydin  ° ol® ° .Nigde ° Diyarbakir
Denizli (i Konya il . Adiyaman X
o Burdur K.Maras - Mardin
“4 ’Y’uqla P .Ad‘ : ;azianrep Tl
= o lana
Antalya e icel
°
Hatay

Kars

°
Agn

°
Van

°
Hakkari

Figure24. (-1) Moment Contours of Population Distribution of Turkey, 2000
(Source: Tekeli2005, p. 9%

Similarly, what are the outcomes if we ysgpulation sharem the district level

for the period2008 and 2012The result of the analysis is shown in Fig@ke

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. Tika clusters produced are seen on the map. The grey

districts are those experienced decline with respect to share in population. Conversely,

the scale fromyellow and greenndicates growing districtsThe results are consistent

with previous analysis based on percentage change.

On the map, the growttentesare surrounded by districts which are declining.

This makes growtltentresapparent. The growtbentreis often the provinciatentre

Ant al kanl eur f a,

ya,

Gazi

ant ep,

Kzmi Eski Kehi r yaemerdeiasnthia gronteStredn aurkey.

Di yarbakeéer
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Change in the Population Share, 2008-2012
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Figure25. Classification of Districts According to Change in the Share in Total Population of Turkey22028

(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2008, 2012)




So, the extensive research up to nsows thatin 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. figant processes of population loss
did not emerge in the eastern part of Turkey, where reveal lowest indicators of
developmentRural population loss the most dominant process in Turkey. i$sead
out all over the country andherefore it should rtobe considered aa regional
phenomenaThis dramatic form of change needs to be understood well and considered
in national policymaking

What would be the underlying reasons of findings stated up to kAdthwGugh
this question deserves further studie@sed on considerable statistical analysis of
different demographic and economic indicators, some general explanations are possible.
The eastern and sou#fastern regions seem to be least affected from population loss in
different levels. We know that eash and soutieastern part of Turkey has highest rate

of natural population increaseigure26 supportghis statement.

21-2,7

2B-33

34-3a

5o
— T

Figure26. Average Nimber ofLive Born Children petWoman, 2011
(Source: TurkStat, 2013, g13

As aresult 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 Blackseacoast exhibit lower fertility rates and older population.
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Figure 27. Median Age in Provinces of Turkey, 2011
(Source: TurkStat, 2013, )

Also, despite their high rates of fertility, these see#istern provinces were
experienced @d outmigration in the pastRecent statistics show that the speed of
migration slowed down after 2000s. The high-ougrationof Van observed in Figure
28is due to the earthquake happened ifl @8tober 2011.

240
s
[ ERE
| REE

Figure28. Provincial OutMigration, 2011(.000)
(Source: TurkStat, 2013, g7

Such kind of urban changa the form of rural population losgefinitely has
some connections witkicononical structureof regionsand countryNaturally, residents
of rural placedive onagricultue. If population lossxists, it means people leave and do
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not make agriculture. So, population lassinversely related with attractiveness of

agricultural activityfor householdsAs an indicator, if wenay have dook atthe share

of agriculture in economfor regions In Tablel6, regions are arranged descending

orderaccording to share of agriculture in gross value adG&th).

Tablel16. SectorhShare of GVA by Level 2 Regions, 2010

(Source: TurkStat GVA Statistics)

No | Regions(Level 2) Agriculture | Industry | Services
1 |A] rKars,l ] dAedahan 26.6 12.6 60.8
2lkan| ®uyfaa bakéeér 25.3 17.5 57.2
3 |K € kaielaksarayNi | Ney ke hi 23.8 212 | 550
Keérkehir
4 |Van,Mu ®Bitlis, Hakkari 23.1 14.7 62.3
5 |Kastamonu¢ a n kSinopé , 22.6 20.4 57.1
6| Bal ekasniakkal e 22.0 20.9 57.1
7 |SamsunTokat,¢ o r LAmasya 19.9 21.4 58.6
8 |Manisa,Afyon,K ¢t ably ak 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,Batmank & r siatk , 18.1 28.6 53.4
12 | Erzurum,Erzincan Bayburt 17.9 18.3 63.8
13|Ay d Penizli,Muj | a 16.7 21.3 62.0
14 | Adana,Mersin 15.9 20.9 63.2
15|Hatay,K a h r a ma @smarmiya K , 15.6 27.6 56.8
16 | Kayseri,Sivas,Yozgat 14.9 29.0 56.1
17 [Malatya,E | a B & h ganteli 13.3 21.5 65.2
18 Tra_lbzcn_, Ordu,Giresun,Rize, Artvin, 13.2 291 64.6
G¢méegKhane
19 | GaziantepA d é y aKilia n 11.9 29.8 58.3
20(Teki EdirejK.er k1l ar el i 11.1 37.0 51.9
21|T¢or ki ye 9.5 26.4 64.1
22 | Kocaeli,SakaryaD ¢ z 8ddu, Yalova 7.1 36.1 56.8
23Kz mi r 5.9 25.8 68.4
24 |ZonguldakKar aBa kt én 5.8 38.3 55.8
25|Bursa,E s ki Biebik r |, 5.7 39.8 54.4
26 | Ankara 2.9 24.6 72.4
27|Kst anbul 0.2 26.3 73.5

Regions experiencediral populationdecline 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 differéattors. This will be more widely

di scussed while explaining

Kz mir

case
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5.2.2. Historical Population Change: 1952010

Theanalysis so far reflected recent population chaBgeause urban change is
a procesghat differentiates over time in terna$ characteristics, raalysingthe subject
with a historical perspective will be useful for a better understandingthis part,
population of districts is investigated in the form of decddesrder to capture urban
change dynamics historicallyrhe andysis performedcoversthe period19502010.
This meansan investigation of 6 decades9501960, 196601970, 19701980, 19860
1990, 1992000 and 200@010.It is checked whether each district lost population or
not, as Beauregard (2009) did in his wonljich is mentioned in details previously.

Figure29 shows the number of districts that experienced populatioriicssch
decade between 1950 and 20D@spite the consistent rise of population in the national
level, analysis on the districts show thatetmumber of districts losing population is
consistently increasing in Turkeffrom 1960 to 2010, in each decade the number of

districts that possessed declining population is consistently increased.
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Figure29. Numberof Districts Experiencedotal Pop.Loss in Turkey, 195@010
(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics)

As stated before, the number of districtsl hacended by timm Turkey due to
several reasons. Therefore, we may think thhé rising number of districts losing
population is somewhat can be affected by the increase in the total number of districts.

However, when we considpercentageshat isto say,the proportion of the number of
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districts losing population to the totalimber of districts in each decade, Siwiation
does nothange(Figure 30)

80.00%

0,
70.00% SLE:7E

60.00%
50.00% P
zzzzzf 30.54%
. 0
20.000% | +7-92% 16.93%
10.00% 7.68%
0.00% . . . . .

19501960 19601970 19701980 19801990 19902000 20002010

Figure30. Percentage of Districts Experiencéotal Pop.Loss in Turkey, 195@010
(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 Figure32 decompose population loss into urban and rurae T
general tendencyf increasing incidence of population loss among distibetsveen
1950 and Q10 is still valid when we takerban and rural population into consideration.

In 20062010 decade, 526 districts experienced urban population loss, and 776 rural
population loss. These numbers were 51 and 180 in the decade ef98Y.Oe can

say thatpopulation loss is evidently valid for both urban and rural population, however,
for the rural population caseéis much more steady and strikinghese findings are
consisting with the previous statements regarding 2002 period.

In the lastdecade the number of districts that lostbanpopulation reveals a
sharp increase, nearly 4 times of the previous period. Other than experiencing
population losglue to migration or death)e incidence of population loss is in some
amount affeted by two subjects. The first one is some administrative changes. The

second one is the shfrom census to address based system.
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Figure31. Number of Districts LostirbanPopulation in Turkey, 1950010
(Source: OwrCalculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics)
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Figure32. Number of Districts LosRuralPopulation in Turkey, 1950010
(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics)

The main administrative regulatid@unchedbetween 2000 and 2010 is the Law
Numbered 5747 and date] Blarch 20081t provides establishment of 43 new districts
all over Turkey. It disjoints former central districts of some major cities and conduct
new districts. We cannot know the defeneffect of this formation had, if we consider it
resulted losses in the same amount of districts, the picture still stays dramatic. To
exemplify; di stricts | ost popul ation from 200
Konak, Karaburun, and ¢exme in Kzmir. I n
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Yenipazar, Buharkent and Karpuzlu lost urban population. In Ankara we can list
Al téndaj , A Ggaall é dkkayman a, Kal eci k, Nal | éhan

Other than the administrative regulation, the shift in the sydtaene also
affecedst at i sti cs because a practi swakened may
with the launch of the address basedtem 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 poputatd that settlement. Besides, in
tourism centresthere 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 nunibetse direction of increase. This
is a matter of data accuracy and it is not possible to calculate the effect exactly. Even we
considerthese two subjects affected results in some dedhee,findings arestill
consistent andtriking.

For the rural popaltion, as seen in FiguB2, increase in the number of districts
losing population is more decisive. Also, compared to Fi§0re¢he number of districts
in each decade is more than the number of districts experiencing population loss in
terms of total poplation 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 1988s, the
is a greater gap between the rural population and total population.

These findings regarding population loss fits with the results of the analysis of
20082012 period. To remember, we have found that the metropolitan centre districts
gain urban populan, 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 ofAegean Sea, Mediterranean Sea and Marmara Sea. Also the provinces
located in the soutbastern part of country seem relatively less affected owing to their

high rates of fertility and younger population.
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Figure33. Number ofDistricts Lost PopAccording to otal, Urban and Rural Pom
Turkey, 195602010(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics)

As noted earlier, rural population is decreasing in the world. But there is the
guestion vy rural populatia loss is so effective imurkey, especially after 1990srca
be identified by giving reference tplanning and economics contexthe 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 dit@g, we will briefly reviewthe
relations betweenbserved coursemdnational policies in Turkey

Ministry of Development, formerly State Rl@ng Organization, states that
inequalities in development between urban and rural areas still continue taseaist
result of modernization efforts, industrialization and seaonomic 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 blathe
reasons are the structural transformation of Turkish econorfavaur 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 arertiamization
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 dissolofidhe rural
population, and the structural change and proportional diminution of the agricultural

sectords contribution to the national ecor
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In the 1950s, 7 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 tdl inhabit in the settlements havingllage status. In the period
19952000, although the speed of migration from villages to cities slod@wn
compared to the periot®80-1990, it was observed that individuals in the working age
group preserved theiendency 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 othe 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. Thexefo
the changes in agricultural sector have
relocation.K e | e kK pfoRoBed dojne pull factors that resulted decline of agriculture
and thereby rural areak Turkey, the conditions of people in agricultitave shown
great changes, especially since 1950s. These chéragedeen affective ipushng
rural people out of agriculture. The apparent characteristics of agriculture have been low
fertility, scarcity of agricultural income, uneven distributionland and income, and
mechanisationEither in regions shifted to phase of capitalist production, or in regions
still having semifeudal characteristics, the detachment of rural people from agriculture
is acceleratedwingtosome& easons ( Kel ek, 2004) .

First of all, dthough majority of population earn their lives on agriculture, this
majority makes the part of the national income which is quite srmaalll also
increasingly getting smalldsy time Pegle working in agricultureare 50% of active
populationandthey makel6% of national income. The portion of agricultural section
in nationalincome was %55,4 in 1960. This is the ultimate reason which necessitates

the movement of population from agriculture to fagriculture part¢ Kel ek, 200 4)

It is importantto note that, He low level of fertility not only resulted from
weather conditions or lack of technology, but also fribra situation thatand has
broken in a degree ofmot enalihg efficient level of productionBesides, rate of
villagers without land had not been séew in Turkey. Area of agricultural land per
household engaged in agricultural activity is too small to becauffecient for living.

Also, the landgot the form of piecemeadxcessively This is owed to the inheritance
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system of Turkey angrevents the establishment ehterpriseswith rational size
( Kel ek, 2004)

The places obtaining agricultural density are also the places that have the lowest
level of urbanization and¢have high rates of oumigration. Also, natural population
increases higher in agricultural communitigBanurban places. Therefore we can say
that, urban population increase is mostly caused by the popuksgjearatedrom
agriculture (Kelek, 2004).

Tekeli (2013 signs out the abundance of explanations of urbanizatidarkey
with reference to mechanization, and argues that it is not possible to understand
urbanisation solely consideg mechanizationin agriculture. Such explanations
highlights urbanization ofTurkey is based onural pushinstead ofthe pull ofurban.
However, hey are insufficient to clarify the complex process of transformation
experienced in rural Turkey. If it was possiblectdculate migration as a coefficient of
number of tractorenteed in villagesmigration experienced at the end of7f08should
have been much greatie amount The problem can only be understood by considering
transformation of social structuamd forms of ownershiim rural areas (Tekeli, 20).3

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 segifoduction for existence. The huge agricultusaterprises
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 thetleer, passage from local market to country market took place.
These twdactors and the integration of country marksta wholéhad beerfed by the
parallel development of nationmhnsportatiorroads. Each village had the opportunity
to reach national market by thehannels of distribution and communicatioim.
conclusion,these mechanismshave resulted polarisatiorof land ownership in rural
Turkey, and nevibusinesselationsthat ended formation of larger enterprisegolving
tractor possession accelerated disengagement from kmdl increased migration
(Tekeli, 2013.

A case study conducted Palama asubdistrict of A y d ig afield example of
how rural areas increasingly lost blood after 198Dscreasing government support and
subsidy on agricultural productionprivatisation of major industrial institutions
processing agricultural products aladnchof newlaws enabing easier use of land for

purposesuch as housing, commercial or industrial developmrestilted in decreasing
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level of agricultural productioneconomic difficulty of farmers andgenerally more
difficult living conditions in the rural areas of TurkéyY © r ¢ r ., The 2npl&a&ions

of national liberal policies on rural settlements casuramariseas:

Not turning towardsagricultural production,

Increasing ratef land sales,

Diversification of agricultural products as a pursuit by farmers,
New products thatecessitatéess labor force,

Dominance of rentingnstead of ownings a form of land tenancy,

=4 =2 =42 4 -4

Young people leaving the rural and theoldeg si st i ng moving (Y°]

Keyder and Yenal (2013) states that the structural transformations experienced
in the economy of Turkey in the pek®80 periodesulted considerable changes in the
conditions of living, working and producing in rural regs of Turkey. Rural
populationwho make a living singly on agricultureéropped off In terms of diversity in
sources of income rural population reveal conditions that are increasingly
corresponding with urban formdloreover, the income of the producers is no more
purelydependent on governmesupport policiesThis is caused byome consequences
of global restructuring processes on agriculture and food sectors. In this new situation,
other than the price support afgricultural 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 pointsirddly, 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 glolzagriculture/industry complex. In parallel,
the price assignation in the national base had been more sophisticated due to the
introduction of production ways preferred
far mi ngo.ad@reanasiad tognmuncation and informatiordecreased the
importanceof time and spacand these developments also affectaadl areasThe gap
between urban and rural is diminished. The rural started to be a more liveable place.

Therefore, mall towns and villages conserved their vividness as units of settlement,
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tendency of migration to big citiesveakened economic activities and income
generation ways in villagediversified. In this new pictureevenues of rural population
are less depelent onagricultural goods and price§hese observations regarding rural
transformation in Turkeyerified by some studies focused on different parts of Turkey
(Keyder and Yenal, 2013).

After reviewing discussions aboumain reasonsand consequences ofral
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
populationloss, whichis the number of times a city experienced a decade's populatio
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 angbercenage of people involved in the population loss.

Tablel7. Number andPercentage oPeoplelnvolved inPopulationLoss, 1952010
(SourceOwn Calculations due tdéurkStat Population Statistics)

Decade Total Loss | Average Number of | Averagepercentage | Incidence
People per of Loss per
Incidence Incidence
19501960 | 1.208.765 10.603 18,99% 114
19601970 | 108.949 2.223 7,03% 49
19761980 | 296.391 2.744 7,51% 108
19801990 | 3.689.043 13.513 18,22% 273
19902000 | 2.918.902 7.484 14,95% 390
20002010 | 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 bothf i gur es the first three decadeso
decadeso.

Below, the 1952010 period is examined in two sub periods, 12980 and

19802010 in order to capture the differences between the two.
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Figure34. Districts Lost Population in Turkey in Periods of 19880 and 1982000
(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics)

Figure 34 shows the difference in the number of districts losing population
between the period 195180 and 198@010. 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 firsthalf. 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 thetslist
of Turkey in the period 9502010, in terms of totgbopulation, 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 aptine 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 Ridgtion Losses,

19502010(Source:Own Calculations due tdurkStatPopulation Statistigs

Most of the districts lost population in one and two decades, they are nearly

equal. Population loss in #e decades, four decades and five decades follow them.

There are five districts that lost population in all six decades. These@e € | ¢ a h a ma m

(Ankar a),

KIi -
(Sinop). Table 18 exhibits some major information abpapulation, urbanization and

development level ahese districts.

(Erzincan),

Table18. Districts with Six Times of Population Loss in Six Decades.
(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2010 and DPT, 2004)

among 872 districts

Indicator Kezeéel cal KI i|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 socie 3 4 3 4 3
economic development

Sociceconomic -

development index 0,20565 0.56722 -0,10750| -0,44347 | 0,07266
Order of development 249 635 378 562 296

There are 27 districts that lost populationfive over six decadesThe list

contains three districts from Sivas, two districttsdm Bal ékesi

Sinop, and

one

di stric

Ke mantiBoyaleat ( Er z i

r ,andBol u,

t from Ankar a,
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El azéej, Kar s, Kayseri, Kér kl ar ebbTFhksMal at y
are listedwith some related informatian Table19.

Table19. Districts with Five Times of Population Loss in Six Decades.
(Source: TurkStat ABPRS, 2010 and DPT, 2004)

. o Total Urban | Rural Rate o_f SD:(?_écC)f dsg\%?:;' Rank

No | Province District Pop. Pop. Pop. Urb_anl dev.elo' ment (Over
(2010) | (2010) | (2010) | zation pment | index 872

1 Afyon Emi r dy 42111 | 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 Bal &k ( Balya 15.085| 1.902 | 13.183| 0,13 5 -0,68318| 701
4 Bal &k (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 G°yng¢ | 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 ¢tankélkabany 10416 | 5.253 | 5.163 0,50 3 0,11004 | 285
10 {¢orum|Meci t{ 18.446| 5.200 | 13.246| 0,28 5 -0,68249| 699
11 | Edirne Lal apy 7523 | 1.347 | 6.176 0,18 3 -0,26206 | 472
12 |EIl ©z é] 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| Ar a - 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 Pénar | 28.983| 11.253| 17.730| 0,39 4 -0,44455| 564
17 |Kér kl {Kof - aj 2798 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 Kki zd( 5759 | 1.708 | 4.051 0,30 4 -0,55848| 631
20 | Sinop Ay anc|( 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 Di vr i ] 16504 | 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 ¢emi kk| 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|Ovaceéel| 3321 755 2.566 0,23 6 -0,85157| 767

Tables18 and19 show that the districts have varying population betwee®043
and 2000 The socioeconomic level varies between third degree and sixth débeese.
districts which are in the first two grosipre above the Turkey average (DPT, 2004), so
we can say that all districts with 5 and 6 times population loss are-ewmmmmically
belov the average level in TurkeRistricts 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, districts in Tablel8 and19 havea 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 losgiggered bysocial and economic structure and policies in
Turkey.

Figure 36, 37 and 38 below demonstrates the geographic distributisiricts
depending on how many timéisey experiencd population loss, with respect to total,
urban and rural population

We can say thathe districts with population loss mostly clustered to interior
regions and to the northern part of Turkey.

With respect to total population, Figurg6 reveals that high number of
population loss is widespread to Eastern Black Sea and Middle Anato$ialdiar that
population loss is more common in the north and reast of country than the other
regions. Thdirst significantzone of population loss that has dadour on the map
starts with Kars, Ardahan and Artvin on the nestst. It continues pvinces such as
Erzur um, Ri ze, Bayburt and G¢m¢ Khame . Wh €

Sivas, it gets a heavier degreecabkursindicate. Finally, itosespower in Kayseri and

Yozgat.

The second apparent zone is located in the Western Bleclpart. It consists
provinces such as Sinop Kass mo n u , ¢anker é, Ankar a, Kar a
concentration is highly related with the

where population and jobs are concentrated.

Middle-east and Sdb-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 Fig@itethe amount of
districts lost population decreases. However, mosthefdistricts at least one time
experienced population loss. Besides, urban population loss similarly concentrates on
the northeast part.

The situation in rural population is much more striking, as Figure 38 shows.

First of all, zero times loss is a very@acharacteristic 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 amtiesn part of the

region, the former with a higher degree. Rural population loss only gets weaker on the
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southeast of Turkey. Normally, the east of Turkey can be expected for such kind of
concentration but the table above does not lead to such kinchdusmn. There are
districts from nearly all regions in Turkey.

Thirdly, interior Aegean also indicates a strong tendency of rural population
|l oss. These are districts from provinces !
and Afyon.
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Figure36. The Number oDecaded hat Districts Experienced Population Loss in a Period of Six Decades (According to Total Population)
(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Popula8tatistics)
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Figure37. 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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Figure38. 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)



So, the geographical incidence deserves further stuttiesrder to search

geographical incidence of population loss, Level 1 classification system isTzsd.

20 and Figure 39 represdhe contentind geographic outloosf Level 1, Level 2 and

Level 3 classification groups.

Table20. Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 Classification in Turkey

Level 1(Regions) Iliee\;(l)ﬁs()s ub- Level 3(Provinces)
Kuzeydo] u(Noitm a ¢ Erzurum Erzurum, Erzincan, Bayburt
East AnatoliaRegior) Aj r é Aj r é, Kar s, | 7 deéey
Or t ad o] u Mildieddst] Malatya Mal atya, El azeéej,
Anatolia) Van Van, Mu K |, Bitlis,
Gieneydoi uswthacfaziantep_) Gaziantep_)Adéyaman_, Ki
East AnatoliaRegior) ,anIeUIkanlgurfa, Di yar |
Mardin Mar di n, Bat man, |
Kstanbul Kstanb(Kstanbul
Batée Maeserar a (TekirdiTekirdaj, Edirne,
MarmaraRegior) Bal eke¢Bal ékesir, ¢anaki
Kz mir Kz mir
. Ay deén Aydén, Deni zl i, I
Ege fegean Region) . Mani sa, Afyonkar :
Manisa
Uk a k
Doj u MakEKEastMarmara( Bursa Bur sa, Eskikehir |
Region Kocaeli Kocael i, Sakarya,
Bat & AWestAmdtolia (|Ankara Ankara
Region Konya Konya, Karaman
Akdeniz (Mediterranean Antalya Antalya, Ispa_rta, Burdur
Regiol) Adana Adana, Mersin
Hatay Hat ay, Kahr amanma
: . - Kerékkal e, Aksar :
Orta AnadoluMiddle Anatolia |[Ké r & k k (K & hi
Region - erTKenlr
Kayseri Kayseri, Sivas, Yozgat
Bat & K dWestereBiac Zonguldak (Zongul dak, Karal?<
Sea Regiop Kastamonu |[Kast amonu, ¢ankeéri
Samsun Samsun, Tokat, ¢¢
D o] wradeniZEastern Black Trabzon Trabzon, Ordu, GiresuiRize, Artvin,

Sea Region

G¢megKhane
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Bati Karadeniz .

Dogu Karadenizg

Ortadogu Anadolu jgg‘?

Gimeydogu Anadolu

Figure39. 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 totalfban and rural population.
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Figure40. Districts lost population according to Level 1 regions, 126800.
(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics)

The figureintroduces 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, WesternBlaBka r egi on (comprising Zongu
KastamonuSi tamk és8amsun, Tokat, ¢orum and
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 Regiorsi composed of provinces namel
Muj | a, Mani s a, Af yon, K¢tahya, Uk ak. Aege
devel oped region in Turkey, and this resu
has thelowest number of districtghat lost population. This can be sourced by two

i mportant factors. Tnreteopofisthat stitl graws and ditadts Ks t a
popul ation from the whole Turkey. The se
single province, its districtare fewer in number compared to other regions.

Compairson of regions irtwo perods: 19501980 and 198@010 wil give the
opportunity to get someonnectionsvith the politicalframework of that time.

250
—o—North-East Ana.
200 ) =—-Middle-East Ana.
== SouthEast Ana.
—=>=Taull
150 —¥=Western Marm.
=0 Aegean
100 = —+—Eastern Marm.
—\N/estern Ana.
/ Mediterrenean
50 1 —o— Middle Ana.
: / ., -~ Western Blacksez
0 e . . Eastern Blackse:
19501980 19802010

Figure41. Population Loss in Level 1 Regions in Periods of 219980 andL983G:2010
(Source: Own Calculations due to TurkStat Population Statistics)

According to Figuretl, 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 thlatst population in the perioti9802010. Western Black
Sea Region, which tsathe greatest number of losses in both periods, is in the top other
regions. I'n the bottom, swalestsuelzer oKlgsseaimb u | R

both periods.
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5.3. Summary of Findings

Total population of Turkey has increased more thaimes 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 soubgedrowh 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 stagtito 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 p@ulation changecontributes 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 lev@lherefore, focusing on the districts is a method to
break the total picture iatpieces and understand variancess has been done in two
different time intervals. One covers the period 2Q0&2 to obtain some findings about
the recent change dynamics. The other aims to generate a more historical view and
includes the period 1952010.

Recent urban change dynamics include growth of some urban centres and
decline of surrounding district®n the increasing side, population increase seems as a
matter of metropolitan provinces. Metropolitan provinces are urban centres of their
region so they attract populatioifthese 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
increaseThere 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 heavyrural population loss in interior Turkey. This cluster it begins with
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some districts oBi ng©° | , El azeéej, Mal atya 1in east a
i ncluding many districts of Sivas, Yozgat,
Ankara and Kong. Also a second belt is very apparent in the Black Sea coast. Except
few coast al settl ements beside Aegean Sea
and Bursa, and some sosgha st er n pr ovinces namely kanl
kér nak, nd¥ankraral popukation loss is a pattern expanded all over the
country.

The analysis with a more historical perspective indicatedntlaat urban change
dynamicin the form ofpopulation loss is also a historiggienomenormnd this process
got heavierfom past to today.

In 1970, there were 49 districts that lost population in Turkey. This number was
649 in 2010. In terms gbercenages, districts lost population was neardy B 1970
and 686 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 201@onservesvalidity when urban and rural populatigmstead of total
population)are takeninto consideration. However, for the rural population case, the
situationis 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 indicatest {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 ¢tenh 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 ppulation, 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, tks empowers the statement that rural population loss is a more dominant

characteristic for districts of Turkey.
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The factors underlyingpopulation lossin the rural part of Turkey can be
explained by giving reference to the dominant economic and sociaigsobf the
country in a wide historical perspectiwdrbanization 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 MarkedbrRe
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 @Xxperiencegopulation loss shows that, most of the
districts lost ppulation 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 | ost popul a
( An k ar a)rzincark | Kemaliyg @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 popuaition loss is concentrated.

Analyses on the base of Level 1 regions disptaye significant outputs.
Firstly, the situation still did not change, population loss in terms of rural population has
the highest incidence in all regions. Secondly, WesternkBia@ region (comprising
Zongul dak, Karabg¢ k, Bartén, Kastamonu, ¢ a
Amasya) accommodates the largest group of districts experienced population loss.
Thirdly, after the Western Blackea, the region with the secommiyhest number of
districts lost population is Aegean Region. Aegean Region is composed of provinces
namely Kzmir, Aydeén, Deni zl i, Muj | a, Mani
the second most developed region in Turkey, and this result is sugprisastly,
Kstanbul Region has the highest number of
sourced by two important factorshTe f i r st i's that thgstilanbul
grows and attracts population from the whole Turkey. The second fa¢that, because
Kstanbul is a single province, its distrioc

When the situation of regions compared in two analysis periods;19ED and
19802010, the number of districts lost population is greater ifitsieperiod than the
latter. This is consistent with the previous findings offering that there were more
districts thatost population in the periotl9832010. Western Blackea Region, which
has the greatest number of losses in both periods, is itophether regions. In the

bottom, there is Kstanbul Region, with the
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CHAPTER 6

POPULATION CHANGE I N KZMKR

K z mithe thirdanetropolitan in TurkeyoPpul at i on st atistics
is a growing city.Since 1980s, the city experiences an increase in urban population
mostly owing to inami gr at i on. In the |l ast 80 year s,
million from 500 thousand in 1930. In the following figure, the urban, rural and total
population ofK z mi r i's portrayed between 1930 anc
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 ghigration can be observed
from the sharp rise in urban population and a modest decrease in rural population. The
increasei h  ur ban popul ation is far above the
Between 1970 and 2000, the line of population rise has the highest slope. Lastly, when
we | ook historically, the population of K:

the province does not experierpepulation loss in any period.

4,500,000
4,000,000

3,500,000

3,000,000

2,500,000 —o—Urban
2,000,000 /

== Rural
1,500,000 P Total

1,000,000
500,000 =

Figure42 The Popul at-R0dh of Kz mi r , 19:¢
(Source: Turstat Population Statistics)
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According to the figure, population growtti recent period does not lag behind

thesteep increase of the past.

However, Kzmir is a huge <city, the acc
respect to GNP, Kzmir constitutes al most
and the sixthcityinTuk ey ( KZKA, 2009) . We naturally
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 investigatd i st ri cts of
depending on the fact that there are 30 districts differentiating in various characteristics
such as economic, social and geographical.

Figure43i ndi cates the socioeconomic rankin
has done by DPT (&te 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 ofdevelopment. 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.
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Thesequence f di stricts of Kzmir change bet
This huge difference among the districts in ranking is one of the evidences of the
heterogeneous structwwef t he diistricts of Kzm

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 thelopevent 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 ofcdistss o f Kz mi
Turkey.

6.1. PopulationDatao f Kz mi r

The popul ation census results for Kzmi
Statistical Institute (Ankaraps stated previouslyhe first census is for the year 1927.

After 1927, the censuses are igéars periodindbelong to the years 1935, 1940, 1945,
1950, 1955, 1960, 1965, 1970, 1975, 1980, 1985, 1990, 2000. After the year 2007, the
system has changed &BPRS In the new system, instead of 5 year census intervals,
the data is yearly conducted. érafore, population data for the year 2010 in the study is
obtained througiBPRS

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 0f1l927 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.

T o d a mir hidsz 30 districts.The following figure shows the geographic
distribution of the districts.
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Figure44. T h e
(SourceK Z K 2013 p.18)
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Districts of Kzmi

The number of districts for different years of data is differéable 21 reveals

theavailability of dataaccording to existence of the districts.

Table21. |l nformati on about Popul ati on
No | District Data Start | Data Notes
In End In

1 Al i aj a | 1985 2012 In 14" January 1982, aparted from Menemen and
became a separate district.

2 Bay éndég 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 ¢ ek me 1927 2012 District since the beginning.

6 Dikili 1935 2012 District since the beginning.

7 Fo-a 1927 2012 District since the beginning.

8 Karaburun 1927 2012 District since the beginning.

9 Kar kK éy al 1955 2012 Became a separate district according to thedated
4" March 1954 and numbered 6325 #June 1954.

10 | Kemal p a 1927 2012 District since the beginning.

11 |[Kéneéek 1950 2012 Previously being a town part of Bergama, aparted
1948 and became a separate district.

12 | Kiraz 1950 2012 Previouslywas@art of ¥demi k.
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 |¥demi k | 1927 2012 District since the beginning.

15 | Seferihisar 1927 2012 District since théeginning.

16 |Sel - uk |1960 2012 Previously being a tow
part of Kukadasé, beca

17 | Tire 1927 2012 District since the beginning.

18 |Tor bal & 1927 2012 District since the beginning.

19 | Urla 1927 2012 District since the beginning.

20 [Beydafj 1990 2012 Being a part of ¥démilyk
1987.

21 | Buca 1990 2012 Became a separate district in the centré'iduly
1987 according to law numbered 3392.

22 | Konak 1990 2012 Became aeparate district in the centre il duly
1987 according to law numbered 3392.

23 | Menderes 1990 2012 Became a separate district il July 1987 according
to law numbered 3392.

24 |Bal - ov a 2000 2012 Became a separate district in the centre fhKday
1992 according to law numbered 3806.

25 | ¢i Tl 2000 2012 Became a separate district in the centre fANay
1992 according to law numbered 3806.

26 | Gaziemir 2000 2012 Became a separate district in the centre fANay
1992 according to law numbered 3806.

27 |Nar | &d e 2000 2012 Became a separate district in the centre fhiday

1992 according to law numbered 3806. Being unit
with G¢zelbah-e (ndmed
December 1993 separate
G¢zel bah-e.

28 | G¢ zel ba 2000 2012 Separated f r o"Dechaberl19aand
named G¢zel bah-e.

29 |Bayr akl|2008 2012 Established in 2¥ March 2008 by the law numbere
5747, separating from
Bornova

30 |Kar abaj| 2008 2012 Established in 2¥ March 2008 by the law numbere
5747, separating from district of Konak.

31 |Kukada s| 1927 1955 Remained registered 80z mi r unt i | t
Then connected to the

32 | Central 1927 1985 Remained registered as centre until Konak and By

District separated as independent districts.

Kukadasé and t Wwesekepteout tofrthe lanalisis because antthe
final picture they are not districts of Kz

6.2. Recent Population Change20082012

This part involves the investigation o
has been done for the 20@810. Table22 presents the population of districts and how
it is changed from 2008 to 2012. The districts aredigt descending ordeaccording
tototalpopul ation in 2012. Karabajl ar has the

the | owest popul atBoon oivia, KXKminrak , Bl Ka@aa Kéya
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ot her districts c¢omi metativayfhigbep o Kat abaphar Bw
Kenék, G¢zel bah- e, Seferihisar and Fo-a t:

relatively lower population.

Table22 PopulationoDi st ri ct s -80l2 Kzmi r, 2008
Source: TurkStaABPRS 2008, 2012

. . 20082012Population

No District 2008 Population 2012 Population Change ?%)
Urban | Rural | Total | Urban | Rural | Total |Urban | Rural | Total
1 |Kar ab aj442,337 822 |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 |Kar kK &y g295,743 288 |296,031 315,008 286 |315,294 6.5 -0.7 6.5
6 |[Bayr akl 303,816 303,816 309,137 309,137 1.8 1.8
70¢i ]l 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|Tor bal §110,498 11,465/121,963 127,101 10,939|138,040 15.0 | -4.6 | 13.2
10|¥d e mi k | 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|Ke mal p 4 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/Bal - ov 4 76,219 76,219 77,843 77,843 2.1 2.1
16 |Al i aj a | 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| 129 | 0.3 10.0
18 Nar | e dq 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 | 146 | 9.6
20 | Kiraz 8,464 | 36,366| 44,830| 8,720 | 35,289 | 44,009| 3.0 -3.0 | -1.8
21|Bay énd¢q 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|Sel - uk | 27,555| 6,904 | 34,459 | 28,213| 6,374 | 34,587 | 2.4 -7.7 0.4
24|¢ e K me 20,247|11,721] 31,968| 21,749| 12,814 | 34,563| 7.4 9.3 8.1
25|Fo- a 25,581 3,437 | 29,018| 27,987 | 4,154 | 32,141| 9.4 | 209 | 10.8
26 | Seferihisar 23,669 | 3,276 | 26,945| 27,849| 3,618 | 31,467| 17.7 | 10.4 | 16.8
27|G¢ zel b4g20978| 1,160 22,138| 26,900| 1,569 | 28,469| 28.2 | 35.3 | 28.6
28|Kénék 11,752|16,585 28,337| 11,789 16,161| 27,950| 0.3 26 | -14
29|Beydaj 5,710 | 7,685| 13,395| 5,612 | 6,954 | 12,566| -1.7 | 9.5 | -6.2

w
o

Karaburun 2,998 | 6,226 | 9,224 | 2,722 | 6,077 | 8,799 | -92 | -24 | -4.6

Figure 45 displays the concentration of population in tiheer metropolitan
di strictsBerfg&mani r¥demi K, Torbal e and Mene

higher population.
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Figure4d5.Di st ri buti on of Pzm®0l2ti on i n Di
(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2012

With respect to urban populatioas shown in Figurd6, the picturedoes not
reveal too much change. Urban population is concentrated getitieeand two districts
surrounding it. These are Menemen and To
residenti al growth in Kzmir owianagestdltof t hei t
railway and motorway investments.

When we consider rural population, districts on the periphery appears with their
relatively higher rural populatioas seen in Figurd?. ¥demi Kk has the h
population which is exceeding 50 theandi n  KRerganmra, Kiraz and Tire are the
foll owers of ¥demi«k.

When we examine population change, we can have some findings about the
recent wur ban c ha4Big ¢he following pamhshow how pogulatior

changed in terms of percentagee t ween 2008 and 2012 in Kzmi
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(Source: TurkStaABPRS 2012)
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Figure48. Change of TotaPopulationinD st r i ct s -80f2 (%)z mi r, 20
(Source:Own Calculations Based on TurkSFEBPRS 2008, 2012

These igures show the percentage of population change that each district
experienced between 2008 and 20B&cause there was not any change in the number
and scope of di stricts i n pravidean jdeathdwe se al
ur ban change occurs is Kzmir.

According to total population, as in Figu#s, G¢zel bah-e (28, 6
(23%), Seferihisar (16,8%)Dikili (14,1%), Ga zi emi r (13, 9%) , Tor b:
Fo-a (dmerge8vith)rapid growthOn the other side, there are districts showed
the charactestics of decline. Between 2008 and 2012, 6 districts experienced
popul ation | oss in Kzmir. These are Kar atl
Kéneék. -B,2%) cexpegriended the highest loss of population. Konréko),
Karaburun{4 , 6 %) |, Ba%)ckirak €lr, 8(%) a nld, 4K%)n éfko I(l ows B
with their decline.

Konak is the only central district that lost population. So it deserves attention.
Konak accommodates the CBD and also considerable residential &gasisk
reduction against disters some renewal projects are maintained by the municipality.

Kadifekale is one of theompletedprojects. Nearly 7000 people live in Kadifekale
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