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Urbanization in Turkey 1935-65

I ntroduction

NEXT to the high rate of population growth, a mgor problem facing
mod o the countries of the warld today is the raaid gowth of thar urban
population. These are of even greater magnitude for the developing
countries. Even though most of the developing countries are a a very
low levd of urbanization, what is dartling is the rapidity with which the
process is taking place. The reasons for and the consequences of such an
unprecedented trend in urbanization have received condderable attention
during recent years. However, what is lacking in most countries is the
documentation of the higtorica and contemporary experience. This lack of
progress is due to the fact that the rapidity with which the processistaking
place is a new phenomeneon and a number of problems are associated
with its definition and measurement. As the process is taking place at a
rgpid pace and has a variety of socid and economic implications, there is
need to know its extent and character. There is even greater need to
understand the components of, the factors responsible for, and the

conssouences of the process

This paper utilizes the limited data avalable on Turkey to provide
some ingghts into the recent changes in the level and trends of urbani-
zdion. It dso illudrates the Smiliarities or differencesthat exist

*Aneglier vasondf thispeper wesabmitted to Sedion 23 of theGenad Carfaae o
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anong mgor regons Daa for the presant sudy come manly from the
quinquennid cenausss of Turkey. As the dda from the 1970 canaus are nat
yet avalade the presant gudy covers a paiod of thirty years from 19510
19%

Problems of Definition and M easurement

Defining an urban area itself poses a major problem. A recent
United Nations publication' ligts the definitions thet have been common' ly
usad in anumber of countries. It can be seen thet the ariteria varies froma
smple congderdion of the adminidrative daus of the locdity to more

complicated aspects such as popul ation size, density, economicdrudure
(S(e

Similarly the process of urbanizatior? has aso been defined in avariety of
ways Inwhat falowsurbanizationis conddered asthe process of population
concentration. It isnot intended, however, to undermine thecovariance
of avariety of socio-economic and other factors between rurd ad
urban aess nor does it quedion the usefulness of these factors for
dasgficaion purposss In the presant sudy the populaion criteria is
adopted because it is unambiguous, Imple to goply and, aove dl, it rests
on the asumption that there would be a drong corrddion between
population size, concentration and the presence or absence of these
socio-economictraits.

In Turkey dl munidpdities induding provindd and didrict centres are
conddered as urban. This definition has the disadvantages of induding
some locdities that are nat redly urban and exduding some locdities that
ae Theefore, in the presant sudy we take aminimum populaion Sze of
10,000 to classify a locality as urban. Thus some localities not
officdly desgnated as urban are induded as such in the presant sudy.
Thee locdities, in generd, ae the "geoskondu' or sudter arees aur-
rounding the metropolitan arees of Iganbul and 1zmir which have vary
highdensty and aregrowing & avery rgpidrate

1 United Netions Gronth af\WerldsUrbenand Rural Papulation, 1920-2000, Ropulation
Siudies No. 44, Urited Nations New Y ark 1969,

2. Eldridge, Hope Tisdde, "The Process of Urbanization™, Social Forces 20, March
1942,
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Daa on popdaion o locdiies aove 10000 ae pubied sydamai-
cdly oy recatly. They can, howveve, be recodruded from the ealier
censuses. Moreover, boundary changes that have occurred during the
paiod have influenoad the aea and popddion of thee locdities in some of
the censuses. Influence of this is controlled by using the populaion daa
aduged for bouday dags® A compaisn o te ajuted ad
unadjusted data showed the influence of adjusment to be negligible.
Thus our data refer to the population of localities with 10,000 or more
popdaion in 1965 tken reropedivdy. Locdies having hed 10000 or
more population in an earlier census are not, however, treated as urban in
the yer of thet if thar 1966 populaion was bdow 10000. However, upon
examination the influence of this procedure is dso found to be grel.

Revdsand Trendsaf Urbenizationin Tukey

As shown in Table 1, during the thirty year period when the population
of Turkey doubled, the urban population—the population living in areas
of 10,000 or more population, increased three and a haf times. The
subgtantialy higher growth of the urban population was achieved
through the increase in the number of areas qudifying as urban and
through the growth of the existing urban areas. The number of such
aess increesed from 8L in 1935 to 199 in 1965, This way of messuing the
trend for the entire period is mideading because it conceds the timing of
the process and thereby underdstates the rapidity with which the process
is taking place. Alternatively the entire period can be divided inotwo
aud pats : 1935-50 and 1950-66. Whaess the fird hdf reoresants a paiod
of dagrdion, the seoond hdf can be desribed as a paiod of rapid change.
The remaning pat of this section subdantistes this conduson ad
damodraesitssevard dmasons

Aaoording to the dda gven in Tdde 1 it can be sen thet the paoatage
of population living in urban areas was rose from 16.5 in 1935 to nearly
30.0 by 1965. A closer examination of the levels at each of the

3. Such data are published for the census y earsbetwean 1935 and 1965in: BogePaHama
Dairesi (Regiona Planning Department), 1968. Ilye Ilcelerin Nufus Duzeltmeleri: 193565
(Province and District Population Adjustments : 1935-65), Ankara: Nuve Matbaasi.
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TABLE 1-SELECTED STATISTICS ON URBANIZATION IN TURKEY 1935-65

Turkey 1935 1940 195 1950 795 1980 1965
Population (in milliong
1. Totd 163 178 188 209 241 278 313
2. Urban 2.7 3.2 35 39 5.4 7.2 9.3
3. Rural 137 146 153 170 186 20.6 20
4, Per cent urban 165 181 185 188 25 29 28
5. Urban Growth 4.0 15 2.6 7.6 6.5 6.0
6. Rural Growth 13 1.0 22 19 21 14
7. Ratio of (5)/(6) 29 15 12 4.0 32 55
8. Rate of 19 0.4 0.3 4.6 4.3 5.2
9. indexof
fon 2.9 3.0 35
10.  Distribution of urban Number Shift across size class
areas bésze class(in 10550 160
1935 1990 1965 Decline Same 1+ Same 1+ 2+
1,000.0 and over 0 0 1 - - - - -
500.0 — 999.9 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
100.0 - 499.9 2 4 12 0 2 0 3 1 0
50.0- 99.9 4 6 18 0 2 2 0 6 0
20.0- 49.9 30 30 75 3 23 4 12 15 3
10.0- 19.9 4 65 92 2 36 6 13 51 1
Total 81 106 199 5 64 12 28 74 4
Population (in millions) Per cent
Distribution of urban 1935 1990 1965 1935 1950 1965
11. population by size class (n
thousands)
1,000 and over 17 - 186
500.0 - 999.9 0.7 1.0 0.9 276 A1 9.7
100.0 - 499.9 0.3 0.7 21 109 188 20
50.0- 99.9 0.3 04 12 9.4 101 122
20.0- 49.9 0.8 0.9 22 06 234 233
10.0- 19.9 0.6 0.9 12 215 26 133
Tod 2.7 39 9.3 100 100 100
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census years reveals that until 1950 this percentage was very nearly constant,
showing an increase of only two percentage points. The remaining increase
of about 12 percentage points has occurred during 1950-65. The rate of
urbanization given in Table 1 demonstrates that the process had gained
momentum only since 1950.*

It is aso reflected in the comparison of urban and rural growth rates
given in Table 1. It @n be seen that even though the urban growth rates
have aways been higher than the rura growth rates, the difference bet-
ween the urban and rural growth rates increased significantly since 1950.
Whereas the rural growth rates were adways low, fluctuating between 1.0
and 2.2 percent per year, the urban growth rate, showing a steadily rising
trend, has always been greater than 6,0 percent per year since 1950. The
reasons for such an increase in the differential between urban and rura
growth rates are : (i) the net effect of reclassification of areas between
rural and urban, as a result of population growth and (ii) the combination
of natural increase and net migration in the already existing urban areas of
the increase of 118 in the number of urban areas during 1935-65, the
increase during the first haf of the period was only 25, whereas during the
second half it was 93. This suggests that the increase in the number of urban
areas had played a dgnificant role in the urbanization of Turkey's
population.

Table 1 adso shows that the upward shift of urban areas was very small
during 1935 - 50 and quite large after that. Out of 81 urban areas in 1935
only 11 had experienced a shift to a higher size class and this was partly
nullified by a downward shift of 5 urban places. During 1950-65, however,
78 out of 106 places had moved upward by one or more size category and
no urban area shifted downward. Thus in general the process was hardly
taking place during 1935-50 wheress it has gained considerable momentum
since 1950. This can be attributed to the trend towards in-

U=l
%=\ 1000,
percentage of urban population at times ‘0’ and /', Ti has been suggested by Eldridge, and
vsed by Vaidyanathan, K. B. Popuiation Redictribution and Economic Change, 1951-6], Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1967,

4. This index is obtained as follows : r ) 100 where U, and U, refer to the
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creasing concentration in the dready existing urban places and the in-
crease in the number of such concentrations.

Fndly, the digtribution of urban population by sze class and the
changes therein gives an idea of the concentration occurring within the
urban areas, which is not reflected in 'percent urban' and its change. For
example, even though two areas may depict similar levels of concentration
as measured by percentage urban, when the size classification of urban
population is taken into account their levels of concentration might found to
differ. An andysis of the change in the distribution of urban population
by dze class given in Table 1 shows that there is a tendency for increasing
concentration over time. The percentage of urban population in areas of
more than 100,000 population rose from 38.5 in 1935 to 43.9 in 1950 to 50.3
in 1965. Declines of smilar magnitude were observed in the two lowest size
categories.

An index which takes account of the influence of the concentration in
larger size areas s suggested by Davis and Gasis®. To measure the changesin
concentration over time this measure is inadequate because it is to some
extent influenced by the level of urbanization. That is even if no changein
the digtribution of urban population by size class takes place the index
would rise if the percent urban increases. This is true even for intercountry
comparisons if one is interested in the concentration of population within
urban places. However, in making intercountry comparisons we usually
need the combined influence of the concentration of population in urban
areas as well as within them, and the Davis and Gasis index is satisfactory
for this purpose.

The index of concentration used in the present study is intended to
measure the tendency of concentration taking place within urban places.
The index is a ratio of the Davis and Casis index to that of the average
percent urban in each size class. Whereas the Davis and Casis index gives
more weight to larger size areas the average percent urban gives equa

5. Davis Kingsley and Casis, Anna, **Urbanization in Latin America”. MMEQ 24, April

& .
1946, 186-207. The index is : lk_ Y (Uytt P) where & refers to the number of size categories

and Upy and P refer to the urban population above the k' size limit and total population
tespectively, The size categories used in this study differ from that used by Davis and Casis.
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weagt to dl aess reggadess o 9z2 This index hes a minmum vdwe o 1
and a maximum vaue equd to the number of Sze groups used to
obtain the Davis and Casis index :

Davis and Casis index
average percent urban /)’

Index of Concentration = (

As mentioned earlier it can be seen from Table 1 that even though not

strong there has been a endency towards concentration in larger size
aees

Regiona Variation intheLevd and Trend of Urbanization

For the purpose of andysng the geographica varidtion, the extent
and pattern of urbanization in Turkey we have adopted the classfication
used in the Turkish Demographic Survey. They are : Centrd Anatolia,
Black Sea Coast, Marmara and Agean Coast, Mediterranean Coast, and
Esgem Aretdia

According to the dda gven in Tade 2, Mamaa and Ageen Coedt hes
dways bemn the mog ubenzed regon in Tukey. In ths regon the pa-
oatage of popddion living in uben aess roe from 32 in 1936 to 48 in
1966. Howeve, the inceese duing the fird hdf of the paiod wes aly 2
percentage points, and the remaining increase of 14 percentage points
occurred since 1950. Both Central Anatolia and Mediterranean Coast had
around 30 percent of their population in urban areas in 1965. At the
beginning of the period, Medietrranean region with 14.3 percent of its
population in urban areas was dightly more urbanized than Centra
Aratdia Thee two regons have dgaided dmilar petten in the process of
urbanization. Eastern Anatolia and Black Sea Coast are the least
ubenzed regos in Tukey, ad hed aly 174 ad 144 peoat of thar
population respedtively in uroen aressin 1965.

It can be seen from Table 2 that until 1950 the percentage of population
living in urban areas remained nearly congtant in dl regions and only
since 1950 this percentage has increased consderably. These data d
reved thet even though in dl the regans the paroatage o populaion living
in urban aress has increased subgtantialy, the difference between
228 Demography India Vol. 11, 2



TABLE 2—SELECTED STATISTICS ON URBANIZATION REGIONS OF
TURKEY : 1935196

Regions Eastern
Anatolia
Central "Black Marmara Medta-
Anatolia Seg Coag and Agean raneen
Coadt Coast
(1) @) ©) 4 ©)
1. Per Cent Urban 1935 124 58 321 14.3 9.3
1950 16.7 75 A2 174 10.5
1965 29.5 144 479 26 174
Urban Growth Rate : 193540 5.6 10 31 43 1.7
194045 3.6 03 06 29 —
194550 3.6 0.2 24 25 22
195055 81 99 6.8 83 82
195560 7.7 72 53 9.2 55
196065 6.8 6.5 52 58 1.7
Rura Growth Rate : 193540 1.1 13 19 0.7 19
194045 13 12 0.6 12 05
194550 22 20 15 27 30
195055 1.8 14 17 22 27
195560 1.9 24 16 19 20
196065 1.2 17 06 19 20
4, Ratioof (2)/(3): 193540 5.3 0.8 17 6.1 40
194045 2.8 0.2 09 24 —
194550 1,6 01 16 09 0.7
195055 45 7.1 41 37 31
195560 3.9 30 33 4.7 21
196065 4.1 39 82 31 39
Rate of Urbanization : 193540 26 11 18 24 23
194045 15 05 - 13 -
194550 1.0 0.2 14 - -
195055 4.6 29 74 45 27
195560 5.3 21 6.2 6.5 16
196065 6.1 26 87 45 36
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TABLE2(Cartd)

1 @ ) (4 ®

6. Index of Concentration: 193 24 15 37 2.2 17
1950 28 15 3.7 2.4 1.7
19665 37 23 4.0 2.9 2.6
7. Number of Urban Places: 19% 16 13 29 12 11
1950 23 15 36 16 16
1966 39 27 72 32 29
8. Shifting to Urban Areas 193550
AcrossSzeClass
Decline Sme 112 1 223 010 18
12
1+ 3 0 4 2 2
1950-65
Same 5 1 15 3 3
1+ 17 13 21 13 11
2+ 1 0 0 0 2
9. Percentageof Urban Popur
lation Above 100,000 ad
Bdow 20000
Above 100000
1935 29 0 64 0
1990 35 0 69 23
1965 69 14 59 33 33
Below 20,000
1935 21 50 16 22 31
1950 24 49 17 17 37
1966 9 19 11 14 21

the levels of urbanization in the two least urbanized regions and the
remaining three has increased, whereas the difference among the latter
three has remained nearly congant. The widening difference in the
level of urbanization between the most urbanized and least urbanized
regions indicates thet the rate at which the processistaking placeis
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higher in the former than in the latter. Rates of urbanization given in
Table 2 show that, in generd, Marmara and Agean Coast ranked first
fdloved by Cawd Arddia ad Medtaraneen Coedt repedivdy. The
rate of urbanization was low in both Eastern and Black Sea Coast. Re-
garding the trend over time, the rate of urbanization was very low in al
the regions before 1950 but increased substantidly theregfter in the three
mogt urbanized regions, and only moderatdly in the least urbanized
regos

W o ot thae is ay dgificat dffeee anog regas in the
process of concentration within the urban areas can be seen ether by
comparing the changes in the digribution of urban population by size
cass or by comparing the changes in indices of concentration given in
Table 2. dudging from the trends in the percentage of urban population
above 100000 ad bdow 20,000 it can be sen that there hes ben a trad
towards concentration in larger Sze aress in dl the regions except the
Marmara and Agean Coadt. This could be due to the fact that a number
of areas contiguous to the Istanbul or 1zmir municipalities are treated as
separate locdities; they are the rapidly growing "gecekondu" or dum areas
and are integrated closdly to the respective city. If the effect of thisistaken
into account by treating these areas as parts of Istanbul or 1zmir, thenthe
dedining trend revarsesitsf.

The trend in the index of concentration discussed earlier shows that
there has been a tendency of increasing concentration in al the regions
over time, and that it has been ggnificaly higher in Centrd Anatolia
This index shows an increesng trend aso in the Marmara and Agean
Coast. Except for Centrd Anatolia where the increasing trend is obser-
vade in bah paiods in dl aha regos this trad of inoreesng conoat
tration has occurred smultaneoudy with the overdl process of population
conoatration.

Components of Urban Growth

The four components of urban population'growth are, annexation, re-
classfication, naturd increase and net migration. As the present study
utilizes data that are adjusted for changes in boundary the contribution of
the first component is zero. Contribution of reclassification can be
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reading made for all the periods, as the population of reclassified areas

are available. The problem then is to decmpose the remaining part of total growth into natural
increase and net migration. Thiscan be done by estimating net migration
to urban areas and treating the balance asdue to natural increase or vice
versa. For estimation of net migration to urban areas, required data are
not available. Therefore, an attempt is made here to estimate natural

increase in urban areas and obtain the contribution of migration as a
residual.

Thistoo is difficult because information on naturd increase for Turkey as
a whde is skddy even for the most recat paiod ad ay assuption on
rurd-urban and regional differences in naturd increase is speculaive
especidly for the earlier periods. Hence atempt is made here only to
decompose urban growth into its components for Turkey as a whole,
With regard © rurd-urban differentias, it is assumed mat naturd increese
in uben aess is the same as for the counry & a whde this assumption
provides aminimum estimate of net migration to urban aress.

Utiliziing the avalable information on natura increass® andreclass-
fication, urban population growth was decomposed into its components.
The reaulting estimates dong with the didribution are given in Table 3. It
can be seen that, in generd, natura increase accounted for mogt of the
uben gowth in Tukey bdfoe 1980, exogat duing 193540, when it was
shaed dso by reclasdfication. The contribution of rurd-urban
migration to urban population growth has consderably increased since
1950 and it accounts for more than a third of the population growth in
uben aes duing reoat years Maeove, redasdficdion which played an
inggnificant role before 1950, claims an increesng share of urban
gomh duing recat yeas Howeva, naud incese dill aooouns for
nearly hdf of the totd growth. Congdering the influence of naturd in-
crease and migration on reclassfication, it seems clear tha rurd-urban
migaion hes become a more impartat componat of uben gomh ad is
resoonsblefor thehigh rate of urbenizationin Turkey Snoe 1950,

Rdedf Metropditan Growth

Ancther aspect of urban growth that deserves careful attention is the
role of metropolitan growth. How much of the total urban growth is due

6. Shorter, Frederick C., "Information on Fertility, Mortality and Population Growth in
Turkey", Population Index, Val. 34, No. 1, 1968.
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to growth of the metropolitan areas of the country ? For the present
purpose, metropolitan areas are defined as locdities with a population of
100,000 or more. There were 3 such areasin 1935, 5 in 1950 and 14 in
1965. Examination of pertinent data regarding the contribution of
metropolitan growth to urban growth in Turkey during the period 1935-65,
dons thet in gaed the contibuion of margpditan growth to taid  uren
gomh hes ben deadly incesng when the dfeds of redasdfication
areas are taken into account. It supports our earlier statement regarding
the increesing tendency of concentration in metropolitan areas duing
recant years

TABLE 3—ESTIMATES OF THE COMPONENTS OF URBAN POPULATION
GROWTH IN TURKEY : 1935-1965

Amount  (in thousands]
Paiad Tad gonth Redasdficaiion Neturd inoreese Ndm-

gdin
1935-40 533 218 224 91
1940-45 241 33 166 42
1945-50 457 45 392 20
1950-55 1,494 242 561 691
1955-60 1,749 334 821 54
1960-65 2,143 465 1020 658
Pacaiage
1935-40 100 409 420 171
1940-45 100 13.7 &35 17.8
1945-50 100 9.8 &5 47
1950-55 100 12.6 200 474
1955-60 100 20 470 31.0
1960-65 100 27 475 08

NOTE: Naurd increaseratesfor pariods 1935-40to 196066 ae 157,103 214, 265, 275,and
26.0 respectively.

The data indicate that nearly 45 percent of the gains due to natura in-
crease and net migration was absorbed in the metropolitan areas, and
that no noticeable trend is discernible in the distribution of urban popu-
laion by Sz dass aupess te reud inoeee ad g migdion wae
influencing the populaion growth in metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas fairly uniformly. However, the reclassfication arisng from the
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population increase has been a dgnificant factor in the trend towards
Increasing concentration in metropolitan aress.

Condugons

The process of urbenization in Tukey hes been vay dow duing 1935-50,
but caned conddaradle momatum dnce 1980 ad is teking pace & a very
rapid pace. Both increase in the number of urban areas and the increasein
population of the dready urban areas have contributed to this process
Thee is a tedaxy do o inoemng cooawdion o the uben
population.

There are dgnificant regiond variations in the levd of urbanization.
Marmara and Agean Coadt is the most urbanized region. The level of
urbanization is the lowest in Black Sea Coast and Eastern Anatolia. The
process of ubenizetion is tking place feder in the mogt ulenizad regon
and only moderately in the least urbanized regions. This has led to an
increasing disparity between the most urbanized and the least urbanized
regions. The processwas dow in al the regions before 1950 but it became
dgnificantly more rapid theregfter. In dl the regions increese in the
number of concentrations, and increase of population in the existing uten
catres have cortributed to this trend. There hes bemn a ganerd tendency of
concentration of urban population in Al regions, but it was the most
pronounced in Centra Anatolia. In dl regions of Central Anatolia where
it has been evident from 1935, thistrend is of recent aign

Andyss of the components of urban growth for Turkey as a whole
shows that rura-urban migration has become an important component of
urban growth since 1950. Reclassfication of areas into the urban
category has dso increased in its importance during the latter haf of the
period. As a result natura increase accounts for a reduced share of totd
popuaion gowth in ulen aess duing recat yeas When we cosider
the influence of naura increase and migration on reclassfication, it is
clear that migration is becoming more important as a component of urban
growth and is respongble for the high rate of urbanization in Tukey
during recat years
234 Demography India Vol. 11l.2



The data highlights the dgnificant role of metropolitan (places of
100,000 population) growth in urban growth in Turkey. There has been a
steady increase over time in the contribution of metropolitan growth to
urban growth. It appears that natural increase and net migration have
been influencing population growth in urban areas of al size classes fairly
uniformly. The concentration of population in metrgpolitan areas is the
result of considerable amount of reclassification of places, namey the
movement of localities from non-metropolitan status.
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