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Abstract:

The phenomenon of periphery-urbanization has been experienced with ‘Istanbul Metropolitan
Periphery’ too. In this paper, as an example of developing country’s metropolitan, the change
and the transformation in Istanbul metropolitan periphery, is put forward with using a standard
methodology including ‘demographic, administrative, economic and spatial analysis’. Analysis
results show that there has been a dynamic unbalanced urbanizing process in Istanbul
Metropolitan periphery. In conclusion part; it is accepted that the urbanizing of metropolitan
periphery is a dynamic process in which expansion phases of different sectors of activities are
interconnected and likely to overlap in time and space.
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Introduction

In the second half of the 20" century, urbanization heralded not only
changes of the socioeconomic, demographic, economic and physical
structure of the cores of cities, but also of their periphery settlements. This
paper will explore Istanbul as an example of a large metropolitan in a
developing country, using demographic, administrative, economic and
spatial analysis.

Met:;opolitan Development and Periphery-urbanization in developing
countries

Some of the largest, most vibrant and dynamic cities in the world are located
in developing countries. What these societies seem to have in common is a
pattern of uneven development that is even more extreme than that found in
developed older nations. But this uneven development occurs most
markedly in the limited number of cities in the developing world. As a result,
many Third World countries today possess a single, gigantic city that is
overurbanized or excessively populated and which remains the center for
most investment and economic growth, while retaining a relatively
underurbanized interior with no large cities. Primate cities are a
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underurbanized interior with no large cities. Primate cities are a
characteristic of an unbalanced pattern of urbanization that remains quite
different from that found in the developed countries of the world (Gottdiner,
1994). Developing countries can suffer from extreme examples of uneven
development despite impressive modernization efforts, and primate cities
are often the sociospatial consequence (Bradshaw and Fraser, 1989).

Since World War Il, urban scholars, planners and development practitioners
have been intrigued by the rapid growth of settlements on the metropolitan
periphery in developing countries. On one hand, these settlements have
been viewed as “zones of spatial contact between town and country”
“metropolitan villages” “stagnant peasant shantytowns” on the other hand
they have been seen as dynamic incubators of new economic activity in both
urban and rural sectors (Mortimore, 1975). However broadly the peripheral
areas are characterized, it is clear that many global differences are
perceived in their composition and functions. From either perspective,
periphery urbanization has raised new challenges for the urbanization theory
and development policy.

The somewhat dated literature on peri-urbanization in the developing world,
undertaken initially by French researchers, arguably furnishes the most
robust and thematically unified conception of periphery development, that is,
the “peri-urbanization phenomenon.” (Browder et al, 1995). At least four key
themes resonate through this international literature.

Demographic Trends

The first theme is the demographic process of periphery. While over the last
years urbanization rates in the advanced industrialized countries have
stabilized, and in many countries declined, urban population growth in the
low-income countries of the Third World has risen dramatically. Indeed,
nearly all of the future growth in the world's urban population is taking place
in the cities of developing countries. Most of this urban growth is occurring
on the metropolitan periphery (Browder et al, 1995). Developing countries’
cities suffer from a double population explosion — a high rate of natural
increase and a high rate of immigration. In developed countries, balanced
urbanization provides both businesses and people with a variety of locational
choices and urban environment, but developing countries’ primate cities lack
such locational flexibility. As a result, primate cities are locked in a migratory
cycle. By functioning like a magnet, they pull the mobile population to them
at the expense of other locations (Gottdiener, 1994).

The changing nature of economic structure

The second theme is the “changing nature of economic structure.” Some
previous studies of the metropolitan periphery have stressed the importance
of “informal” income generating activities and, in some cases, strong links to
agriculture in the peripheral economy. The others portrayed peripheral
communities located on the metropolitan periphery as transitional economic
and social spaces, functionally articulated to both rural and urban
economies. Thus they present unique opportunities for stimulating economic
growth in both sectors. But recent research challenges many of these
conceptions. According to recent findings, contrary to the popular conception
of peripheral settlements as quasi-rural in orientation, most residents of the
periphery are well integrated into the larger urban economy (Swindell; 1988),
and links with the rural sector and agricultural activities are virtually
nonexistent ( Browder et al, 1995).
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It was recently observed that developing countries’ cities are moving rapidly
from the stage of developing economies to post-industrial relations, which is
skipping many of the features of industrialization that inform the experience
of developed nations. Large cities in the developing world, like their First
World counterparts, are experiencing shifts to a service-oriented
employment base due to their increasing role as a command and control
center of capital investment. (Browder et al, 1995).

Shantytown development

The third theme is “shantytown development around the periphery.”
Shantytowns are robust economies in themselves -- including areas of real
estate investment and are also large residential districts where the working
class often lives. Marginality of shantytown inhabitants is largely a myth. The
statuses of shantytowns vary from city to city and country to country. In
many places they are simply illegal settlements that have been built on the
outskirts of cities and are under the threat of their annihilation by state
authorities. In other places however, shantytowns have acquired legitimate
status through political activism, and they constitute working-class suburbs
that have many services including electrical power, running water, and
schools etc. Shantytowns also possess a robust social order. In recent years
manufacturing has developed in many developing countries’ cities, and
shantytowns are often the sites for small and medium-sized factories.
(Perlman, 1976)

Social and Political Movements

The fourth theme is, “peri-urban social movements and politics.” Another
important topic is often the significance of political struggles within the city
(Castells, 1983). Developing countries’ urban movements are characterized
by a gradual transition during the last decade from essentially comprising
local movements with limited socio-political goals to being more conscious
movements making much greater demands on the state and with social
political effects no longer limited to the local arena (Datta, 1990). Urban
social movements are important in developing countries. They take many
forms, for example: establishing free squatter settlements, self-governing
squatter settlements and independent administrative units, which are a
powerful political force in peri-urban areas. (Castells, 1983)

Like other developing countries, Turkey is mired in the vicious cycle of
overurbanization/underurbanization. Like other large cities in the developing
world, Istanbul is marked by uneven development of the central
core/peripheral zone and socio-demographic, economic and spatial
transiormations.

The Istanbul Metropolitan Area Surveyed

Istanbul is unigue because it is at the crossroads of Europe and the Middle
East, a peculiarity that is reflected in its history, geographical features and
blend of different cultures. Istanbul is a strategic center of utmost importance
for Turkey's integration and interaction with the rest of the world, particularly
Europe. The attributes that lend the city this significance are its functions,
location, capacity and existing structure — all of which will allow it to develop
on an international scale. It is for these reasons, and within this context, that
Istanibul and its fringe must be studied. Istanbul is on an inextricable road to
integration with the rest of the world, and in particular with regional
economies, and is doing well to adapt to fast-moving global changes.
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Because of its geographical location, Istanbul has been the coordination and
control point of merchandise and transport dating back thousands of years.
Traces of human settlement in Istanbul go back to 2000 BC. When one
considers as a whole all of the cultures that have inhabited Istanbul and its
environs, a unique mélange of cultural heritage comes to light.

However, for all of its natural and historical beauty Istanbul has been
suffering under the same strains as other world metropolises. As a
consequence of the development that was spurred from urbanization and
migration, a primitive disorder and chaos exists. The country’s rapid
development and population growth has lead to industrialization and
urbanization that is noticeable in Istanbul. Such factors effect life in the city
and reflect on the urban space and scale. Istanbul still receives a higher rate
of immigration than any other city in the country; hence it is the city with the
largest growth in population (4.4 % annually).

Modern day Istanbul lies on a development belt that is approximately 300
kilometers wide, whose East-West continuity is held together with attached
cities/towns beyond the metropolis. This development belt had a population
of 12,000,000 in 1997 (SSI, 1997). Urban sprawl in Istanbul has been facing
serious spatial problems in terms of meeting the needs of the population and
the functions that the city contains. This fact also creates planning problems.
Among these problems are increasing difficulties in conserving Istanbul's
natural, cultural and inhabited landscapes. Istanbul has always been the
prima in the country however, the deficits in planning activities and
procedure create tremendous shortcomings .

Istanbul in our day is a metropolis searching for its future, and its future
promises to be bright globally and regionally in economic terms. This seed of
hope is nestled in the fertile knowledge of the city’s 3,000-year-old history,
its unique cultural quilt of different civilizations, and its strategic and
geographical importance. In order to approach the problems of Istanbul, its
characteristics should be understood well. Most importantly, Istanbul should
be viewed as a metropolitan city defined by its geographical, strategic and
economic aspects. Therefore, policies that engender new definitions and
interpretations should be determined, targets and strategies put forward.

Methodology

In this part of the paper, as an example of a developing country’s
metropolitan, the characteristics of its periphery are presented with
demographic, economic, administrative and spatial analyses. Data used in
the research is taken from reports by the State Statistical Institution (SSI)
prepared between 1950 and 1997.

Peri-urbanization Analysis in Istanbul Metropolitan Area

Demographic Analysis

To establish the scale of spillover and transformation around the Istanbul
Metropolitan Area, a brief overview of demographic trends is necessary.
Istanbul is Turkey's largest city by far, both in terms of population and area.
According to the 1997 census, the population (9,198,809) of Istanbul
covered about 14% of the total area of Turkey. This figure was up from
1950, when the city covered 5.6% of land area (Table 1). In 1950,
agricultural conditions and industrialization led to migration from the rural to
the urban areas. Population movements have been active, especially in
Istanbul, and appear to be on the rise.
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Table 1: Turkey and Istanbul Population Statistics (SIS, 1950-97)

Years TURKEY ISTANBUL ISTANBUL/TURKEY (%)
1950 20.947.188 1.166.477 5.57
1955 24.064.763 1.533.822 6.37
1960 27.754.820 1.882.092 6.78
1965 31.391.421 2.293.823 7.31
1970 35.605.176 3.019.032 8.48
1975 40.347.279 3.904.588 9.68
1980 44.736.957 4.741.890 10.6
1985 50.664.458 5.842.985 11.53
1990 56.473.035 7.309.190 12.94
1997 62.865.574 9.198.809 14.63

Urban and Rural Population Trends in Istanbul Metropolitan Areas

The rural population ratio was 4.6% in the 1970s and fell to 2.3% in 1997. As
for development after 1970, Istanbul far exceeds nation-wide rates. Urban
development up to the 1980s was above world averages for urban growth, a
trend that hastened after 1980. When rural growth indexes are evaluated in
Istanbul, it is well above the average until the 1980s. After the 1980s,
Istanbul rural population growth fell below the world averages (Figure 1,2,3,).

Table 2: Share of Istanbul from Urban and Rural Population of Turkey
(SIS, 1950-97)

Years Urban% Rural%
1970 16.1 4.6
1975 15.7 5.3
1980 14.8 7.3
1985 20.7 1.2
1990 20.3 2.4
1997 20.8 2.3

Table 3: Total , Rural and Urban Population Development Index of Turkey
and I<tanbul (SIS, 1950-97)

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990
Istanbul Urban 100 120 132 252 306
Turkey Urban 100 123 143 195 242

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990
Istanbul Rural 100 154 224 34 67
Turkey Rural 100 107 114 108 106

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990
Istanbul Total 100 129 157 193 242
Turkey Total 100 113 125 142 158
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Figure 3: Turkey and Istanbul Total Population Development Index (GSI)

Distribution of the Population in Central and Peripheral Zone of
Istanbul

In determining the city’s population trends, it is necessary to analyze
population movements in the city’s center and periphery. In the analysis of
evaluations which is done every 10 years, between 1955 and 1997 the
spread of the population and the dimension of core-periphery developments
are determined (Table 4). Also determined is the “core zone,” the districts
that have been identified as central municipalities by the SSI since 1950, the
districts located in Istanbul but outside the central municipalities, villages and
their dependants of central districts as central rural and peripheral rural.
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Table 4: The Distribution of the Population of Core-Periphery Region in the
Istanbul Metropolitan Area.(SSI)

Zone 1955 1965 1975 1985

1990

Core municipality 1268771 1742978 (2547364 (4918318 |5112862

Periphery municipality 28601 186171 1120033 |678447

1899904

Core rural 88113 229776 95914 69578

63787

Periphery rural 148337 134898 141004 176442

1232637

In 1955, 82% of the total population lived in the core districts. In the same
year, the portion of the population that lived in the peripheral municipalities
was 2% and the rural population rate was 16% (Figure 4). Ten percent of
this rate covered the rural part of the peripheral districts. In 1985 the political
balances in the city affected the distribution of the population in the area,
and in 1981 when the surrounding towns were gathered in core districts,
84% of the population lived in core districts while 11% lived in peripheral
districts. In 1985, the proportion living in rural areas dropped to 5%.

In 1950, with administrative changes, 70% of the population was gathered in
the central core municipalities, 26% in peripheral municipalities, 4% in
villages and their dependants. In 1997, 70% of the population lived in the
central zone while 30% lived in the peripheral zone. These figures show that
the population of Istanbul, gathered mainly in the districts situated in the
metropolitan core, continuously fell, and population trends can be seen
shifting toward the metropolitan periphery. Figure 4 shows that rural
population was decreasing every day, while the populations of peripheral
municipalities were growing.

Core and Periphrey Population Rates in Istanbul Metropolitan Area
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Figure 4: The Distribution of the Population in Core and Peripheral Zone in
Istanbul Metropolitan Area.
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Distribution of the density in central and peripheral zones of Istanbul
The population growth of Istanbul has always been over the average for
Turkey. In 1950, the population density was 216 persons per square
kilometer, or eight times as high as the average of Turkey (27 persons/km?),
while the gap was to multiply 18 times, with 1,280 persons per km? (Table 5).
In Table 6, the Istanbul Metropolitan Area central-periphery, East-West side
distribution and the rate of increase in population density are given. In 1950,
there is a concentration of the city’s population on the Western side (951
person/km2). The Western side peripheral municipalities are less populated
(31 person/km?). The population density of the Eastern side is higher than
that of the Western side (45 person/km?). In 1997, the Western side core
districts had most of the population (6425 person/km?); but the Western side
peripheral districts are less populated than those on the Eastern side (322
person/km?). The Eastern side core population density was 2,589
person/km2 and peripheral density was 1,366 person/km?. In 1997, the
population share in the peripheral zone of the Eastern side was higher than
that of the Western side. When this is evaluated, it becomes clear that
population density in 1960 was concentrated in the city’s core; for the first
time, in 1980, the Western peripheral zone density exceeded the core
density rate and in 1990 this gap reached its pinnacle. On the Eastern side,
peripheral density is higher than that of the core zone.

Table 5: The Density in Turkey and Istanbul Metropolitan Area. (person/km?)

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990
Turkiye 27 36 46 58 73
Istanbul 216 395 528 830 1280

Table 6: Distribution of Population Density in ralating to East and West (SSI)

1955 1997
West Core 951 6425
West Periphery |31 322
East Core 312 2589
East Periphery |45 1366

The distribution of settlements in relation to population group

In Table 7, the distribution of population groups in the Istanbul Metropolitan
is shown. In 1955, while the rural settlement rate is 23 % on the Western
side and 56% on the Eastern side. In 1965, the number of rural settlements
in the Istanbul Metropolitan Periphery fell to 260, and there was no major
change in the distribution rate of settlement figures for the East and West.
When population distribution is examined in relation to population groupings,
there was no change on the Western side ratings, but on the Eastern side 0-
400 population group settlements’ rate fell to 47%, and the 401-1000
population group settlements’ rate rose to 40%. In 1975, the number of rural
settlements in the metropolitan periphery fell to 255, and the balance
between the Western and Eastern rural settlement numbers changed in
favor of the Eastern side.

In 1990, the number of rural settlements on the metropolitan periphery fell to
230, and there was a slight increase in favor of the Eastern side. In 1985,
the most active part on the Western side occurs in population groups of
2001-5000, at a rate of 20%. Again, the 0-400 population group rural
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settlement figure keeps falling (13%). In 1985, there is movement on the
Eastern side, with the 0-400 population group rural settlements’ rate falling
to 43%, while 2001-5000, 5001-10000, 10000+ population group rural
settlements’ rates rose.

Tab:e 7: The Distribution of Settlements in Istanbul Metropolitan Periphery in
Relation to Population Size (SSI).

Population Size Group (1955(% (1965 [% [1975 [% [1985 [% [1990 [% [1997 %
Western Side

0-400 33 23 B85 25 |22 17 (17 (14 14 |13 [14 12
401-1000 66 (49 |61 H48 (60 50 (49 44 [34 31 32 27
1001-2000 27 20 26 [19 [31 26 [34 31 [36 [35 [28 24
2001-5000 7 b [7 5 |7 5 11 (10 19 |19 [23 20
5001-10000 1 1 R 1 | 1 1 1 | 1 8 7
10000+ 2 2 3 2 |1 1 11 10
Total 136 (100|134 [100(122 [|100 (112 [100(104 (100 [116 100
Eastern Side

0-400 72 |56 59 W7 |67 50 67 B3 |55 41 |48 48
401-1000 42 131 |52 40 (39 30 [30 [25 M43 [34 |29 30
1001-2000 12 P |12 9 [19 14 (7 [14 [14 2 |5 15
2001-5000 2 2 2 5 7 6 I8 7 8 8
5001-10000 2 2 N 2 I3 2 2 2. 13 3 2 2
10000+ 3 3 5 5
Toplam 130 (100|126 [100(133 |100 [121 [100({126 (100 (97 100
GENZRAL TOTAL 266 260 255 233 230 213

The strange distribution in 1997 is shown in table 7; while the Western side
0-400 population group settlement rate fell to 12%, and the 5000-10000 and
10.000+ population group settlement rates rose. On the Eastern side, the
most important difference compared to the Western side is the frequency of
the 0-400-population group settlements rate. On the Eastern side, 48% of
the settlement was in the 0-400-population group size. Again on the Eastern
side, the 10.000+ population group settlement number rate increased.

The distribution of settlements in location to water basin area

According to the population analysis, the population tended to expand
outwardly. With this trend, the rate of the rise in population of the Western
and Eastern sides was different, with 86% of the people living in
“municipalities.”

In the Metropolitan City Periphery, to know the number of settlements in the
water basin area is of vital importance for the Istanbul Metropolitan Area. In
1997, the number of settiements located in the water basin area and the
number of settlements located out of the water basin area were almost
equal. (Aysan, 2003)
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Administrative transformation analysis of

Periphery

Istanbul Metropolitan

In Table 8 and Figure 5, we can see how the population in the Istanbul
Periphery is distributed in administrative terms of whether residents reside in
a “municipality” or “village.” In 1955, approximately 90% of the metropolitan
periphery’s population resided in villages and in “small towns” in rural areas;
10% lived in bigger towns and local municipalities.

Table 8: The Distribution of the Population in Istanbul Metropolitan
Periphery in Relation to Administrative Units (SSI)
Location 1955 1965 1975 1985 1990
Periphery Municipality 28601 186171 112033 678447 1899904
Periphery Rural 236450 364674 236918 246020 296424
The Rates of Rural and Municipality Population in Metropolitan Periphery
%100 +
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Figure 5: The Distribution of the Population in Istanbul Metropolitan

In contrast, in 1990, 86% of the population in the metropolitan periphery
lived in peripheral municipalities and 14% of the population lived in rural
settlement units with the administrative status of “village.” In 1997, 88% of
the population living in the periphery resided in settlements with the
administrative status of “municipality,” and 12% of the population lived in
“villages.” As is seen in figure 5 in 1955, only 10% of the periphery
population lived in “municipalities,” while in 1997, that figure rose to about
90%, demonstrating the significant administrative changes that occurred in

the metropolitan periphery over that 40-year period.

The figure 6 and table 9 show the years in which periphery settlements
gained recognition as a municipality: 1984, 11%; 1984-89, 25%; 1990-94,
58%; and after 1994, 6%. In 1950-97, the number of independent
municipalities and rural settiements in the metropolitan changed according to
politics, the military and the country’s economy. As a result of these
changes, the number of settlements with the status of “village” decreased
steadily, while independent municipalities increased in number.
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Historical Distrubuition of Peripherial Municipalities
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Figure 6: Historical Status Development of Periphery Settlements in Istanbul
Metropolitan Area.

Table 9: Number of Villages and Municipalities of Periphery in Water Basin
Area

Number of Village Number of Municipality
In Water Basin 84 17
Out of Water Basin 95 19

Sectoral analysis

Table 10 shows the sectorial distribution of the active population of Turkey
and Istanbul. According to figures for 1960, in Turkey, about 75% of the work
force was in the agriculture sector. In the same year, in Istanbul only 12% of
the active population worked in agriculture. In 1960, Turkey had a 13%
service sector share, and Istanbul had a 43% work force share in the service
center. Between 1960-1990, the rate of employment in the agriculture sector
fell from 75% to 57%. In Istanbul, the rate of agricultural employment fell to
5% from 12% between 1960 and 1990; this rate matches the figures for
other metropolitan cities.

Agricultural sector

Istanbul has been a major economic, social and cultural center since ancient
times. Since then Istanbul, and its predecessors, have gained prominence --
apart from agriculture — with the city’s economic engine powered by industry
and services. While the number of people in the agriculture sector was 12%
in 1960, it was 5% in 1990.

Small land-owning families represent a majority of this figure. According to
1991 agricultural statistics, on 50-acre plots of land, 74% of people owned
the land and 29% shared ownership; the total amount of land under
cultivation was 35%. The reason why the number of people who work small
plots was so high is because of land laws that became valid after the 1950s
and the effect of inheritance, which divided the land into smaller and smaller
plots. Despite this, one distinguishing fact of Istanbul is that 2% of its land
was uncultivated, resulting in small farmers disappearing; a figure that is
14% for the rest of the country. And 90% of landowners cultivated their own
land, disregarding partnerships (SSl).
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Table 10: The Distribution of the Active Population in Turkey and Istanbul
Metropolitan Area.(SSI, Social and Economic Quality of Population)

Agriculture |Industry [Services Non explained TOTAL

% % % % %
TURKEY
1960 75 7 13 5 100
1965 72 8 14 6 100
1970 68 9 21 2 100
1975 67 9 23 1 100
1980 60 11 28 1 100
1985 59 1 29 1 100
1990 57 13 30 1 100
ISTANBUL
1960 12 25 43 20 100
1965 14 30 43 16 100
1970 11 29 54 6 100
1975 10 30 56 4 100
1980 6 34 59 1 100
1985 5 35 59 1 100
1990 5 33 61 1 100

Manufacturing and service sector

When the total work force is looked at in the Istanbul Metropolitan, the
number of employees was 2,539,963 in 1990. The work force breaks down
to be 25% in the East and 75% in the West (Table 11). When the work force
in the East and West are considered, three-fourths of the people employed
in production and the services sector worked in the West. It can be followed
in Table 12 and Table 13, that the distribution of the work force in the East
and West were unequal. Employment rates make the differences between
the Western and Eastern sides more significant. This requires that a
decision be made in balancing population and employment in city planning.
When employment and work places in the periphery settlements are
examined, those over the age of 25 in the work force are concentrated in the
peripheral districts. The work force under the age of 24 is concentrated in
the central core districts. As can be seen from the results, in the periphery,
industrial businesses and the work force rates are higher in comparison to
the centers.

Table 11:The Distribution of Employment and Work Places in Relating to
East and West

NUMBER |RATE NUMBER OF|RATE%

OF WORK WORKERS

PLACES
EAST 68.226 25 223.709 25
WEST 200.653 |75 681.820 75
TOTAL |268.919 |[100 905.529 100
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Table 12: The Distribution of Industry Employment in Relating to East and

West

NUMBER OF WORKERS |RATE NUMBER OF INDUSTRY [RATE
EAST 107979 25,7 9795 18,8
WEST 312481 74,4 39631 80,2
TOTAL 420460 100 49426 100
Table 13: The Distribution of Services Employment in Relating to East and
West

NUMBER OF WOKERS RATE NUMBER OF WORK PLACES |RATE
EAST 115730 24 58471 26,6
[WEST' 369339 76 161022 73,4
TOTAL 485069 100 219493 100

Macroform analysis

The part of the study on the Istanbul metropolitan periphery development
period analysis covers sociodemographic, economic, administrative and
physical decisions in relation to data city macroform. Istanbul has always
been an attraction for immigration. In Figure 7, the central and peripheral
municipalities’ distributions are shown for 1965. As the figure shows, in 1965
“peripheral municipalities” are near the central business district (CBD).
Those settlements were later included in the CBD and the new periphery
zone extended to the outskirts of the city.

With the population explosion in the 1970s, problems with accommodation
and transport in Istanbul became more evident. Bridges over the Bosphorus
and highways, which were built to ease transport problems, became the
main determiner of the city macroform. With the rise of urban rents and
prices, heavy industry spread to the outskirts of the city, and with a different
system of support. During this period, supplying the demands of only the
hinterland gained importance in the central levels. Figure 8 shows 1975
central and peripheral municipalities’ borders as they were; peripheral
municipalities started to develop outside the city. But the real development
could be seen after the 1980s.

llegal development, which sprang up with the waves of migration from rural
areas after 1950, disappeared in certain central areas where there was an
original “native” population, and showed an overall declining trend, while the
peripheral zone grew in population after the 1980s, with little planning and
equipment.

The 1985 Istanbul Metropolitan central core and peripheral municipality
developments are shown in Figure 9. In 1997, central and peripheral
municipality development are shown in Figure 10, which demonstrate how
peripheral development in the Northwest and Northeast of the city covered
the water basin and forested areas, which are vitally important for the
Istanbul Metropolitan Area. (Figure 11)
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Figure 7: Development of Central Periphery Municipalities in Istanbul
Metropolitan Area. (1965)
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Figure 8: Development of Central Periphery Municipalities in Istanbul
Metropolitan Area.(1975)
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Figure 9: Development of Central Periphery Municipalities in Istanbul
Metropolitan Area.(1985)
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Figure 10: Development of Central Periphery Municipalities in Istanbul
Metropolitan Area.(1997)
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Figure 11: Water Basins and Forests Borders in Istanbul Metropolitan
Periphery. (GIM, 1995)

Conclusion and remarks
Important conclusions can be summarized under five main points:

Demographic analyses results show that the population of Istanbul, which
had gathered mainly in those districts in the metropolitan core, began to
spread to the periphery in time.

Economic structure analyses shows that in the metropolitan city periphery,
industrial businesses and the work force rate are higher in comparison to the
center.

The administrative analyses results show that between 1950-97, the number
of independent municipality and rural settlements in Istanbul showed a shift
in relation to political, military and economic trends in the country. As a result
of these changes, settlement numbers in “villages” decreased steadily, while
independent municipalities increased in number.

Macroform analyses results show that peripheral development in the
Northwest and Northeast of the city came to cover the areas of the water
basins and forested areas, vitally important to the city.
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The final objective of the research was to demonstrate using statistical
results and physical trends that the Istanbul Metropolitan Area is expanding
to its periphery. The last and most important conclusion is the urbanization
of the Istanbul Metropolitan Periphery. The dynamism of peri-urbanization
should be accepted without delay. Some of the more important policy and
planning issues are highlighted below.

Limits to development

A policy of control to limit development of the fringe should be adopted.
Balanced Development Between East and West

The disparity between Istanbul's East and West — in terms of employment
and the number of places of employment — is clear. In urban strategic
planriag, it is important to set a balance between the East and West in the
peripheral zone.

Administration

There are problems that result from the transformation process that city
administration has undergone. All small- or medium-sized settlements tend
to be “independent municipalities.” The redrawing of local municipalities and
the boundaries of the greater Istanbul Municipality might be necessary. A
radical solution is to split the fringe shires and merge the urban parts with
the large fringe municipalities on their borders, and therefore develop the
potential for a larger and more diverse range of services within the expanded
municipalities.

Environmental qualities

The rapid population growth that Istanbul, along with other large cities in
developing countries, has experienced has had a marked effect on the city
itself and also its environs.

The result of macroform analysis indicates that the water basins of Istanbul
are under a serious threat by rapid peri-urbanization. Given the population
trends, there should be more recognition of and protection for the
environmental qualities of the metropolitan area. An institutional and
administrative framework must be clarified. Coordination between periphery
authorities and the greater municipality of Istanbul is essential.

Planning

When planning the settlements in the Metropolitan city periphery, the
geographic location of the settlement (water basin area, forestry, urban
devciopment area, etc), the building site, the population size and local
qualities in relation to public investments should be shaped in the planning.
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Metropoliten dlgekte ceper-kentlesmesi analizi: Istanbul metropoliten alan
ornegi

Kentlerin planlanmasinda, gecirdikleri siirecin ve bu slrecte meydana gelen
déniistimin incelenmesi planlama disiplinin temelini olusturmaktadir. 20.YY. ikinci
yanisindan sonra kentlesmenin etkisiyle tim dinyada kentlerin sosyo-demografik,
ekonomik ve mekansal yapilarinda dnemli dedisimler meydana gelmistir. Bu degisim
ve doniisim yalniz kentlerin iginde degil, ayni zamanda kentlerin geperlerinde /
sacaklanma alanlarinda da etkili olmustur.

Metropoliten kentlerin geperlerinde/sagaklanma alanlarinda gériilen bu degisim ve
dénisum siireci gok ydniudar. Metropoliten kent ¢eperinde bulunan ve yillardir *kirsal’
ozellik tasiyan kéy yerlesmelerinin, metropoliten kentin etkisiyle sosyo-demografik,
ekonomik, ybnetimsel ve fiziksel yapilan degismektedir. Bu kirsal yerlesmelerin bir
¢odu kentin gelecekteki gelisme alaninda yer alacak ve 6nemli kentsel fonksiyonlar
tUstlenecektir. Bu agidan metropoliten kent gevresindeki kirsal yerlesmelerin kentin
bliyime sirecinde ne gibi etkilesim ve doénlsim gegirdiklerinin bilinmesi ve
metropoliten alan sinirlar igindeki konum ve niteliklerinin belirlenmesi metropoliten
planlama ve yonetim organziasyonunda &nem tagimaktadir.

Metropoliten kent merkezi ile geper arasindaki bu etkilesim ve bitinlesme
tilkemizdeki planlama pratiginde de yerini bulmus ve metropoliten nitelik tagiyan pek
gok kentimizin, kentin geper bélgelerini de icine alan metropoliten alan nazim planian
yapilmigtir. Ancak nazim plan sinirlarinin geperdeki donisim ve dinamizme bagh
olarak degerlendiriimedigi, planlamanin da kirsal ve yar kirsal yerlesmelerin nitelikleri
g6z 6niine alinmadan gergeklestirildigi gézlenmektedir.

Istanbul metropoliten alani merkez bdlgesindeki sosyo-ekonomik, demografik ve
yonetimsel hareketliligin yan sira ¢eper bélgede 6zellikle 1980'lerden sonra gicld bir
hareketliliin yasandig bilinmektedir. Ceperdeki sorunlan sadece mekansal
genigleme ve nifus blylmesi olgusu olarak degil, bir ‘sosyo-ekonomik demografik ve
yénetimsel yapi dénusimu olgusu’ baglaminda degerlendirmek gerekmektedir. Kent
ceperinde sosyo-demografik, ekonomik, yénetimsel ve mekansal olarak yasanan bu
déniisim Istanbul metropoliten alan planlamasinda gézard edilemeyecek boyuttadir.
Caligmanin ilk boiiminde gelismekte olan (lkelerde kent geperindeki donisim,
metropolitenlegsme slireci baglaminda degerlendirilmektedir. Calismanin ikinci
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béliminde , Istanbul Metropoliten Alani’nda gevresel yayiima olgusunun sosyo-
demografik, ekonomik, yasal ve yonetimsel analizi yapilarak bu analiz sonuglar kent
mak:oformu ile iligkilendirilerek, ¢eper- kentlesme olgusunun mekansal nitelikleri
irdelenmektedir.

Istanbul metropoliteni geperindeki geligim sireci analizinin ilk bélimini demografik
stire¢ analizi olugturmaktadir. Istanbul Metropoliten Alani'na olan nifus hareketlerinin
tarihsel siireg igersinde hizlanarak devam etmesi sonucu, Istanbul metropoliteninin
Tarkiye toplam nifusundan aldi§i pay 1950'de % 5 iken 1997'de %15’e yikselmistir.
Turkiye kirsal nifusundan aldii pay ise; % 4.6'dan % 2.3'e dligmistir. Ceperdeki
yerlesmelerin nifus blyUkliklerine gére dagiimlari, bu dénigimi garpici bir sekilde
ortaya koymaktadir. Ozellikle Bati yakasinda 0-400 niifus grubundaki yerlesme sayisi
orani giderek azalirken, 2001-5000 ve 5001-10000 niifus grubundaki yerlesme sayisi
orani  yukselmektedir. Ceperdeki nifus hareketleri, zaman boyutunda
degerlendirildiginde; Bati ve Dogu geperinde yogdunluk artis hizi 1990'larda en Gst
seviyeye ulagmaktadir. Yerlegsmelerin ‘belde belediyesi'ne déniigimlerinin en yogun
oldugu dénem yine 1990-94 tarihleri arasina rastlamaktadir.Ceperde bu hizli
dénlsimi yasayan yerlesmeler, konumlar itibariyle degerlendirildiginde; %50'ye
yakininin igme suyu havzalan iginde olmasi, geperdeki sorunlarin yalnizca sosyo-
demografik ve yodnetsel degil aym zaman da gevresel boyutlarimin da oldudu
gbstermektedir. 1950-97 doneminde [stanbul metropoliteni geperinde belde
belediyesi ve kirsal yerlesme sayisi; (ilkedeki siyasi segmeler, askeri midahaleler ve
ekonomik kararlar dogrultusunda degisiklik gbstermistir. Bu degisiklikler sonucunda
‘kdy stati'stndeki yerlesme sayilan sireg iginde giderek azalma gésterirken, belde
belediyesi sayisinda da artig gérilmustir

Istanbul metropoliteni geperi gelisim siireci analizinin 2.b8limini ekonomik yapi
analizi olusturmaktadir; Istanbul her dénemde, sanayi ve hizmetler sektdrinin
agirl:xta oldugu bir kenttir. 1960 yilinda, Tlrkiye'de akiif nifusun %75'inin tanmda
calistig dénemde bu oran Istanbul'da %12'dir.1990 yilinda % 5'lik bir paya sahip
olan tarim sektériinde kiglk toprakl isletmeler agirliktadir. Dogu ve Bati yakalarinda
istihdam ve ig yerlerinin dagilimi dengeli degildir. Bati yakasi, toplam istihdamin ve ig
yerlerinin 2/3'sini barindirmaktadir. ligeler bazinda istihdam ve i yeri oranlari
incelendiginde, yapilan projeksiyonlar; merkezdeki goreli azalmaya karsin, gevre
ilcelerde yogunluk artigi olacagini géstermektedir. Bunda sanayinin desantralizasyon
karralarinin etkisi oldugu agiktir.

Istanbul metropoliteni geperi gelisim slreci analizinin son béliminde; sosyo-
demografik, ekonomik, yénetimsel ve planlama ile ilgili veriler kent makroformu ile
iligkilendirilmigtir. 1965 ‘de merkez ve ¢eper belediyelerin Istanbul Metropoliten
Alani'ndaki dagiiminda ‘ceper’ belediyeler bugiinkii MIA. Alani'na yakin hatta bitigik
konumdadir. Bu geper yerlesmeleri daha sonra MIA iginde kalacaklar, ve yeni geper
kentin dis eteklerine kayacaktir. 1970’lerde Istanbul biylk bir nifus yigiimasinin
etkisiyle konut ve ulagim gibi ¢ok biylk sorunlarla kargi kargiya kalmistir. Bu
dénemde ulagima ¢bzUm olarak gerceklestirilen Bogazigi kdprusi ve gevre yollari
kent makroformunun temel belirleyicisi olmusgtur. 1975 yilinda merkez ve geper
belediyelerin sinirlan  kent diginda gelismeye baglamistir. 1980’lerden sonra yogun
gbg alan 2.ve 3. kusak geper alanlar, plana bagl olmaksizin, altyapisiz ve donatisiz
olarak hizla buylimastir. 1985 yilindan sonra Istanbul metropoliteninde merkez ve
ceper belediyelerin geligimi Istanbul Metropoliteni igin kentsel 6nem arzeden igme
suyu havzalarn ve orman alanlarinda gergeklesmektedir.

Calismanin son béliminde, ‘metropoliten kent ¢ceperi'ndeki dinamizme bagl olarak
belirlenen gelisim ve iligkiler analizi’ gergevesinde metropoliten kent geperinde,
¢eper-kentlegsmesinin  olumsuz etkilerini azaltmaya yonelik olarak planlama
strateijilerinin belirlenmesini iceren dneriler gelistirilmektedir.
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