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FOREWORD

Even though residential mobility is a popular topic, relatively few studies are
concerned about the intra-metropolitan mobility patterns in changing metropolitan
regions. More about residential mobility and intra-urban mobility, or intra-urban
residential mobility concepts are concerned who study about the mobility flows
between one neighbourhood/part of a town/city to another. However cities are
becoming city-regions and metropolitan cities are not only considered within their
province boundaries. When 1 started to work on this thesis, the logical first step was
to look for studies similar to mine. While there are plenty of studies about residential
mobility, most of them are related to the reasons of households’ mobility decisions
and the impacts of the movements of households on housing market and policies.
This study aims to figure out the intra-metropolitan mobility patterns in Istanbul by

considering its metropolitan field within Marmara Region.

It is impossible to avoid building up a debt to a great number of persons while
writing a thesis, including my familiy and colleagues who gave me support. 1 am

especially grateful to Murat Giiveng for his valuable advices.

And finally, let me thank my adviser Tiizin Baycan Levent for her valuable remarks

and suggestions concerning my thesis.

July 2010 Biirge Elvan Erginli
Urban Planner
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INTRA-METROPOLITAN MOBILITY PATTERNS IN ISTANBUL
SUMMARY

Intra-urban residential mobility is a crucial subject to understand urbanization
dynamics. This study aims to figure out the intra-metropolitan mobility patterns in
Istanbul by considering its metropolitan area within Marmara Region. Having a very
crucial position in its region and the whole country, Istanbul, has gone through a
continuous and a very rapid change in metropolitanisation process while being in a
ceaseless interaction with its hinterland and having its own urbanization dynamics.
Therefore, residential mobility patterns of the individuals in both the 1985-1990 and
the 1995-2000 periods have been analyzed in 3 levels: First of all, mobility
behaviours between the districts belonging to the provinces in TR 1 Istanbul, TR 2
Western Marmara and TR 4 Eastern Marmara NUTS Level 1 Regions have been
analyzed. These three NUTS Level 1 Regions have been defined as Marmara Region
in this study. In addition, the mobility patterns between the districts of Istanbul
Interaction Field and the urban-rural interaction between these districts have been
analyzed. The rest of the empirical study is an attempt to examine the characteristics
of the individuals who moved from one district to another. All quantitative data of
the study is derived from the censuses of 1990 and 2000. Turkish Statistical
Institute’s (TSI) both censuses of 1990 and 2000 contain 5% sample of all population
in Turkey. Correspondence Analysis, a variant of factor analysis devised for reducing
large data sets, has been used in this study. All the results of the empirical study
show that the mobility patterns of the individuals have distinctive characteristics as
the individuals from the same group of origins substantially moved to the same group
of destinations. Moreover, the economic activities and the educational levels of these
individuals, who have similar origin and destination profiles, also show similar

characteristics.
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ISTANBUL’DA METROPOL iCi HAREKETLILIK
OZET

Sehir i¢i ikamet hareketliligi konusu, kentlesme dinamiklerinin anlasilabilmesi
bakimindan ¢ok biiyilk énem tasimaktadir. Bu ¢alisma, Istanbul’da metropol igi
hareketliligi, kentin metropol alanini Marmara Bolgesi igerisinde ele alarak
degerlendirmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bulundugu bolge ve iilke igerisinde ¢ok dnemli bir
yere sahip olan Istanbul metropollesme siirecinde bir yandan hinterland: ile siirekli
etkilesim halinde iken, bir yandan da kendi igerisindeki kentlesme dinamikleri
sebebiyle stirekli ve hizli bir degisim i¢inde olmustur. Bu nedenle, sehir ici ikamet
hareketlilikleri oncelikle NUTS Diizey 1 bolgelerinden Istanbul, Bati Marmara ve
Dogu Marmara Bolgeleri’nin olusturdugu, ve calismada Marmara Bolgesi olarak
tanimlanan bir alan icerisinde degerlendirilmistir. Daha sonra, Istanbul Etki Alam
igerisindeki metropol i¢i hareketililik ve kentsel ve kirsal bolgelerin birbirleri ile olan
etkilesimleri ayr1 ayr1 analiz edilmistir. Ampirik ¢alismanin son asamasinda ise bir
ilceden diger bir ilgeye hareket etmis olan bireylerin ekonomik faaliyet ve egitim
seviyeleri incelenmistir. Calismada kullanilan tiim sayisal veriler Devlet Istatistik
Enstitiisii tarafindan yapilmis olan 1990 ve 2000 Genel Niifus Sayimi verilerinden
elde edilmistir ve tiim niifusun% 5 6rneklemini kapsamaktadir. Calismada, biiyiik
veri setlerini indirgemede kullanilan ve faktor analizinin bagka bir bi¢cimi olan
Correspondence Analizi kullanilmistir. Caligmanin ampirik kismindan elde edilen
bulgular, bireylerin hareketlerinin ayirt edici 6zellige sahip oldugunu gostermektedir.
Bireylerin ikamet hareketleri belirli ilge gruplarindan belirli ilge gruplarina dogru
olmustur. Bununla birlikte, benzer ¢ikis ve varis profiline sahip olan bireyler
ekonomik faaliyet ve egitim seviyesi Ozellikleri bakimindan da benzerlikler

gostermektedir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The concept of “intra-metropolitan mobility” has been recently cited by the leading
researchers on mobility. More about residential mobility and intra-urban mobility, or
intra-urban residential mobility concepts are cited by the authors who study about the
mobility flows between one neighbourhood/part of a town/city to another. However
cities are becoming city-regions and metropolitan cities are not only considered

within their province boundaries.

A world-wide mosaic of large city-regions seems to be over-riding (though is not
effacing entirely) an earlier core-periphery system of spatial organization. As
globalization proceeds, an extended archipelago or mosaic of large city-regions is
evidently coming into being, and these peculiar agglomerations now increasingly
function as the spatial foundations of the new world system that has been taking
shape since the end of the 1970s (Scott, 2001).

In the context of a globalizing economy, the entry of markets into peripheral regions
disrupts existing social and economic arrangements and brings about the
displacement of people from customary livelihoods, creating a mobile population of
workers who actively search for new ways of earning income, managing risk, and
acquiring capital. Migration does not stem from a lack of economic development, but

from development itself (Hirschman et al., 1999).

Residential mobility may be defined as the movement of residents from one house to
another, or from one neighbourhood/part of a town/city to another (Gbakeji and
Rilwani, 2009). In Simmel’s terms mobility is part of a ‘world in flux, whose
substantive contents are themselves dissolved in motion’ (Frisby, 2002). Mobility is
the product of the intense commodification of social relations fuelled by industrial
development and entwined with the sharply increasing division of labour and the
spatial concentration of diversified activities in the modern metropolis. (Maloutas,
2004).


http://books.google.com.tr/books?q=+inauthor:%22Charles+Hirschman%22

This study aims to figure out the intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul by
considering its metropolitan field within Marmara Region.

Istanbul, the demographic and economic heart of Turkey, has gone through
enormous changes over the past century. The mega-city of about 13 to 16 million
inhabitants (depending on the unit of analysis), 20% of Turkey’s total population has
registered a dramatic population increase since 1950 (more than tenfold) (OECD,
2008). Istanbul stands as the centre of both the country and the Marmara region. The
province has, in the last few decades, also assumed a transboundary function and has
become a global city, i.e. a city of the world where the main administrative units of

international companies are located.

Having a very crucial position in its region and the whole country, Istanbul, has gone
through a continuous and a very rapid change in metropolitanisation process while
being in a ceaseless interaction with its hinterland and having its own urbanization

dynamics.

Therefore, residential mobility of the individuals has been analyzed and evaluated
within Marmara Region to see the interaction between the districts of Istanbul and
the other districts of Marmara Region. The reason why mobility from/to the districts
of Istanbul has been studied district-based is that the province-based analyses are not
enough to examine the complex relationships within the regions. Understanding the
dynamics of the demographics and sociospatial transformations of the metropolitan

area is merely possible by examining the multi-dimenaional relations.

1.1 Purpose of the Thesis

In this study, the aim is to figure out the intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul by
considering its metropolitan field within Marmara Region. In order to study this
topic, the thesis focuses on the individuals who have moved from one district to
another in 5 year periods (1985-1990 and 1995-2000).

1.2 Research Questions

1. What is the position of Istanbul in Marmara Region when the mobility between

districts are considered?

2. What are the distinctive characteristics of individuals' mobility behaviours when



the intra-metropolitan mobility between the districts and between the urban and rural
areas of the districts are considered?

3. What features do the individuals have with respect to their educational level and
economical activity when they have been analyzed as groups according to their

origin and destination units?

1.3 Hypothesis
h; - Istanbul has strong relations with its surroundings when the mobility flows of
individuals in all districts of Marmara Region are considered as a whole.

h, - The mobility in between the districts of Istanbul is more significant than the

mobility between the districts of Istanbul and the districts of other provinces.

hs - The interaction between the districts of Istanbul and the district of the other
provinces of Marmara Region with respect to the individuals' mobility, is more in the
1995-2000 period then the 1985-1990 period.

h, - In the 1985-1990 period, the districts of Istanbul have more interaction with the

districts of other provinces when they are only evaluated as destination units.

hs - In the 1995-2000 period, the districts of Istanbul have more interaction with the

districts of other provinces when they are only evaluated as origin units.

heg - The individuals from the same districts generally have similar mobility

behaviours such that they moved to the same districts.

h; - The mobility behaviours show different characteristics when they are evaluated

according to the origins and destinations are rural and/or urban areas.

hg - The individuals who have the same mobility profiles regarding their educational

levels and economical activities have similar features.

1.4 Objectives

1. Finding the interaction field of Istanbul within Marmara Region in the periods of
1985-1990 and 1995-2000.



2. Clarifying the distinctive characteristics of mobility behaviours according to the
individuals’ origin and destination units in urban and rural settlements’ mobility

interactions.

3. Analyzing the individuals’ features with respect to their educational levels and
economical activities when the individuals are grouped according to their distinctive
mobility profiles.

1.5 Data and Sample

All guantitative data of the study is derived from the censuses of 1990 and 2000.
Turkish Statistical Institute’s (TSI) both censuses of 1990 and 2000 contain 5%
sample of all population in Turkey.

1.6 Methodology

Two methods have been used for analysing the data. First of all, a data reduction
method is used for summarizing and depicting qualitative contrast invisible to the
naked eye. By clustering the origin and destiantion units according to their distinctive
and similar arrival and departure profiles, a caotic picture of a huge original
interaction matrix of 1985-1990 and 1995-2000 mobility flows can be
communicable. Clustering the districts of origins and destinations is not a random
grouping. Every origin and destination profiles of the districts in the same group
must be similar. Secondly, this study uses Correspondence Analysis, a variant of

factor analysis devised for reducing large data sets.

1.7 Structure of the Thesis

For the aim of this thesis, in the literature view, the concept of residential mobility,
the differences between the concepts of mobility and migration, the impacts of
mobility on cities’ formations and residential mobility approaches have been

explained.

In the empirical part of the study, first of all, mobility behaviours between the
districts which belong to the provinces in TR 1 Istanbul, TR 2 Western Marmara and
TR4 Eastern Marmara NUTS Level 1 Regions have been analyzed in both the 1985-
1990 and the 1995-2000 periods by clustering the districts which show similar origin



and destination profiles. Intra-urban mobility in Istanbul itself and interaction
between the districts of Istanbul and the other districts of Marmara Region have been

evaluated according to the origin and destination profiles of all the districts.

Secondly, by considering the results obtained from the “Intra-metropolitan Mobility
in Marmara Region Analysis”, the groups including all the districts of Istanbul have
been selected among all the groups which are constituted according to the origin and
destination profiles of the districts of Marmara Region. Thereby, the mobility
between these districts has been analyzed with the same method in a more detailed
way. This analysis reveals intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field
for both the 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods.

Thirdly, with respect to the residential mobility of the individuals, urban and rural
interaction between the districts of Istanbul Interaction Field has been analyzed by
the same method used in previous parts. By considering the results obtained from the
“Intra-metropolitan Mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field”, the groups including all
the districts of Istanbul are selected among all the groups which are constituted
according to the origin and destination profiles of the districts of the area. The
mobility flows from the urban settlements to the urban settlements, from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements, from the rural settlements to the urban
settlements and from the rural settlements to the rural settlements have been analyzed
respectively for both the 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods.

In the last analysis of the empirical part, the economic activities and the educational
levels of the individuals are examined. Only the individuals who carried out the over-
represented mobility flows have been selected and analyzed. The movers who moved
from the urban settlements to the urban settlements, from the urban settlements to the
rural settlements, from the rural settlements to the urban settlements and from the
rural settlements to the rural settlements have been analyzed respectively for both the
1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods.

Finally, all the mobility flows and the movers’ profiles analyses have been evaluated
for both the 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods.






2. INTRA-METROPOLITAN RESIDENTIAL MOBILITY

Intra-metropolitan residential mobility is a new concept that is used in urban and
regional studies. More about residential mobility and intra-urban mobility, or intra-
urban residential mobility concepts are cited by the authors who study about the
mobility flows between one neighbourhood/part of a town/city to another. However
cities are becoming city-regions and metropolitan cities are not only considered

within their province boundaries.

A world-wide mosaic of large city-regions seems to be over-riding (though is not
effacing entirely) an earlier core-periphery system of spatial organization. As
globalization proceeds, an extended archipelago or mosaic of large city-regions is
evidently coming into being, and these peculiar agglomerations now increasingly
function as the spatial foundations of the new world system that has been taking
shape since the end of the 1970s (Scott, 2001).

On the other hand, process of growing of the metropolitan areas, both physical and
demographic, is a question of concern for various professionals of different areas,
especially demographers. Regarding migration, despite its importance in this process,
little is yet known about the mobility of the population inside the metropolis,
although such local migrations may be just as significant as those of people from
other regions for the understanding of the dynamics of the demographics and

sociospatial transformations of the metropolitan area (Cunha, 2009).

In this part of the study, for the aim of this thesis, the concept of residential mobility,
the differences between the concepts of mobility and migration, the impacts of
mobility on cities’ formations and residential mobility approaches have been
explained. A rich literature exists about the individual-level and/or demand oriented
factors affecting the intra-urban residential mobility. Bulk of existing studies point
out the relationships between residential mobility, suburbanization and residential
segregation. However, this thesis is more concerned about the spatial pattern of
mobility rates and the socio-economic characteristics of the movers, yet these

concepts have not been touched on except few studies in literature.



2.1 The Concept of Intra-urban Residential Mobility and the Differences
between Mobility and Migration

Population mobility is the main variable to understand the processes of dynamic
cities, and is somehow the main demographic variable related with metropolisation
dynamics. According to Modenes (1998), there are different types of population
mobility: usual mobility, daily mobility, occasional mobility and residential mobility
(Elordui-Zapaterietxe and Cladera, 2006). All of these are inter-related and have

different functions in the general mobility process.

Residential mobility may be defined as the movement of residents from one house to
another, or from one neighbourhood/part of a town/city to another (Gbakeji and
Rilwani, 2009). In the sense of relocation, enables individuals and households to

change their residence for one that suits them better (Mandic, 2001).

Residential mobility is a widely discussed phenomenon whose inherent positive
connotation could hardly be disputed. It can be conceptualized as an outcome of a

choice process exercised under complex institutional and personal constraints.

There are different theoretical frameworks and perspectives to understand and
analyse residential mobility. Generally it is used to describe the definitive housing
change of a person or household and sometimes would be understood as a migration.
Accroding to Moddenes (1998) and Lewis (1982), although they are very close
concepts, migration is use to describe the residential change which supposes a large
distance and change in everyday habits, meanwhile residential mobility does not
suppose a total change of one’s everyday habits (Elordui-Zapaterietxe and Cladera,
2006). Thus, the correct term which links residential mobility and migration, is inter-

municipal or intra-metropolitan migration.

A long tradition of research has provided a basic understanding of the causes of
intra-urban and inter-regional migration. Long distance moves are typically linked to
changes in employment, while the reasons households make short distance moves are
more varied (Painter, 1997). Migrant settlement and mobility patterns may be
affected by a number of individuallevel factors, chief among which are proximity to
employment, duration of residence, employment status, income level, gender and
family status (Conway, 1985; Gilbert and Varley, 1990; Klak and Holtzclaw, 1993;
Miraftab, 1997; Selier and Klare, 1991; Sdra, 1982; Turner, 1968; UNCHS, 1982).



There appears to be a direct relationship between housing choices (e.g. renting versus
ownership) and economic status of migrants. Often it is only after migrants reach the
stage of a secure job with reasonable income that they are able to become owners of
a dwelling. Proximity to existing or potential employment, measured in distance or
travel time, is another major determinant of locational behaviour of migrants.
Housing type also is directly linked to duration of residence in the city. Over time
migrants tend to move from rented rooms to squatter dwellings and then to houses
(Wu, 2006).

2.2 The Importance of Residential Mobility

Urban spaces are dynamic entities, so that to understand the socio-spatial processes
of these entities is hard to analyse and evaluate. Residential mobility is probably one
of the most important socio-spatial dynamics proceeding in an urban space through

which socio-economic changes are produced consistently.

Geographers, demographers, and sociologists traditionally have portrayed residential
mobility as the dominant force in altering the urban demographic landscape while
aging in place, or in situ changes in population structure, takes a secondary role
constraints (Gober, McHugh and Reid, 1991).

The study of intra-urban residential mobility has been a popular topic among social
scientists for a long time, as it is felt that the changing economic and demographic
structure of cities can only be fully understood by analysing the underlying processes
associated with residential movements patterns (Clark and Moore, 1978;
Cadwallader, 1982).

The change of intraurban spatial structure is largely the aggregate outcome of
residential mobility and residential location choice (Wu, 2004; Knox and Pinch,
2000; Kim, 1994; Kim, Pagliara and Preston, 2005).

In Simmel’s terms mobility is part of a ‘world in flux, whose substantive contents are
themselves dissolved in motion’ (Frisby, 2002). Mobility is the product of the intense
commodification of social relations fuelled by industrial development and entwined
with the sharply increasing division of labour and the spatial concentration of
diversified activities in the modern metropolis. In more abstract terms, motion is at

the heart of capitalist social relations through the objectification of contentless form



in money, which ‘embodies social reality in constant motion’ (Frisby, 2002)

(Maloutas, 2004).

The study of local residential mobility is important from several perspectives. First,
moving behavior provides insight into the dynamics of individual choice and the
timing of adjustment for the single most important component of consumer
expenditures. Additionally, household mobility has a direct impact upon the evolving
spatial structure of urban areas and results in marginal changes in land use patterns
and in the spatial distribution of sociodemographic groups. In fact, this latter
implication of mobility has motivated a variety of studies by urban planners and
transportation economists who have a practical interest in the aggregate outcomes of
household mobility. Some of the outcomes of mobility are commonly observed and
widely reported-the postwar decentralization of metropolitan areas and the process of

neighborhood change and decline in central cities (Hanushek and Quigley, 1978).

The claim that the change in local social profiles is a product of residential mobility
remains unchallenged and has progressively become implicit. Knox and Pinch
(2000), for example, start their chapter on ‘residential mobility and neighbourhood

change’ as follows:

Although it is widely accepted that the shaping and reshaping of urban social areas is
a product of the movement of households from one residence to another, the
relationships between residential structure and patterns of residential mobility are

only imperfectly understood (Maloutas, 2004).

With Esping-Andersen’s (1990) regime typology of welfare capitalism in mind, large
cities within liberal regulation systems may reasonably be expected to show a higher
residential mobility since increased commaodification in the labour market and in the
housing market is bound to increase the ‘shifting and sorting’ process and therefore
the segregating impact of market mechanisms. Less mobility, or at least less
segregation as a consequence of mobility, would be expected in systems attempting

decommaodification (Maloutas, 2004).

2.3 Residential Mobility Approaches

Residential migration can be analyzed in various ways, focusing either on the

behaviour of individuals or households, on their residential choices and strategies, or

10



on the spatial aspects of migratory flows that reveal interactions between different
localities (Baccaini and Dutreuilh, 2007).

The vast body of literature on residential mobility can be conveniently subdivided

into micro and macro-analytical approaches.

The micro approach is characterized by an interest in the characteristics of movers
versus stayers, and is concerned with the construction of models that realistically
represent the individual decision-making process involved in residential mobility
(Cadwallader, 1982). Alternatively, the macro approach has been used in two main
contexts (Moore, 1971; Cadwallader, 1982). First, to identify the spatial pattern of
mobility rates, and second, to establish the interrelationships between mobility rates
and other features of the urban environment, such as socio-economic, demographic,

and housing characteristics.

2.3.1 Micro-analytical approaches of residential mobility

Within the micro approach, the analysis of longitudinal data files for individual
households has facilitated the construction of socio-economic profiles for both
movers and stayers, and has encouraged the formulation of stochastic models to
represent such concepts as cumulative inertia (Goldstein, 1954; Huff and Clark,
1978; Cadwallader, 1982). In his study, Cadwallader (1982) emphasized the
importance of prior mobility history as a determinant of the decision to seek a new
residence, noting that, in general, recent movers are more likely to move again. As
always, however, there are exceptions to the rule, and for certain sub-populations the
probability of a move appears to actually increase with increasing duration of stay
(Clark and Huff, 1977; Cadwallader, 1982).

Household residential location choice is a complex function of a wide range of
housing and location attributes. The relative importance of these attributes will vary
across different types of household (Kim, Pagliara and Preston, 2005). The overall
decision-making process associated with residential mobility is generally
conceptualized as being composed of three major stages; the decision to move, the
search for available alternatives, and the evaluation of those alternatives (Brown and
Moore, 1971; Cadwallader, 1982).

Past studies of residential mobility have postulated many causes for residential

mobility. Economic arguments about residential mobility stress the cost and

11



benefits of moving. In short, these theories are based on measuring wage or
opportunity differentials between different areas and predicting moves based on
predicted returns to moving (as an investment). Others argue that discussions of
residential mobility must include assessments of social and cultural factors that
influence mobility. In short, these theories stress the role of structural constraints to
and opportunities for mobility and assess the role of social and human capital on
mobility prospects (Pettit, 1999).

A related line of inquiry, largely conducted by sociologists, has linked moving
behavior and moving intentions to levels of "satisfaction" and the "stresses" of
particular locations (usually based upon reported attitudes). This line of inquiry does
link moving to dynamic factors, at least as they are reflected in attitude formation,
but at the same time neglects most economic influences on household behaviour
(Hanushek and Quigley, 1978).

Economists' analyses relate almost exclusively to the comparative statics of housing
markets. With perfect information and no transactions costs, conventional residential
location models derive, in a quite general way, the equilibrium household location
and housing consumption, along with the overall surface of location rents and
housing prices in a metropolitan area (Hanushek and Quigley, 1978).

In economic research housing choice is most frequently perceived “as a result of a
rational decision making process, in which the individual evaluates perceived costs
and benefits of one location versus another, and the costs of moving versus not
moving. The decision to choose a particular house and to move is made when the
benefits are deemed to outweigh the costs” (Clark, 1987; Mandi¢, 2001).

In housing, economic rationality is not only very difficult to define and achieve, due
to the complexity of housing as a commaodity, but is also competing with other non-
economic considerations and preferences related to the evaluation of a particular
housing unit. Indeed, there are a variety of needs that may ifluence preferences for
housing characteristics and individual decisions for moving or non-moving.
Examples include, the need for a group (belonging and participation); the need for
self-affirmation and the need for ontological security (the feeling of trust and
predictability in contrast to fear and uncertainty), to mention a few needs that,
according to Turner (1991), strongly motivate human behaviour. Among

characteristics of the dwelling that correspond to these needs might be, for instance,
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the neighbourhood and its social network. Consequently, a reliance on its well
functioning informal support may outweigh many economically rational options of
relocation, for instance a move to a dwelling with a somewhat better price-to-quality
ratio (Mandi¢, 2001).

A socio-psychological framework has frequently been used as a basis for analysing
the initial decision to seek a new residence. For example, it has been argued that the
concept of locational stress, where the amount of stress experienced by an individual
household is evaluated across a set of stressors, can be used to predict the propensity
to move (Clark and Cadwallader, 1973). The model is operationalized by comparing
the perceived level of present satisfaction with the perceived ease of obtaining better
elsewhere, for each of the stressors, and a weighting term for each of the stressors

can also be added.

Investigations of the second stage of the hypothesized decision-making process, the
search for available alternatives, have generally focussed upon the role of
information acquisition and utilization. The mass media, specialized agencies, such
as real estate agents, display boards, and the household's network of social contacts,
are all important sources of information about housing vacancies. Rossi (1980) has
concluded, however, that personal contacts, while being the second most frequently
used medium, after newspapers, are by far the most effective. The properties of these
contact fields, and their associated search patterns, tend to vary systematically for
different population sub-groups, and such systematic variation is of great
consequence to those interested in modelling the general process of residential search

and information acquisition (Flowerdew, 1976; Clark and Smith, 1979).

The final part of the decision-making process, involving the overall evaluation of
perceived alternatives, has required researchers to identify the evaluative dimensions
across which individuals assess the relative desirability of neighbourhoods, or
houses, and also, to identify the appropriate combination rules for deriving an overall
utility value for a specific neighbourhood, or house, from measurements on the
evaluative dimensions of that neighbourhood, or house. In general, the major
evaluative dimensions used to discriminate between alternative neighbour- hoods can
be conveniently categorized as representing physical characteristics, social
characteristics, and location (Johnston, 1973; Cadwallader, 1979a). The appropriate

com- bination rules for integrating the subjective ratings associated with these three
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evaluative dimensions into an overall utility value for a particular neighbourhood is
still a matter of some debate, although there is preliminary evidence to suggest that

an additive formulation performs quite satisfactorily (Cadwallader, 1979b).

2.3.1.1 Tiebout thesis

According to Tiebout Thesis, in a fragmented, barrier-free system of uneven-sized
competing local governments offering differentiated products—where revenues and
expenditures vary across municipalities, where omniscient consumers are aware of
these disparate patterns, where they are unhindered by employment location
opportunities, and where they are fully mobile—the “consumer-voter” is able to
discern a particular mix of housing, community, and local public services that “best”

gratifies his or her preferences (demands) (Margulis, 2001).

Governments unquestionably have a significant impact on migration through
differential taxation, land-use regulation, infrastructure expansion, zoning code
enforcement, human capital investment, aesthetic-amenity augmentation, and the
creation of a favorable business climate. As a consequence, patterns of human
migration are directly and indirectly influenced by public policy actions that
advantage one geographical area over another (Charney, 1993; Margulis, 2001).

Tiebout contends that a mechanism exists which allows local or small-scale
collective goods to be allocated efficiently in a manner analogous to the market. If
there are a large number of local governments in a single metropolitan district, they
may offer rival sets of collective goods and households can choose the tax-service
package which best suits their needs. He argues, "There is no way in which the
consumer can avoid revealing his preferences in a spatial economy. Spatial mobility
provides the local-goods counterpart to the private market's shopping trip.'3 Mobility
is the key factor: 'Moving or failing to move replaces the usual market test of
willingness to buy a good and reveals the consumer-voter's demand for collective
goods. Thus each locality has a revenue and expenditure pattern that reflects the
desires of its residents.'4 If citizens vote with their feet by moving to communities
which offer the most suitable mix of local public services, their demand for local
collective goods will be revealed. The implication for local public finance theory and
practice is that population movements will be intrinsically linked to local public
finance and expenditure decisions. Thus Tiebout has been used to explain population
flight to the suburbs (John, Dowding and Biggs, 1995).
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High-income citizen-consumers play a pivotal role in determining the availability,
quality, and expenditure levels of local public services. However, the propensity to
migrate differs greatly among socioeconomic groups because other household
location determinants intervene, some of which may be far more important than the

differential in local government public goods expenditures (Margulis, 2001).

2.3.1.2 Family life-cylce and life course

Rossi and Shlay (1982, 25) noted that most household moves are not policy
manipulated because they are derived from processes that influence “macro” social
and demographic shifts that alter family composition (household formation,
dissolution, childbearing, and mortality rates). Similarly, a household’s housing
trajectory is also shaped by cohort size, family life cycle, and the historical epoch
within which a person is born—factors that determine a generation’s mobility rates,
life circumstances, and opportunity structures (Rogerson 1987; Starkey and Port
1993; Clark, Deurloo, and Dieleman 1994) (Margulis, 2001).

In his classic book on residential mobility, Why families move (1980 [1955]), Rossi
outlines a life-cycle approach to residential mobility, arguing that residential
mobility is a consequence of life-cycle events. When individuals age, leave home or
school, and form families they move. Moreover, one's ability to move is often
structured by the availability of economic resources (Pettit, 1999). According to the
life-cycle model, household instability and mobility are intimately intertwined
centers on the family life-cycle model in which individuals pass through a
predetermined set of stages as they age (Rossi 1955; Speare et al. 1975; Carliner
1975). These stages, based on a very traditional view of family life, assume that
young women and men remain in their parents' home until marriage and form new
households with their spouses at the time of marriage. The household grows with the
addition of children and later declines as children leave and one spouse dies. The
household is finally dissolved with the death of the remaining spouse (Stapleton
1980). Passage through the family life cycle generates mobility as individuals and
families adjust their housing in response to changing space needs, subject to financial
and other constraints (Gober, McHugh and Reid, 1991).

A few notable revisions have been made to Rossi's argument. Long (1988), finds that
nearly half of all long-distance moves are for employment related reasons. Speare

(1974) argues that, particularly among the economically secure, short-distance moves
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are often a consequence of residential dissatisfaction. For example, when families are
dissatisfied with public goods such as schools, parks, or levels of crime, they may
choose to move to a different house or neighborhood. These two reasons for long and
short-distance moves, in search of pecuniary and non-pecuniary rewards, highlights a
segmentation of movers. Despite different reasons for moving, it remains unclear
how people successfully adapt to a new environment when they do move and why
some people choose to make multiple moves while others choose to remain rooted
(Pettit, 1999).

While the family life cycle has proven to be a rich and productive theme around
which to organize research in residential mobility, it is increasingly unable to capture
a great deal of contemporary intraurban population change. Not all changes in living
arrangements occur as a result of life-cycle changes nor are all changes in residence
life-cycle-induced. People divorce and cohabitate, move into and out of households
as economic need and social circumstances dictate, and their residential mobility
may or may not occur in conjunction with these shifts (Stapleton 1980). The notion
of a life course has replaced the family life cycle as an organizing framework for
sociodemographic change (Clausen 1986). The life course consists of a more broadly
defined set of stages including childhood, young adulthood, middle age, later
maturity, and old age, triggered by events like marriage, divorce, entering and
leaving school, job change, and retirement. The life course recognizes the existence
of many paths from childhood to old age (Gober, McHugh and Reid, 1991).

Opinions differ about the strength of the relationship between intention to move and
actual mobility behaviour (Cadwallader, 1992). Recently, more attention has been
given to supply-side variables, including availability of housing opportunities,
constraints on housing choices and housing market tightness (Huang and Clark,
2002). These variables also play an important role in the relationship between
prospective  mobility and actual moves, because the availability of suitable

alternatives to current housing is crucial (Cadwallader, 1992, Wu, 2005).

Long (1988) suggests that with technological advancement, mobility is increasingly
motivated by choice and by economic and cultural abilities to make successful
moves. Although he contends that the relationship between cultural resources and

residential mobility is becoming increasingly important, he does not empirically test
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this theory. Nor does he speculate about the mechanisms through which cultural
abilities might influence residential mobility (Pettit, 1999).

2.3.1.3 Social capital and social networks

Although the literature on residential mobility is vast, Pettit (1999) focuses on two
particularly relevant theoretical arguments used to explain patterns of residential
mobility: human capital and social network explanations. In brief, human capital
explanations for mobility explore how attributes of people, including life-cycle
position, help to explain residential mobility. In contrast, social network explanations
for mobility examine the interpersonal processes that facilitate residential mobility.

The factors which are related to social capital sould be considered, such as previous
experience in or knowledge about the respective region and the availability of social
capital and social support networks such networks may constrain social and spatial
mobility, since they can have a tremendous impact on family life, especially for low

income families (Cunha, 2009).

The concept of social capital originates from sociology. In the past decade, there has
been a sprout of interest in social capital by social scientists. Research on social
capital has been encouraged by findings of the correlation between measures of
social capital and some socio-economic outcomes (e.g., education attainment,

criminality, income level, and job search outcomes) (Kan, 2007).

In the broadly defined migration literature (that pertains to interand intra-
metropolitan mobility, and international migration), there are studies focusing on the
relationship between an individual’s migration decision and her social capital, and
some of these studies were conducted before the concept of social capital was being
formalized. These studies are mainly concerned with the facilitating effects of social
networks (e.g., having neighbors, friends or family members who are migrants) on
the propensity for an individual to emigrate in the context of a developing country
(Kan, 2007).

In a long research tradition assessing residential segregation in the United States and
residential mobility patterns of immigrant groups to the United States, Massey
assesses the flow of resources and information across spatial boundaries (Massey,
1986). Massey and Garcia Espana (1987) consistently find social networks to be the

biggest single predictor of residential mobility for a sample of Mexican immigrants
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to the United States. Massey stresses the importance of ethnic enclaves in providing
information about opportunities for moves as well as to assist movers in the
transition process. Like Portes, Massey's work advances previous investigations of
the mechanisms that facilitate residential mobility. Here again, social networks seem

to be critical in the moving and transition process (Pettit, 1999).

Two contemporary sociologists have been primarily responsible for establishing the
link between social network formation and residential mobility and grounding these
theoretical ideas in empirical research. Critical of the human capital approach to the
study of migration, Portes (for example Portes and Castells, 1989; Portes and
Schauffler, 1993) notes that other institutional factors are critical in the process of
migration. For example, he cites the importance of immigration policies, the role of
an ethnic community, and the mechanisms through which immigrants get jobs as
critical components in the study of residential mobility. Portes' work advances
previous research on the complex links between institutions and individual behaviors
and the importance social networks play in facilitating individual action (Pettit,
1999).

The strength of one’s social ties and the extensiveness of one’s social networks are
observable dimensions of one’s stock of social capital. Residential mobility is a
major mechanism through which neighborhood dynamics are driven. The rapid
inflows and outflows of residents in a neighborhood lead to neighborhood instability.
Social capital may mitigate neighborhood instability and promote neighborhood
cohesion by encouraging residents to stay put. Having friends or family members in
one’s neighbourhood (i.e., social networks), especially those who are geographically
close and willing to help, is an example of social capital. A household can derive
financial and/or emotional support from its social networks, and once it moves to
another neighborhood, this kind of social capital may be lost. Thus, residential
mobility is likely to be deterred by local social networks. The relationship between
social capital and residential mobility is likely to be close and intricate. This has
much to do with the spatial dimension of social ties. The spatial dimension of social
ties arises from the fact that their value and the way they are valuable to an
individual depends on the physical distance between the locations where she

possesses social ties and the location where she resides (Kan, 2007).
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Considering that housing may well represent the most difficult problem people face
when they want to stay in a given metropolitan region, moving from one house to
another can be one of the strategies used to deal with this need. Insofar as occupied
space is a reification of socially constructed space (Bourdieu, 2003), large segments
of metropolitan populations can use mobility to help overcome the limitations
imposed by the land and real-estate market. Mobility can also be accompanied by the
acquisition or loss of important assets such as social and family relationships or,

more generally, social capital (Cunha, 2009).

Owing to the spatial dimension of social capital, such that social capital is location-
specific, one’s residential mobility decision incorporates the stock of local social
capital into consideration, and the incentive to accumulate local social capital hinges
on one’s plan or tendency to move in the future. Accordingly, a mobility-prone
individual will have less incentive to invest in local social capital, because the stock
of social capital that one has accumulated in one location will become less useful
after she has moved. Since local social capital may be lost as a result of residential
mobility, it may pose as a part of the opportunity cost of residential mobility (Kan,
2007).

2.3.1.4 Residential mobility, suburbanization and residential segregation

One of the most studied subjects about residential mobility is the segregation
between different racial groups with respect to their mobility patterns. Migration of
different groups between cities and suburbs is considered as a very important
element to understand the suburbanization processes of metropolis. The relation
between segregation and residential mobility goes back to the relation between

mobility and the modern metropolis.

Suburbanisation is considered to be the most important process of socio-spatial
change in metropolitan regions in many transition countries. Two population groups
contribute to migration into the suburbs as a result of socioeconomic transformations
in central and eastern Europe. First, people with lower social status seek cheaper
living conditions outside the major cities. Secondly, the suburbanisation process was
also initiated by people with higher social status who created a demand for new
singlefamily dwellings in environmentally attractive and accessible suburban areas, a

process that coincided with the spread of car transport. The moves of the wealthiest
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are influenced by the low quality of the existing housing stock as well as

environmental concerns in major cities (Kahrik and Tammaru, 2008).

Turner (1968) suggests a two-stage process for rural-urban migrants in urbanizing
countries: initial settlement in central city slum rental units and subsequent intra-
urban relocation to peripheral self-help shanties or housing. The choice of housing
represents a compromise among three housing needs: access, amenity and tenure.
Inner-city slums are the major receiving areas for new migrants who view proximity
to employment as the highest priority. As migrants improve their income level, they
move to build peripheral informal shanties for residential stability or ownership and
then upgrade shanty dwellings over time into more substantial houses to allow for
amenity considerations. Turner’s notion of upward housing mobility of migrants,
from slum renters to squatter owners, concurs with the popular belief contrasting
‘slum of despair’ and ‘shantytown of hope’ (Conway, 1985). Following Turner, a
large number of studies have been conducted across Latin America and in some
African and Asian countries. Many agree with Turner’s notion of housing mobility in
which most new migrants rent or share and are likely to move into an ownership of
self-help housing later (Wu, 2005).

While the life-course and, to a lesser extent, socioeconomic factors are established
predictors of the decision to move, it is less clear how they influence the choice of a
destination, that is, whether to move to (or within) a suburb or to (or within) a central
city. The locational amenities that increase the attractiveness of suburbs, including
low-density housing, high-quality schools, and less crime, are especially salient for
young families with children (Frey and Kobrin 1982). Hence, although the presence
of children may, in general, deter mobility, their presence may be less likely to deter,
and may actually increase, the likelihood of moving from cities to suburbs. In
contrast, central cities are believed to be the preferred location for young unmarried
persons and for childless married couples, who evince higher suburb-to-city mobility
than do husband-wife families with children (Frey and Kobrin 1982; South and
Crowder, 1997).

Socioeconomic factors, although only weakly related to local residential mobility per
se, may nonetheless be important in the decision to relocate to a city or suburb.
Greater economic resources should enable potential movers to satisfy preferences for

suburban locations, which are generally favored over large cities and
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nonmetropolitan communities (Fuguitt and Brown 1990). By the same logic, because
high socioeconomic groups are likely to remain in the suburbs once having moved
there, moving from suburb to city is expected to be inversely related to
socioeconomic status (Nelson and Edwards 1993). Nelson (1988) demonstrates that,
among movers, the choice of a city location rather than a suburban location declines
with income. The source of income may also be important. Kasarda (1988, 1989), for
example, suggests that the receipt of public assistance inhibits mobility from
deteriorating inner cities to suburbs, the locus of most entry-level job growth in
recent decades (South and Crowder, 1997).

Although this life-cycle perspective on residential mobility has become the dominant
model for explaining the migration of whites between cities and suburbs, it has been
argued that this model is much less relevant for explaining the mobility patterns of
African Americans (Logan and Alba 1993). Suburbanization of blacks has increased
markedly in recent decades but blacks remain overrepresented in central cities
(Schneider and Phelan 1993). Moreover, black suburbanites tend to be concentrated
in predominantly black suburban communities (Alba and Logan 1993), usually
adjacent to central cities and characterized by residential instability, weak property-
tax bases, low average incomes, and high crime (Alba, Logan, and Bellair, 1994;
South and Crowder, 1997).

These racial differences in suburbanization patterns (and intrametropolitan
residential distributions more generally) have inspired the development of an
alternative theoretical perspective on urban locational attainments.

With respect to moves between ethnic and predominantly white neighbourhoods,
three models can be distinguished in the residential segregation literature: the spatial
assimilation model, the place stratification model, and the ethnic enclave model.
Whereas the segregation and the residential mobility literatures too often form two
worlds apart, these models offer a chance to combine insights from both angles. The
three models each emphasise different aspects of the residential mobility process.
The spatial assimilation model concentrates on the individual level and regards the
residential moves of minority group members as a consequence of their preferences
as well as of their resources and restrictions. The place stratification model, on the
other hand, focuses on the macro level, stressing the constraints that minority groups

have to face on the housing market. The ethnic enclave model, finally, is centred on
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the individual preference of minority ethnic households. Unlike the assimilation
model, the enclave model questions the idea that the neighbourhood preferences of
ethnic minorities will become more and more in line with the preferences of the
native majority as their duration of stay in the host society lengthens (Bolt and van
Kempen, 2010).

2.3.2 Macro-analytical approaches of residential mobility

As opposed to the relatively recent interest in the micro, or behavioural, approach to
residential mobility, the macro, or aggregate, approach is rooted in the ecological
studies of urbanism that became popular in the early part of this century (Albig,
1933). Both the classical models of urban growth developed during this period, by
Burgess and Hoyt (Johnston, 1971), contain statements with respect to residential
mobility (Cadwallader, 1982).

The protagonists of the Chicago School, deeply inspired by the Simmelian treatment
of mobility and social change — R.E. Park was Simmel’s student — translated the
theoretical construction to a research agenda for social change in the modern
metropolis. Subsequently they presented, among many other things, their model of
the social patterning of urban growth — the Burgess zonal model — in which mobility
and segregation were key elements related by competition. Increased mobility in
both its social and spatial components was conceived as the product of growing
competition. Social mobility was seen as a consequence of the process of
individuation that broke up old bonds and attachments through the occupational
opportunities and moral choices offered in the urban context (Park, 1957a). At the
same time, competition induces segregation, since ‘change of occupation, personal
success or failure ... tend to be registered in changes in location’ (Park, 1957b). In
‘the expansion of the city a process of distribution takes place which shifts and sorts
and relocates individuals and groups by residence and occupation’ (Burgess, 1996:

158) (Maloutas, 2004).

Burgess, in his concentric zone model, argues that recent migrants to the city
generally locate towards the centre of that city, and then, over time, move out
towards the edge of the city via a filtering of housing process. This process produces
a temporal succession of occupancy, whereby progressively poorer households are

located at any particular distance from the centre of the city.
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The rationale of the Burgess model privileges one form of mobility (residential
mobility) over the others and especially over social mobility.4 Social and residential
mobility are in fact conflated through the assumption that the socially mobile will

inevitably relocate. (Maloutas, 2004).

The models of social distribution in urban space that were subsequently developed as
competitors to the Burgess model did not challenge its emphasis on residential
mobility as the vehicle of segregation, but rather the resulting spatial form and/or the
definition of the social actors instigating the mobility process. In contrast to this
zonal formulation of Burgess, the sectoral growth model of Hoyt argues that the
outward movement of high rent districts is associated with particular transportation
routes radiating outward from the central business district (Cadwallader, 1982).
Hoyt’s model, described a sectoral rather than a zonal pattern of socio-spatial
differentiation and related its dynamic to the behaviour of the more affluent social
strata who preempted the most desirable locations in the easily accessible suburbs
and abandoned their former areas of residence to a process of filtering down (Knox,
1995, Maloutas, 2004).

More recently, the attention of macro-analysts has been focussed upon the spatial
distribution of residential mobility rates associated with urban sub-areas, such as
census tracts or blocks, and the relationship between these mobility rates and other
socio-economic and demographic characteristics (Short, 1978). For example, Moore
(1971) has made a detailed study of the distribution of mobility rates in Brisbane,
Australia. He suggests that residential mobility is a direct function of population
density, as the latter is a surrogate for a variety of other variables, such as patterns of
tenure and demographic structure, which are considered to be related to movement
propensity. From this argument it follows that mobility rates should decline with
increasing distance from the city centre, as is the case with population density
(McDonald and Bowman, 1976), and Moore provides evidence that this is indeed the
case for Brisbane (Cadwallader, 1982).

The same author (Moore, 1969) has also attempted to identify the relationship
between mobility rates and selected socio-economic and demographic variables,
again using data from Brisbane. He develops a causal model involving variables such
as age, distance from the central business district, percentage of dwellings owner-

occupied, and percentage of Australian born, and suggests that these variables are
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comparatively successful in terms of accounting for the systematic variation in the
spatial pattern of mobility rates. Moore's causal model, however, is deficient in at
least two respects which are characteristic of work of this genre. First, the
explanatory variables were selected in an ad hoc fashion, rather than on the basis of
any underlying theoretical framework. Second, the model is recursive in nature, and
thus does not consider the possibility of two-way causation. The exclusion of two-
way causality presents a major theoretical problem, as it can be reasonably argued
that, although the socio-economic characteristics of urban sub-areas undoubtedly
influence the magnitude of residential mobility rates, the reverse is also equally true
(Cadwallader, 1982).
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3. INTRA-METROPOLITAN MOBILITY PATTERNS IN ISTANBUL

In the empirical part of the study, the residential mobility in Marmara Region, intra-
metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field, intra-metropolitan mobility
between the urban settlements and the rural settlements of the districts of Istanbul

Interaction Field have been analyzed.

3.1 Aim, Focus, Data and Methodology

3.1.1 Aim and focus of the thesis

In this study, the aim is to figure out the intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul by
considering its metropolitan field within Marmara Region. The concept of “intra-
metropolitan mobility” has been recently cited by the authors. In order to study this
topic, the thesis focuses on the individuals who had moved from one district to

another in 5 year periods.

3.1.2 Hypothesis

h; - Istanbul has strong relations with its surroundings when the mobility flows of

individuals in all districts of Marmara Region are considered as a whole.

h, - The mobility in between the districts of Istanbul is more significant than the

mobility between the districts of Istanbul and the districts of other provinces.

h; - The interaction between the districts of Istanbul and the district of the other
provinces of Marmara Region with respect to the individuals' mobility, is more in the
1995-2000 period then the 1985-1990 period.

h, - In the 1985-1990 period, the districts of Istanbul have more interaction with the
districts of other provinces when they are only evaluated as destination units.

hs - In the 1995-2000 period, the districts of Istanbul have more interaction with the

districts of other provinces when they are only evaluated as origin units.

he - The individuals from the same districts generally have similar mobility

behaviours such that they moved to the same districts.
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h; - The mobility behaviours show different characteristics when they are evaluated
according to the origins and destinations are rural and/or urban areas.

hg - The individuals who have the same mobility profiles regarding their educational

levels and economical activities have similar features.

3.1.3 Data and methodology

All gquantitative data of the study is derived from the census of 1990 and 2000.
Turkish Statistical Institute’s (TSI) both censuses of 1990 and 2000 contain 5%

sample of all population in Turkey.

Two questions from the census are significant for the analyses of intra-regional and
intra-metropolitan mobility: (1. In which district did you use to live 5 years ago?
2. In which district do you live now?). For the analyses of the movers profiles, the

data of the economic activities and the educational levels of the individuls is used.

Two methods have been used for analysing the data. First of all, a data reduction
method has been used for summarizing and depicting qualitative contrast invisible to
the naked eye. By clustering the origin and destination units according to their
distinctive and similar arrival and departure profiles, a chaotic picture of a huge
original interaction matrix of 1985-1990 and 1995-2000 mobility flows can be
communicable. Clustering the districts of origins and destinations is not a random
grouping. Every origin and destination profiles of the districts in the same group

must be similar.

Secondly, this study uses Correspondence Analysis, a variant of factor analysis
devised for reducing large data sets. The Correspondence Analysis is an efficient
data reduction tool summarizing large data sets with manuel and measurable
information losses (Giiven¢ and Kirmanoglu, 2009). Rows and the coloumns of the
data set are considered as data profiles and are represented via points with known
coordinates. The profile of each row is represented through a row-point and that of
each column is represented through a coloumn-point. The representation of a data
set with N rows and M columns with n row-points and m column points produces a
substantive economy. This property, has, as we are going to see, interesting
implications for the strafication, categorization and cartographic representation of

qualitative sets (Giiveng and Kirmanoglu, 2009).

26



Correspondence Analysis produces a permuted correspondence table that allows us
to see permutations of the correspondence table. The correspondence table is
reorganized such that the rows and columns are in increasing order according to the
scores on the first dimension. In the study, 4 types of table are produced from these

permuted correspondence tables.

Flows in absolute numbers table shows the mobility from one group of districts to
another by the absolute numbers of individuals. The rows of the table contain the
group of districts showing similar origin profiles, while the columns contain the
districts which have similar destination profiles. These groups had been formed by
clustering signed chi square values of all districts.

Signed chi square indices table shows signed chi square values of the groups. They
get positive value where the mobility from one group to another is over-represented,
on the contrary they get a negative value where the mobility from one group to
another is under-represented.

Another way to perceive the over-represented mobility according to the signed chi
square index is to evaluate the mobility by percentages of arrival and departure
points. Distinctive arrival and departure profiles%'s tables show the percentages
of the groups of origins and destinations.

3.2 Analyses of Residential Mobility in Marmara Region

In this part of the study about the 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods, mobility
behaviours between the districts which belong to the provinces in TR 1 Istanbul, TR
2 Western Marmara and TR4 Eastern Marmara NUTS Level 1 Regions have been
analyzed by clustering the districts which show similar origin and destination
profiles. Intra-urban mobility in Istanbul itself and interaction between the districts of
Istanbul and other districts in Marmara Region have been evaluated according to the
origin and destination profiles of all districts. Thus, to have a knowledge about the
boundaries of Istanbul Metropolitan Region at these periods could be possible.

In this study, TR 1 Istanbul, TR 2 Western Marmara and TR4 Eastern Marmara
NUTS Level 1 Regions are called “Marmara Region” in brief.
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3.2.1 Residential mobility in Marmara Region between 1985-1990

In the 1985-1990 period, Marmara Region has 12 provinces including 155 districts.
Table 3.1 shows NUTS Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 Regions (see Table 3.1).

Table 3.1: Marmara NUTS regions 1990, EUROSTAT

NUTS Level 1

NUTS Level 2

NUTS Level 3

TR 1-ISTANBUL

TR 10 - ISTANBUL

TR 100 - Istanbul

TR 2 - WESTERN
MARMARA

TR21 - TEKiRDAG

TR 211 — Tekirdag

TR 212 — Edirne

TR 213 — Kurklareli

TR22 - BALIKESIR

TR 221 — Balikesir

TR 222 — Canakkale

TR 4-EASTERN

TR 41 - BURSA

TR 411 - Bursa

TR 412 — Eskigehir

TR 413 — Bilecik

MARMARA TR 421 — Kocaeli
TR 422 — Sakarya

TR 424 — Bolu

TR 42 - KOCAELI

Table 3.2: Reduced and reordered residential mobility matrix for Marmara Region
1985-1990 (flows in absolute numbers)

oDr:;::itfégg) Districts of Destination (1990)
Arrivals
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
8 495 43 191 14 201 84 4 10089
3 538 60 161 0 128 36 2 13020
48 562 | 107 | 523 12 481 208 15 26266
4 6 7 321 474 310 16 3 20 0 22 9 0 1188
5 173 102 | 1105 83 0 1450 | 20 122 3 88 21 0 3167
6 85 40 1223 | 209 4 171 | 446 | 1536 | 263 | 314 299 15 4605
7 1 0 34 16 0 13 10 482 2 28 1 0 587
8 37 23 810 126 0 94 25 345 7 2954 82 1 4504
9 4 1 67 14 0 6 0 56 42 41 906 0 1137
10 0 3 66 13 0 3 5 53 0 11 0 226 380
Departures
Total 7235 | 2157 | 36938 | 4164 | 373 | 3348 | 719 | 3489 | 343 | 4268 | 1646 | 263 64943
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Population Census, TSI
See Table 3.4 and Table 3.5 for the content of groups.

Total number of the individuals representing a 5% sample of all the population which
moved from one district to another in defined area is 64943 (see Table 3.2). The 3rd
group of origins has more than one third of individuals, and the 3rd group of

destinations has more than half the number of individuals of the sample total.
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Table 3.3: Reduced and reordered residential mobility matrix for Marmara Region
1985-1990 (signed chi square indices)

Districts of Destination (1990)

Districts
of Origin
(1985)

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

15754,5 | -45,2 | 1022,6 | 324,1
-129,0 | 2852 | 4878 | -446 -68,9 -26,4 | -49,1 | -4145 | -68,8 | -618,8 -261,9 | -48,8
-1882,7 | -479 |22135| 7594 | -70,1 | -463,3| -116 | -559,0 | -116 | -898,2 -314,7 | -78,5

-43,1 -1,2 | -42,3 | -227,3 | -29,0 | -322,0 -115,3 -33,2

4 -120,6 | -26,7 | -186,2 | 2078 | 13471 | -334 | -7.8 -30,1 -6,3 -40,3 -14,8 -4,8
5 -91,6 -0,1 1-2692|-710| -18,2 | 10141 | -6,5 -136 | -11,3 | -69.3 -43,8 -12,8
6 -357,1 | -834 | -7443]-252 | -19,1 | -18,6 | 3061 | 6712 | 2342 0,4 284,7 -0,7
7 -63,4 -19,5 | -269,3 | -12,4 -3,4 -9,8 19 6435 -0,4 -2,9 -12,9 -2,4
8 -430,5 | -107 | -1198 | -91,8 [ -259 | -822 | -124 | 439 -11,8 | 23868,2 -9,1 -16,3
9 -118,8 | -35,8 | -519,6 | -47,6 -6,5 47,2 | -12,6 -0,4 | 2158 | -152 | 26700,7 | -4.6
10 -42,3 -7,3 | -1043 | -53 -2,2 -140 | 0,1 52,0 -2,0 -7,8 -9,6 32740

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Population Census, TSI

See Table 3.4 and Table 3.5 for the content of groups.

The over-represented mobility can be clearly seen in the table above (see Table 3.3).
The districts belonging to Istanbul only appear in the 1st, 2nd and 3rd groups as
origins, and the 1st, 2nd, 3rd and the 4th groups as destinations. These groups
contain all the districts of Istanbul and also the districts which have over-represented
mobility flows from and/or to Istanbul. In other words, the other groups comprise the

districts which have under-represented mobility flows to/from Istanbul.
Table 3.4 and Table 3.5 reveal the districts which are comprised in groups.

The 1st group of origins contains only Bakirkdy which has a distinctive profile as an
origin. Mobility from Bakirkdy to the Ist group of destinations which includes only
Kiigiikgekmece is extremely over-represented such that no other districts have a

positive signed chi square value neither as an origin, nor a destination unit.

Figure 3.1 is a representation of the residential mobility flows in Marmara Region
between 1995-2000.

The over-represented mobility flows are shown by the arrows. As it can be seen in
the figure, the most over-represented mobility flows were from/to the districts of

Istanbul.
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Table 3.4: Residential mobility in Marmara Region 1985-1990 (districts of origin)

ISTANBUL (Bakirkdy)

ISTANBUL (Bayrampasa, Emindnii, Eyiip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Kii¢iikkcekmece, Zeytinburnu,
Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri ), EDIRNE (Centre), TEKIRDAG (Centre)

ISTANBUL (Adalar, Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Kadikoy, Kagithane, Kartal, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli,
Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sile, Yalova)

BALIKESIR (Marmara), BOLU (Centre, Dértdivan, Gerede, Goyniik), BURSA (Kestel), ESKISEHIR
(Glinyiizii)

KOCAELI (Centre, Gebze, Golciik, Kandira, Karamiirsel, Kérfez), SAKARYA (Centre, Akyaz,
Ferizli, Geyve, Hendek, Karapiir¢ek, Karasu, Kaynarca, Kocaali, Pamukova, Sapanca, Sogiitlii)

BOLU (Akgakoca, Cumaova, Cilimli, Diizce, Golkaya, Kibris¢ik, Mengen, Mudurnu, Seben,
Yenicaga, Yigilca)

CANAKKALE (Gelibolu), EDIRNE (Enez, Havsa, Ipsala, Kesan, Lalapasa, Merig, Siileoglu,
Uzunképrii), KIRKLARELI (Centre, Babaeski, Demirkdy, Kofcaz, Liileburgaz, Pehlivankdy,
Pmarhisar, Vize), SAKARYA (Tarakli), TEKIRDAG (Cerkezkdy, Corlu, Hayrabolu, Malkara,
Marmara Ereglisi, Muratli, Saray, Sarkdy)

BALIKESIR (Centre, Ayvahk, Bandirma, Burhaniye, Dursunbey, Edremit, Gomeg, Génen, Havran,
Ivrindi, Susurluk), BILECIK (Centre, Boziiyiik, Golpazari, Osmaneli, Pazaryeri, Yenipazar), BURSA
(Centre), CANAKKALE (Centre, Ayvacik, Bayramig, Biga, Bozcaada, Can, Eceabat, Ezine,
Gokgeada, Lapseki, Yenice), ESKISEHIR (Centre, Beylikova, Inonii)

BALIKESIR (Balya, Bigadic, Kepsut, Manyas, Savastepe, Sindirgr)

BILECIK (Inhisar), BURSA (Niliifer, Osmangazi, Yildirim, Biiyiikorhan, Gemlik, Giirsu, Harmancik,
Inegol, iznik, Karacabey, Keles, Mudanya, M.Kemalpasa, Orhanli, Orhangazi, Yenisehir)

BILECIK (S6giit), ESKISEHIR (Alpu, Cifteler, Han, Mahmudiye, Mihalgazi, Mihaliggik, Saricakaya,
Seyitgazi, Sivrihisar)

10

BALIKESIR (Erdek)

Table 3.5: Residential mobility in Marmara Region 1985-1990 (districts of

destination)

1 ISTANBUL (Kiigiikgekmece)

2 ISTANBUL (Bayrampaga)

ISTANBUL (Adalar, Bakirkdy, Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Emindnii, Eyiip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa,

3 Kadikoy, Kagithane, Kartal, Pendik, Sartyer, Sisli, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikgekmece,
Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova), BURSA (Biiyiikorhan, inegol), CANAKKALE (Gelibolu), EDIRNE
(Lalapasa, Siileoglu), KOCAELI (Gebze), SAKARYA (Sapanca)

BILECIK (Gélpazar1), BOLU (Centre, Ak¢akoca, Déortdivan, Diizce, Gerede, Goyniik, Mengen,

4 Seben, Yeni¢aga, Yigilca), KOCAELI (Centre, Golciik, Kandira, Karamiirsel, Korfez), SAKARY A
(Centre, Akyazi, Ferizli, Geyve, Hendek, Karapiirgek, Karasu, Kaynarca, Kocaali, Pamukova, Sogiitli,
Tarakli)

5 | BOLU (Cumaova, Cilimli, Golyaka)

EDIRNE (Centre, Enez, Havsa, ipsala, Kesan, Merig¢, Uzunkoprii), KIRKLARELI (Centre, Babaeski,

6 Demirkdy, Kofcaz, Liileburgaz, Pehlivankdy, Pmarhisar, Vize), TEKIRDAG (Centre, Cerkezkdy,
Corlu, Hayrabolu, Malkara, Marmara Ereglisi, Muratli, Saray, Sarkdy)

7 | CANAKKALE (Centre, Bayramig, Biga, Bozcaada, Ezine, Lapseki, Yenice)

BALIKESIR (Centre, Ayvalik, Balya, Bandirma, Bigadig, Burhaniye, Dursunbey, Edremit, Erdek,
Gonen, Havran, Ivrindi, Kepsut, Manyas, Savastepe, Sindirg1, Susurluk), BILECIK (Centre, Boziiyiik,

8 | Osmaneli, Pazaryeri, S6giit, Yenipazar), BOLU (Kibris¢ik, Mudurnu), BURSA (Karacabey, M.
Kemalpasa), CANAKKALE (Ayvacik, Can, Eceabat, Gokg¢eada), ESKISEHIR (Mihaliggik,
Saricakaya)

9 | BALIKESIR (G6meg), ESKISEHIR (Alpu, Mahmudiye, Seyitgazi, Sivrihisar)

BURSA (Niliifer, Osmangazi, Yildirim, Gemlik, Giirsu, Harmancik, iznik, Keles, Kestel, Mudanya,

10 . . I
Orhaneli, Orhangazi, Yenisehir)

11 | BILECIK (inhisar), ESKISEHIR (Centre, Beylikova, Cifteler, Giinyiizii, Han, In6nii, Mihalgazi)

12 | BALIKESIR (Marmara)
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Figure 3.1 : Residential Mobility in Marmara Region between 1985-1990.
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The 2nd group of origins includes Bayrampasa, Eminonii, Eylip, Fatih,
Gaziosmanpasa, Kiiclikgcekmece, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca and Silivri
districts of Istanbul, Central Edirne and Central Tekirdag. The inividuals who moved
from these districts substantially moved to the 2nd group which includes only
Bayrampasa and also to the 3rd group which includes all the districts of Istanbul
except Bayrampasa and Kiigiikgekmece and few districts of Bursa, Canakkale,

Edirne, Kocaeli and Sakarya.

The 3rd group of orgins comprises a great number of districts including Adalar,
Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Kadikoy, Kagithane, Kartal, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli,
Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sile and Yalova districts of Istanbul and numerous districts of
Bolu, Kocaeli and Sakarya, and one each from Balikesir, Bursa and Eskisehir. The
individuals who moved from these districts substantially placed in the 3rd group, and

less in the 4th which does not contain any districts of Istanbul.

Table 3.6: Reduced and reordered residential mobility matrix for Marmara Region
1985-1990 (distinctive arrival profiles%'s)

Districts of
Origin (1985)

Districts of Destination (1990)

Arrivals
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 %

2,1 14,8 6,0 55 41 | 47| 51 15 15,5
0,8 16,1 8,3 4,6 00 |30 22 0,8 20,0
8,0 129 | 168 | 149 | 150 35 |113] 126 | 57 40,4
4 0,1 0,3 09 [114| 831 0,5 04 0,6 00 | 05| 05 0,0 18
5 2,4 4,7 30 [ 20| 00 43,3 2,8 3,5 09 |21 13 0,0 4,9
6 1,2 1,9 33 |50 11 51 620 | 440 | 76,7 | 74 | 182 | 57 7,1
7
8
9

0,0 0,0 01 [ 04| 00 0,4 14 13,8 06 |07] 01 |00 0,9
0,5 11 22 |30 00 2,8 35 9,9 20 |692]| 50 |04 6,9
0,1 0,0 02 |103] 00 0,2 0,0 1,6 122 | 10 | 850 | 0,0 18

10 0,0 0,1 02 (03| 00 0,1 0,7 1,5 00 |03 ] 00 [859 0,6
Departures% | 100 | 100 100 | 100 | 100 100 100 100 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 100

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Population Census, TSI

See Table 3.4 and Table 3.5 for the content of groups.

Table 3.6 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

arrival profiles.

The 1st group of destinations received 73.7% of all its movers from the 1st group of

origins which comprises 15,5% of all departures.
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The 2nd group of destinations received 71.5% of all its movers from the 2nd group
of origins which comprises 20.0% of all departures.

The 3rd group of destinations received 56.0% of all its movers from the 3rd group,

and 25.2% of all its movers from the 2nd group of origins.

The 4th group of destinations received 67,6% of all its movers from the 3rd group of
origins which contains 40.2% of all departures.

Table 3.7: Reduced and reordered residential mobility matrix for Marmara Region
1985-1990 (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

02:;E;ic(tlsggg) Districts of Destination (1990)
Arrivals
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 %
528 | 21 | 329 19 0,1 4,9 04 19 0,1 2,0 08| 00 100
78 [119( 715 1,7 0,0 4,1 0,5 12 0,0 1,0 03] 00 100
22 |09 | 788 | 10,7 0,2 2,1 04 2,0 0,0 18 08| 01 100
4 05 | 06| 270 | 399 | 261 1,3 0,3 17 0,0 19 08| 00 100
5 55 |32 ] 349 2,6 0,0 45,8 0,6 3.9 0,1 2.8 07| 00 100
6 18 [ 09 | 266 45 0,1 3,7 9,7 33,4 57 6,8 65| 03 100
7 02 | 00| 58 2,7 0,0 2,2 1,7 82,1 0,3 4,8 02| 00 100
8 08 | 05| 18,0 2,8 0,0 2,1 0,6 7,7 0,2 656 | 18| 00 100
9 04 |01 59 1,2 0,0 0,5 0,0 4,9 3.7 3,6 7?, 0,0 100
10 00 |08 ]| 17,4 3,4 0,0 0,8 1,3 13,9 0,0 2,9 0,0 | 59,5 100
Departures% | 11,1 | 3,3 | 56,9 6,4 0,6 5,2 1,1 54 0,5 6,6 2,5 0,4 100
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Population Census, TSI
See Table 3.4 and Table 3.5 for the content of groups.

Table 3.7 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive
departure profiles.

The 1st group of origins sent 52.8% of all its movers to the 1st group od destinations

which contains 11.1% of all arrivals.

The 2nd group of origins sent 11.9% of all its movers to the 2nd group of
destinations which comprises 3.3% of all arrivals, and 71.5% of all its movers to the

3rd group which includes 56.9% of all arrivals.

The 3rd group of origins sent 10.7% of all its movers to the 4th group of destinations

which contains 6.4% of all arrivals, and 78.8% of all its movers to the 3rd group.

34



3.2.2 Residential mobility in Marmara Region between 1995-2000

In the 1995-2000 period, Marmara Region has 14 provinces including 172 districts.
Table 3.8 shows NUTS Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 Regions (see Table 3.8).

Table 3.8: Marmara NUTS regions 2000, EUROSTAT

NUTS Level 1

NUTS Level 2

NUTS Level 3

TR1-ISTANBUL

TR 10 - ISTANBUL

TR 100 - Istanbul

TR 2 - WESTERN
MARMARA

TR21 - TEKiRDAG

TR 211 — Tekirdag

TR 212 — Edirne

TR 213 — Kurklareli

TR22 —- BALIKESIR

TR 221 — Balikesir

TR 222 — Canakkale

TR 4 — EASTERN
MARMARA

TR 41 - BURSA

TR 411 — Bursa

TR 412 — Eskigehir

TR 413 — Bilecik

TR 42 - KOCAELI

TR 421 — Kocaeli

TR 422 — Sakarya

TR 423 — Diizce

TR 424 — Bolu

TR 425 - Yalova

Table 3.9: Reduced and reordered residential mobility matrix for Marmara Region
1995-2000 (flows in absolute numbers)

Districts of
Origin (1995)

Districts of Destination (2000)

Arrivals
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total
27273 631 202 283 608 0 619 295 569 30480
19968 1238 112 180 333 0 634 147 373 22985
3 1714 2230 15 81 107 0 249 59 126 4581
4 623 68 631 128 118 0 64 82 108 1822
5 3602 307 470 1535 1614 13 497 515 695 9248
6 713 172 7 50 82 0 1560 85 227 2896
7 138 41 8 13 21 0 832 18 132 1203
8 144 26 11 50 45 0 35 915 92 1318
9 1044 171 32 72 251 0 487 219 5039 7315
Departures
Total 55219 4884 1488 2392 3179 13 | 4977 2335 7361 81848

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Population Census, TSI

See Table 3.11 and Table 3.12 for the content of groups.

Total number of individuals representing a 5% sample of all the population which

moved from one district to another in defined area is 81848. The 1st group of

destinations contains more than half of all the individuals (see Table 3.9).
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Table 3.10: Reduced and reordered residential mobility matrix for Marmara Region
1995-2000 (signed chi square indices)

Districts of
Origin
(1995)

Districts of Destination (2000)

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
2189,2 -775,7 -223,8 -414,7 -280,1 -4,8 -822,2 -379,6 -1721,3
1283,4 -13,0 -223,9 -360,0 -3510 | -37 -417,3 -394,7 -1388,5
3 -613,1 14005,4 -56,0 -20,9 -28,3 -0,7 -3,1 -39,3 -198,5
4 -299,0 -15.3 107914 104,9 315 -0,3 -19,8 17,3 -19,0
5 -1114,7 -108,6 542,0 5918,3 43835 | 90,5 -7,6 239,1 -22,5
6 -788,0 0,0 -39,6 -14,2 -8,3 -0,5 10875,6 0,1 -4,3
7 -559,1 -13.2 -8,8 -14,0 -14,2 -0,2 7872,0 -7,8 52
8 -624,5 -35,2 -7,0 34 -0,7 -0,2 -254 20473,9 -5,9
9 -3067,9 -161,5 -76,7 -94,0 -3,9 -1,2 4,0 0,5 29176,2
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Population Census, TSI
See Table 3.11 and Table 3.12 for the content of groups.

The over-represented mobility can be clearly seen in the table above (Table 3.10).
The districts belonging to Istanbul only appear in the 1st and the 2nd groups as
origins, and the 1st group as destinations. These groups contain all the districts of
Istanbul and also the districts which have over-represented migration movements
from and/or to Istanbul. In other words, the other groups comprise the districts which

have under-represented mobility flows to/from Istanbul.
Table 3.11 and Table 3.12 reveal the districts which are comprised in group.

The 1st group of origins is generated from Adalar, Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu,
Kadikdy, Kagithane, Kartal, Maltepe, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, Tuzla, Umraniye,
Uskiidar, Catalca, Sultanbeyli and Sile, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi and Balikesir
Marmara. The individuals from these districts substantially moved to the 1st group
which is generated from all the districts of Istanbul and Bursa Harmancik, Kirklareli

Pehlivankdy, Kocaeli Gebze and Kandira, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi and Sarkdy.

The 2nd group which includes Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy,
Bayrampasa, Eminénii, Eylip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Giingoren, Kiiclikgekmece,
Zeytinburnu and Biiyiikgekmece moved to the 1st group as well.

Figure 3.2 is a representation of the residential mobility flows in Marmara Region
between 1995-2000.
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Figure 3.2 : Residential Mobility in Marmara Region between 1995-2000.
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Table 3.11: Residential mobility in Marmara Region 1995-2000 (districts of origin)

ISTANBUL (Adalar, Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Kartal, Maltepe,
1 |Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, Tuzla, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Catalca, Sultanbeyli, Sile), BALIKESIR
(Marmara), TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi)

ISTANBUL (Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkoy, Bayrampasa, Eminonii, Esenler,
Eylip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasga, Giingdren, Kiiciikgekmece, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece)

EDIRNE (Centre, Enez, Havsa, 1psala, Kesan, Lalapasa, Meric, Siileoglu, Uzunkoprii),
3 KIRKLARELI (Centre, Babaeski, Demirkdy, Kofcaz, Liileburgaz, Pehlivankdy, Pmarhisar,
Vize), TEKIRDAG (Centre, Cerkezkody, Corlu, Hayrabolu, Malkara, Muratli, Saray, Sarkdy)

4 | SAKARYA (Centre, Tarakli)

BILECIK (Centre), BOLU (Centre, Dértdivan, Gerede, Goyniik), BURSA (iznik),
CANAKKALE (Bozcaada), ESKISEHIR (Centre), KOCAELI (Centre, Gebze, Gélciik,
Kandira, Karamiirsel, Korfez, Derince), SAKARY A (Akyazi, Ferizli, Geyve, Hendek,
Karapiir¢ek, Karasu, Kaynarca, Kocaali, Pamukova, Sapanca, Sogiitlii), YALOVA (Centre,
Altinova, Cinarcik, Ciftlikkdy), DUZCE (Centre, Ak¢akoca, Cumayeri, Cilimli, Gélkaya,
Gilimiisova, Kaynasli, Yigilca)

BALIKESIR (Centre, Ayvalik, Balya, Bandirma, Burhaniye, Edremit, Gdmeg, Ivrindi),

6 |CANAKKALE (Centre, Ayvacik, Bayramig, Biga, Can, Eceabat, Ezine, Gelibolu, Gok¢eada,
Lapseki, Yenice), YALOVA (Termal)

BALIKESIR (Bigadig, Dursunbey, Erdek, Gonen, Havran, Kepsut, Manyas, Savastepe,
Sindirgi, Susurluk)

BILECIK (Boziiytik, Golpazari, Inhisar, Osmaneli, Pazaryeri, S6giit, Yenipazar),

8 |ESKISEHIR (Alpu, Beylikova, Cifteler, Giinyiizli, Han, [néni, Mahmudiye, Mihalgazi,
Mihaligcik, Saricakaya, Seyitgazi, Sivrihisar)

BURSA (Centre, Niliifer, Osmangazi, Yildirim, Biiytikorhan, Gemlik, Giirsu, Harmancik,

9 inegél, Karacabey, Keles, Kestel, Mudanya, M. Kemalpaga, Orhaneli, Orhangazi, Yenisehir),
YALOVA (Armutlu)

Table 3.12: Residential mobility in Marmara Region 1995-2000 (districts of
destination)

ISTANBUL (Adalar, Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Besiktas, Beykoz,
Beyoglu, Eminonii, Esenler, Eyiip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Giingoren, Kadikoy, Kagithane, Kartal,

1 |Kiiciikgekmece, Maltepe, Pendik, Saryer, Sisli, Tuzla, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu,
Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sultanbeyli, Sile), BURSA (Harmancik), KIRKLARELI (Pehlivankdy),
KOCAELI (Gebze, Kandira), TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi, Sarkdy)

EDIRNE (Centre, Enez, Havsa, Ipsala, Kesan, Lalapasa, Meric, Uzunkégrii), KIRKLARELI (Centre,
2 Babaeski, Demirkdy, Kofcaz, Liileburgaz, Pinarhisar, Vize), TEKIRDAG (Cerkezkdy, Corlu, Hayrabolu,
Malkara, Muratli, Saray)

SAKARYA (Akyazi, Ferizli, Geyve, Hendek, Karapiirgek, Karasu, Kaynarca, Kocaali, Pamukova,
Sapanca, Sogiitlii)

ESKISEHIR (Mihalgazi, Mihaliccik, Saricakaya, Seyitgazi), KOCAELI (Centre, Karamiirsel, Korfez),
YALOVA (Altinova, Ciftlikkdy, Termal), DUZCE (Cumayeri, Cilimli, Kaynasli, Y1g1ilca)

BILECIK (Gélpazari), BOLU (Centre, Dortdivan, Gerede, Goyniik), BURSA (iznik, Orhangazi),
5 EDIRNE (Siileoglu), KOCAELI (Gélciik, Derince), SAKARYA (Centre, Tarakl), YALOVA (Centre,
Cmarcik), DUZCE (Centre, Akgakoca, Giimiisova)

6 | Diizce (Golkaya)

BALIKESIR (Centre, Ayvalik, Balya, Bandirma, Bigadig, Burhaniye, Dursunbey, Edremit, Erdek,
Gomeg, Génen, Havran, Ivrindi, Kepsut, Manyas, Marmara, Savastepe, Sindirgi, Susurluk), BURSA(

! Karacabey, M. Kemalpasa), CANAKKALE (Centre, Ayvacik, Bayramig, Biga, Bozcaada, Can, Eceabat,
Ezine, Gelibolu, Gokgeada, Lapseki, Yenice)

8 BILECIK (Centre, Boziiyiik, Inhisar, Osmaneli, Pazaryeri, Ségiit, Yenipazar), ESKISEHIR (Centre,
Alpu, Beylikova, Cifteler, Giinyiizii, Han, Inonii, Mahmudiye, Sivrihisar)

9 BURSA (Centre, Niliifer, Osmangazi, Yildirim, Biiyiikorhan, Gemlik, Giirsu, Inegél, Keles, Kestel,

Mudanya, Orhaneli, Yenisehir), YALOVA (Armutlu)
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Table 3.13: Reduced and reordered residential mobility matrix for Marmara Region
1995-2000 (distinctive arrival profiles%'s)

ODr:Zf;I(Etlsggg) Districts of Destination (2000)
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Arrivals%
13 14 12 19 0 12 13 8 37,2
25 8 8 10 0 13 5 28,1
3 3 46 1 0 5 2 5,6
4 1 1 42 4 0 1 4 1 2,2
5 7 6 32 64 51 100 10 22 9 11,3
6 1 4 0 2 3 0 31 4 3 35
7 0 1 1 1 1 0 17 2 15
8 0 1 1 2 1 0 1 39 1 1,6
9 2 4 2 3 8 0 10 9 68 8,9
Departures% | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 100
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Population Census, TSI
See Table 3.11 and Table 3.12 for the content of groups.

The 1st group of destinations received 49.4% of all its movers from the 1st group of
origins which comprises 37,2% of all departures and 36.2% of all its movers from

the 2nd group which generates 28.1% of all departures (see Table 3.13).

Table 3.14: Reduced and reordered residential mobility matrix for Marmara Region
1995-2000 (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

O?‘:;:":%;gg) Districts of Destination (2000)
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Arrivals%
89 2 1 1 2 0 2 1 2 100
87 5 0 1 1 0 3 1 2 100
3 37 49 0 2 2 0 5 1 3 100
4 34 4 35 7 6 0 4 5 6 100
5 39 3 5 17 17 0 5 6 8 100
6 25 6 0 2 3 0 54 3 8 100
7 11 3 1 1 2 0 69 1 11 100
8 11 2 1 4 3 0 3 69 7 100
9 14 2 0 1 3 0 7 3 69 100
Departures% | 67,5 | 6,0 1.8 2,9 39 0,0 6,1 2,9 9,0 100
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Population Census, TSI
See Table 3.11 and Table 3.12 for the content of groups.

The 1st group of origins sent 89.5% of all its movers to the 1st group of destinations

which generates 67.5% of all arrivals.

The 2nd group of origins sent 86.9% of all its movers to the 1st group (Table 3.14).
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3.3 Analyses of Intra-metropolitan Mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field

In this part of the study about the 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods, by
considering the results obtained from the “Residential Mobility in Marmara Region
Analysis”, the groups including all the districts of Istanbul are selected among all the
groups which are constituted according to the origin and destination profiles of the
districts of Marmara Region. Thereby, the mobility between these districts has been
analyzed with the same method in a more detailed way. This analysis reveals intra-

metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field.
3.3.1 Intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1985-
1990

In the 1985-1990 period, Istanbul Interaction Field has 45 districts as origin units and

50 districts as destination units.

Table 3.15: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990 (flows in absolute numbers)

Districts of Destination (1990)
D!st_ricts of
1 2 3 4 5 Total
1 75 91 1 0 0 33 11 56 20 2 14 0 303
2 8 313 | 28 3 1 74 21 127 19 15 23 20 652
3 0 363 0 216 0 135 51 243 79 1 37 23 1148
4 9 857 3 61 54 | 339 112 548 177 15 70 47 2292
5 603 1 22 2 | 7624 | 2406 | 4501 1763 197 716 475 18315
0 97 4 2 0 360 80 965 83 7 41 43 1682
1 186 3 32 1 | 1260 508 2196 3461 1529 | 1424 | 952 11553
0 3 0 0 0 20 9 63 18 3 139 37 292
0 195 0 16 0 664 394 1169 3 212 1062 | 5332 9047
Departures
Total 98 | 2708 | 40 | 352 | 58 | 10509 | 3592 | 9868 5623 1981 | 3526 | 6929 45284

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Population Census, TSI

See Table 3.17 and Table 3.18 for the content of groups.

Total number of individuals representing a 5% sample of all the population which
moved from one district to another in defined area is 45284, which means that the
mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field comprises 69.7% of the mobility in Marmara
Region (see Table 3.15).
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Table 3.16: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990 (signed chi square indices)

o o
[oe]
% S Districts of Destination (1990)
‘= C
Rz
1 8429 293,1 2,0 -2,4 -0,4 -19,8 -7,1 -1,5 -8,3 -9,6 -3,9 -46,4
2 30,8 | 1925,7 | 1306 | -0,8 0,0 -395 | -182 | -16 -47.4 -6,4 -15,2 -63,8
3 -2,5 1262,1 -1,0 [ 4805 | -15 -64,8 | -17,6 -0,2 -28,3 -48,2 -30,7 | -132,7
4 33 3781,6 05 |104,7| 8883 | -70,0 | -26,8 4,7 -40,7 -72,5 -65,9 | -263,0

-30,3 | -221,2 | -14,2 102].,8 -19.6 | 2677,8 | 6254 | 651 | -1149 | -4556 |-353,6 | -1932,9
-3,6 -0,1 43 | 94 | -2,2 24 | 214 | 9772 | -758 -60,2 -61,8 | -178,6
-230 | -3689 | -51 |-372 | -129 | -753,2 | -182,0 | -41,1 | 2862,5 | 2073,1 | 305,7 | -376,4
-0,6 -12,0 -03 | 23 | -04 | -337 | -87 0,0 -9,2 -7,5 594,5 -1,3

-19,6 | -221,3 -80 | -420| -116 | -981,5 | -1459 | -326,6 | -1117,4 | -853 | 1815 | 11257,9

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Population Census, TSI

See Table 3.17 and Table 3.18 for the content of groups.

The table above (Table 3.16) reflecting the over-represented mobility from one group
of districts to another shows that the districts belonging to Istanbul only appear in the
5th, 6th, 7th, 8th and 9th groups as origins, and the 6th, 7th, 8th, 9th, 10th, 11th and
12th groups as destinations. The other groups do not include any of the districts of
Istanbul, so that they have under-represented mobility flows to/from Istanbul in this

scale.

Table 3.17 and Table 3.18 reveal the districts which are comprised in groups.

Table 3.17: Intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field 1985-1990
(districts of origin)

SAKARYA (Akyazi)

BOLU (Gerede, Ferizli, Hendek, Karasu, Kaynarca, Kocaali)

KOCAELI (Centre, Karamiirsel)

BOLU (Centre, Goyniik), KOCAELI (Gebze, Gélciik, Kandira, Kérfez), SAKARY A
(Centre, Geyve, Sapanca)

ISTANBUL (Adalar, Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Pendik, Sariyer,
Sisli, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sile, Yalova), TEKIRDAG (Centre)

ISTANBUL (Kartal)

ISTANBUL (Bayrampasa, Emindnii, Eytip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Kiigiikgekmece,
Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikgekmece, Silivri), EDIRNE (Centre)

ISTANBUL (Catalca)

ISTANBUL (Bakirkdy)

A | W|N|PF

O©|o| N || o
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Table 3.18: Intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field 1985-1990
(districts of destination)

SAKARYA (Karapiirgek)
BOLU (Centre, Akcakoca, Diizce, Mengen), BURSA (Inegol), KOCAELI (Centre,
Akyazi, Ferizli, Geyve, Hendek, Karasu, Kocaali, Pamukova, Sapanca)

BOLU (Yenicaga)

KOCAELI (Korfez)

SAKARYA (Taraklr)

ISTANBUL (Kartal, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sile)

ISTANBUL (Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane, Sartyer)

ISTANBUL (Beykoz, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Kadikdy, Pendik, Sisli, Catalca, Yalova),
CANAKKALE (Gelibolu), KOCAELI (Gebze)

ISTANBUL (Bakirkdy), EDIRNE (Siileoglu)

ISTANBUL (Bayrampasa)

ISTANBUL (Gaziosmanpasa, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikcekmece, Silivri)
ISTANBUL (Kiigiikgekmece)
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The individuals in the 5th group of origins including Adalar, Besiktas, Beykoz,
Beyoglu, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sile,
Yalova from Istanbul and Central Tekirdag substantially moved to the 6th group
which contains Kartal, Umraniye, Uskiidar and Sile (see Figure 3.3).

The 6th group of origins contains only Kartal which has an over-represented
individual mobility to the 8th group which is generated from ISTANBUL (Beykoz,
Eminont, Eyiip, Fatih, Kadikdy, Pendik, Sisli, Catalca, Yalova), CANAKKALE
Gelibolu, KOCAELI Gebze.

The 7th group of origins includes Bayrampasa, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fatih,
Gaziosmanpasa, Kiiclikcekmece, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikgekmece, Silivri districts from
Istanbul and Central Edirne. Individuals who moved from these districts substantially
moved to the 9th group which includes Bakirkdy from Istanbul and Siileoglu from

Edirne and to the10th group including only Bayrampasa from Istanbul.

The individuals in the 8th group, in which only Catalca appears, moved to the group

of Gaziosmanpasa, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece and Silivri districts from Istanbul.

Mobility from the 9th group of origins comprising only Bakirkdy from Istanbul to
the 12th group of destinations which only comprises Kiiciikcekmece from Istanbul is

extremely over-represented when compared to the other mobility flows.
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Table 3.19 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

arrival profiles.

Table 3.19: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990 (distinctive arrival profiles%'s)

Districts of Districts of Destination (1990)
Origin
(1985) ‘

Arrivals
%

76,5 34 | 25| 00 0,0 0,3 0,3 0,6 0,4 0,1 0,4 0,0 0,7
8,2 116 | 70 0,9 1,7 0,7 0,6 13 0,3 0,8 0,7 0,3 14
0,0 134 | 00 | 614 | 00 13 14 2,5 14 0,1 1,0 0,3 2,5
9,2 316 | 75| 173 | 931 3,2 31 5,6 31 0,8 2,0 0,7 51
51 223 | 25| 63 34 | 725 | 670 | 456 | 314 | 99 203 | 69 40,4
0,0 3,6 10 0,6 0,0 3.4 2,2 9,8 15 0,4 1,2 0,6 3,7
1,0 69 | 75| 91 1,7 120 | 141 | 223 | 616 | 77,2 | 404 | 137 25,5
0,0 01 |00 ] 00 0,0 0,2 0,3 0,6 0,3 0,2 3.9 0,5 0,6

AW N |

0,0 72 | 00| 45 0,0 6,3 11,0 | 118 | 01 10,7 | 30,1 [ 77,0 20,0

Departures
% 100 100 | 100 | 100 100 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 | 100 100

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Population Census, TSI

See Table 3.17 and Table 3.18 for the content of groups.

The 6th group of destinations received 72.5% of all its movers from the 5th group of
origins which comprises 40,4% of all departures.

The 7th group of destinations received 67.0% of all its movers from the 5th group of

origins.

The 8th group of destinations received 45,6% of all its movers from the 5th group of
origins and 9.8% from the 6th group comprising 3.7% of all departures.

The 9th group of destinations received 61.6% of all its movers from the 7th group of

origins which include 25.5 of all departures.

The 10th group of destinations received 77.2% of all its movers from the 7th group

of origins.

The 11th group of destinations received 40.4% of all its movers from the 7th, 30.1%
from the 9th, and 3.9% from the 8th group of origins.

The 12th group of destinations received 77.0% of all its movers from the 9th group
of origins which contains 20.0% of all departures.

44



Districts of Origin

GEBZE Y KORFEZ Cg’;zfl ENTRAL
(KOCAELI) A (KOCAELI) GAKARYA

GEREDE
(BOLY)

[CENTRAL
BOLU

KA

£ D
-4

UMRANIVE
I

15 km 25 km

5 km

Districts of Origin

45

Figure 3.3 : Intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1985-1990.
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Table 3.20: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990 (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (1990)
Districts of
Origin (1985) -
Arrivals
1 2 | 3| 4| s %
248 | 300 | 0,3 | 0,0 0,0 10,9 3,6 18,5 6,6 0,7 4,6 0,0 100
1,2 480 | 43 | 05 0,2 11,3 3,2 19,5 29 2,3 3,5 3,1 100
0,0 316 | 0,0 | 188 | 0,0 11,8 4.4 21,2 6,9 0,1 3,2 2,0 100
0,4 374 | 01 | 27 2,4 14,8 4,9 23,9 7,7 0,7 3,1 2,1 100
0,0 33 | 00| 01 0,0 416 | 131 | 24,6 9,6 1,1 3,9 2,6 100
0,0 58 [ 02| 01 0,0 21,4 4.8 57,4 4,9 0,4 2,4 2,6 100
0,0 16 [ 00| 03 0,0 10,9 4.4 19,0 | 30,0 | 132 | 123 8,2 100
0,0 10 [ 00| 00 0,0 6,8 3,1 21,6 6,2 1,0 476 | 12,7 100
0,0 22 [ 00| 02 0,0 7,3 4.4 12,9 0,0 2,3 11,7 | 58,9 100
Departures
%
0,2 60 (01| 08 0,1 23,2 7.9 218 | 12,4 4,4 7.8 15,3 100

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Population Census, TSI

See Table 3.17 and Table 3.18 for the content of groups.

Table 3.20 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

departure profiles.

The 5th group of origins sent 41.6% of all its movers to the 6th group which contains
23.2% of all arrivals, 13.1% of all its movers to the 7th group which includes 7.9 of

all arrivals.

The districts in the 6th group of origins sent 57.4% of all its movers to the disticts in

the 8th group which comprises 21.8 of all arrivals.

The 7th group of origins sent 30.0% of all its movers to the 9th group which includes
12.4% o all arrivals, 13.2% to the 10th and 12.3% to the 11th groups.

The 8th group of origins sent 47.6% of all its movers to the 11th group of

destinations which includes 7.8% of all arrivals.

The 9th group of origins sent 58.9% of all its movers to the 12th group of
destinations which includes 15.3% of all arrivals (see Figure 3.3).
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3.3.2 Intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1995-
2000

In the 1995-2000 period, Istanbul Interaction Field has 34 districts as origin units and

38 districts as destination units.

Table 3.21: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000 (flows in absolute numbers)

Districts of Districts of Destination (2000)
Origin
(1995) Arrivals
11 Total
1912 | 2112 | 412 | 266 | 537 | 124 | 704 35 542 | 257 | 6 6907
313 | 1313 | 196 | 432 78 124 | 148 8 184 | 120 | 3 2919
1366 | 4133 | 571 | 1949 | 1167 | 736 | 2998 | 34 | 2553 | 1028 | O 16535
157 | 399 79 983 94 71 179 7 128 80 0 2177
132 | 299 70 74 69 409 | 161 10 116 | 109 | O 1449
262 | 660 71 201 | 111 | 218 [ 2459 | 23 | 1444 | 426 | 1 5966
130 | 282 37 101 36 40 721 24 | 1287 | 478 | O 3136
197 | 403 28 127 85 86 766 36 | 2688 | 1374 | O 5790
62 154 28 47 51 31 486 21 505 [ 964 | O 2349
Departures
Total 4531 | 9755 | 1492 |4270 | 2228 |1839 |8622 |198 | 9447 |4836 |10 | 47228
Source: Derived from the 5%Public Use Sample of the 2000 Population Census, TSI
See Table 3.23 and Table 3.24 for the content of groups.

Total number of individuals of all the population which moved from one district to
another in defined area is 47228 which means that the mobilty in Istanbul Interaction

Field comprises 57.7% of the mobility in Marmara Region (see Table 3.21).

Table 3.22 reflects the over-represented mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field
between 1995-2000 from one group of districts to another according to the signed

chi-square indices.

The individuals from Avcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy and Kiigiikgekmece
substantially moved to Biiylikgekmece, Catalca and Silivri, and less significantly to
Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Eminénii, Fatih, Gilingoren, Kiiclikcekmece, Zeytinburnu,
Avcilar, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi, Bagcilar and Tekirdag Sarkdy and

inconsiderably to Kocaeli Kandira and Kirklareli Pehlivankdy.
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Table 3.22: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000 (signed chi square indices)

w0
o o
8 = Districts of Destination (2000)
= C
25
[a) 5 11
23555 | 329,2 172,1 -205,8 | 136,8 -78,1 -246,0 13 -510,2 | -286,6 | 14,1
3,9 836,3 116,8 107,1 -25,9 0,9 -278,0 -1,5 -2739 | -107,1 9,2
-30,6 150,8 4,5 1379 | 1920 13,2 -0,1 -18,0 -172,1 | -261,3 | -35
-12,9 -5,7 15 3140,1 -0,7 -2,2 -120,1 -0,5 -217,1 | -91,6 -0,5

-0,4 0,0 12,8 -24,8 0,0 2203,2 -40,5 2,5 -104,3 | -104 -0,3
-168,3 | -265,8 -73,2 -114,4 | -103,2 -0,9 1722,9 -0,2 52,6 -56,0 -0,1

-97,0 | -206,5 -38,9 -117,5 | -84,7 -55,2 38,5 9,0 693,8 76,6 -0,7
-231,4 | -525,7 | -131,2 | -300,3 | -129.6 | -86,3 -80,1 57 2020,7 | 1029,1 | -1,2
-118,4 | -226,1 -28,8 -128,8 | -32,3 -40,0 7,6 12,6 2,6 2176,1 | 0,5

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Population Census, TSI

See Table 3.23 and Table 3.24 for the content of groups.

The individuals from Bagcilar and Zeytinburnu significantly moved to Bahgelievler,
Bakirkdy, Emindnii, Fatih, Giingéren, Kiiciikcekmece, Zeytinburnu, and less
significantly to Avcilar, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi, Esenler and Gaziosmanpasa,
and insubstantially to Biiylikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri and Kirklareli Pehlivankoy
(see Figure 3.4).

The inhabitants who used to live in Eminénii, Esenler, Fatih, Gilingoren,
Biiyiikcekmece moved to Bagcilar and Tekirdag Sarkdy, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy,
Eminénti, Fatih, Gilingoren, Kiigiikgekmece, Zeytinburnu, Esenler and
Gaziosmanpasa and inconsiderably to Bayrampasa, Eyiip, Avcilar and Tekirdag

Marmara Ereglisi.

The individuals from Bayrampasa and Eyiip substantially moved to Esenler and

Gaziosmanpaga and inconsiderably to Avcilar and Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi.

The individuals from Gaziosmanpasa which is a unique profile as an origin
substantially moved to Bayrampasa and Eyilip and inconsiderably to Avcilar,

Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi and Kocaeli Kandira.
Table 3.23 and Table 3.24 reveal the districts which are comprised in groups.

The residents from Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane, Sariyer and Sisli significantly
moved to Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Sariyer and Sisli, and less
significantly to Adalar, Beykoz, Maltepe, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli and Sile.
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Table 3.23: Intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field 1995-2000
(districts of origin)

ISTANBUL (Avcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkoy, Kiiciikgekmece)
ISTANBUL (Bagcilar, Zeytinburnu)

ISTANBUL (Emindnii, Esenler, Fatih, Gling6ren, Biiyiikgekmece)
ISTANBUL (Bayrampasa, Eyiip)

ISTANBUL (Gaziosmanpasa)

ISTANBUL (Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane, Sartyer, Sisli)

ISTANBUL (Beykoz, Uskiidar, Catalca, Sultanbeyli, Sile), BALIKESIR
(Marmara), TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi)

ISTANBUL (Kadikdy, Kartal, Tuzla, Umraniye)
ISTANBUL (Adalar, Maltepe, Pendik)

Ol N o/ lWIN|F

Table 3.24: Intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field 1995-2000
(districts of destination)

ISTANBUL (Biiyiik¢ekmece, Catalca, Silivri)

ISTANBUL (Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Emindnii, Fatih, Gling6ren, Kii¢iikgekmece,
Zeytinburnu)

ISTANBUL (Avecilar), TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi)
ISTANBUL (Esenler, Gaziosmanpasa)

ISTANBUL (Bagcilar), TEKIRDAG (Sarkdy)

ISTANBUL (Bayrampasa, Eylip)

ISTANBUL (Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kadikoy, Kagithane, Sariyer, Sisli)
Kocaeli (Kandira)

Ol NoOO|O|hjlwW| N |-

ISTANBUL (Adalar, Beykoz, Maltepe, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli, Sile)

=
o

ISTANBUL (Kartal, Pendik, Tuzla), KOCAELI (Gebze)

RN
[EEN

KIRKLARELI (Pehlivankdy)

The individuals from Balikesir Marmara, Beykoz, Uskiidar, Catalca, Sultanbeyli and
Sile moved to Adalar, Beykoz, Maltepe, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli and Sile,
and less considerably to Kartal, Pendik, Tuzla, Kocaeli Gebze, Besiktas, Beyoglu,
Kadikdy, Kagithane, Sariyer and Sisli, and inconsiderably to Kocaeli Kandira.

The inhabitants from Kadikdy, Kartal, Tuzla and Umraniye significantly moved to
Adalar, Beykoz, Maltepe, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli, Sile, Kartal, Pendik,

Tuzla and Kocaeli Gebze.

The individuals from Adalar, Maltepe and Pendik substantially moved to Kartal,
Pendik, Tuzla and Kocaeli Gebze, and inconsiderably to Kocaeli Kandira, Besiktas,
Beyoglu, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Sariyer and Sisli, Adalar, Beykoz, Maltepe,
Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli and Sile (see Figure 3.4).
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Figure 3.4 : Intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1995-2000.
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Table 3.25 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive
arrival profiles.

Table 3.25: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000 (distinctive arrival profiles%'s)

Districts of Districts of Destination (2000)
Origin
(1995) -
11 | Arrivals%
422 | 217 | 27,6 6,2 24,1 6,7 8,2 17,7 57 5,3 60,0 14,6
69 | 135 | 131 | 101 | 35 6,7 1,7 4,0 1,9 25 | 300 6,2
30,1 | 424 | 383 | 456 | 524 | 400 | 348 | 17,2 | 270 | 21,3 0,0 35,0
35 41 53 | 230 | 42 39 2,1 35 14 1,7 0,0 4,6
2,9 3,1 47 17 31 [ 222 | 19 51 12 23 0,0 31
58 6,8 438 6,8 50 | 119 | 285 | 116 | 153 | 88 | 100 12,6
2,9 2,9 2,5 24 1,6 2,2 84 | 121 | 136 | 99 0,0 6,6
43 41 1,9 3,0 38 47 89 | 182 | 285 | 284 | 00 12,3
14 1,6 1,9 11 2,3 1,7 56 | 106 | 53 | 199 | 00 5,0
Departures
% 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 100

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Population Census, TSI

See Table 3.23 and Table 3.24 for the content of groups.

The 1st group of destinations received 42.2% of all its movers from the 1st group of
origins which comprises 14.6% of all departures.

The 2nd group of destinations received 42.4% of all its movers from the 3rd group of
origins which comprises 35.0% of all departures, 21.7% of all its movers from the 1st
group, and 13.5% of all its movers from the 2nd group which generates 6.2% of all
departures.

The 3rd group of destinations received 27.6% of all its movers from the 1st group of

origins, 13.1% of all its movers from the 2nd group.

The 4th group of destinations received 45.6% of all its movers from the 3rd group of
origins which comprises 35.0% of all departures, 23.0% of all its movers from the
4th group which generates 4.6% of all departures, and 10.1% of all its movers from

the 2nd group.

The 5th group of destinations received 52.4% of all its movers from the 3rd group
and 24.1% of all its movers from the 1st group of origins.
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The 6th group of destinations received 22.2% of all its movers from the 5th group
which generates 3.1% of all departures.

The 7th group of destinations received 28.5% of all its movers from the 6th group

which generates 12.6% of all departures.

The 9th group of destinations received 28.5% of all its movers from the 8th group
which generates 12.3% of all departures, and 13.6% of all its movers from the 7th

group which generates 6.6% of all departures.

The 10th group of destinations received 28.4% of all its movers from the 8th group,
and 19.9% of all its movers from the 9th group which generates 5.0% of all
departures.

Table 3.26 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

departure profiles.

Table 3.26: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000 (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

Disricts of Districts of Destination (2000)
Origin (1995) —
11 %

27,7 | 30,6 6,0 3,9 7,8 1,8 10,2 0,5 78 3,7 0,1 100
10,7 | 450 6,7 14,8 2,7 4,2 51 0,3 6,3 4,1 0,1 100
8,3 25,0 35 11,8 71 45 18,1 0,2 15,4 6,2 0,0 100
72 18,3 3,6 45,2 4,3 3,3 82 0,3 59 3,7 0,0 100
9,1 20,6 4,8 51 4,8 282 | 111 0,7 8,0 7,5 0,0 100
44 11,1 1,2 4,9 19 3,7 41,2 0,4 24,2 7,1 0,0 100
4,1 9,0 1,2 3.2 11 13 23,0 0,8 410 | 152 0,0 100
34 7,0 05 2,2 15 15 13,2 0,6 46,4 | 23,7 0,0 100
2,6 6,6 1,2 2,0 2,2 1,3 20,7 0,9 215 | 41,0 0,0 100

Departures%
9,6 20,7 3,2 9,0 4,7 3,9 18,3 0,4 20,0 | 10,2 0,0 100

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Population Census, TSI

See Table 3.23 and Table 3.24 for the content of groups.

The 1st group of origins sent 27.7% of all its movers to the 1st group which contains
9.6% of all arrivals, 30.6% of all its movers to the 2nd group, 6.0% to the 3rd group
and 7.8% to the 5th group.
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The 2nd group of origins sent 45.0% of all its movers to the 2nd group which
contains 20.7% of all arrivals, 14.8% of all its movers to the 4th group, 6.7% to the

3rd group which generates 3.2% of all arrivals.

The 3rd group of origins sent 25.0% of all its movers to the 2nd group of
destinations, 11.8% of all its movers to the 4th group and 7.1% of all its movers to
the 5th group which generates 4.7% of all arrivals.

The 4th group of origins sent 45.2% of all its movers to the 4th group of destinations

which generates 9.0% of all arrivals.

The 5th group of origins sent 28.2% of all its movers to the 6th group of destinations
which generates 3.9% of all arrivals.

The 6th group of origins sent 41.2% of all its movers to the 7th group of destinations

which generates 18.3% of all arrivals.

The 7th group of origins sent 41.0% of all its movers to the 9th group of destinations
which generates 20.0% of all arrivals.

The 8th group of origins sent 46.4% of all its movers to the 9th group and 23.7% of

all its movers to the 10th group of destinations.

The 9th group of origins sent 41.0% of all its movers to the 10th group of
destinations which generates 10.2% of all arrivals.

3.4 Analyses of Intra-metropolitan Mobility from Urban to Urban Area in

Istanbul Interaction Field

In this part of the study about the 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods, urban and
rural interaction between the districts of Istanbul Interaction Field has been analyzed
by the same method used in the previous parts. By considering the results obtained
from the “Intra-metropolitan Mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field”, the groups
including all the districts of Istanbul have been selected among all the groups which
have been constituted according to the origin and destination profiles of the districts
of the area.
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3.4.1 Intra-metropolitan mobility from urban to urban area in Istanbul
Interaction Field between 1985-1990

Total number of individuals representing a 5% sample of all the population which
moved from urban area of a district to another urban area in Istanbul Interaction
Field is 35141 (see Table 3.27).

Table 3.27: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements (flows in absolute numbers)

Districts of Destination (1990)
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Districts of Origin (1985) :5 2 2 SC|TE3b6:] & g | A2
Beykoz, Kagithane, Sariyer,
Uskiidar | 1336 | 453 381 835 355 505 41 91 3997
Kadikoy | 731 | 1107 207 294 212 263 15 31 2860

Bayrampasa, Eminénii, Fatih,
Kiiciikcekmece, Zeytinburnu | 248 429 2575 618 316 1293 202 632 | 6313

Kartal | 249 103 78 737 79 157 7 43 1453

Sisli | 628 399 426 441 | 1155 | 313 45 140 | 3547

OTHER DISTRICTS OF
ORIGINS* | 672 920 960 1091 | 718 | 1241 113 303 | 6018

Gaziosmanpasa | 69 78 275 67 65 224 257 75 1110
Eyiip | 115 69 336 71 48 255 1025 104 | 2023
Bakirkoy | 232 298 0 436 357 1088 210 5199 | 7820
ARRIVALS TOTAL | 4280 | 3856 5238 4590 | 3305 | 5339 1915 | 6618 | 35141
* Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Pendik, Umraniye, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Central Edirne,
Central Tekirdag

** Beykoz, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fstih, Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Yalova, Canakkale Gelibolu, Edirne Siileoglu

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

Table 3.28 reflects the over-represented mobility from the urban settlements to the
urban settlements in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1985-1990 from one group of
districts to another according to the signed chi-square indices. It shows that the
mobility from the urban settlements to the urban settlements shows distinctive

characteristics between the 1985-1990 period.

The individuals from the urban areas of Beykoz, Kagithane, Sariyer and Uskiidar
substantially moved to the urban area of Umraniye. Thus, the individuals from this

group also moved to the urban areas of Kartal and Uskiidar (see Figure 3.5).
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Table 3.28: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements (signed chi square indices)

Districts of Destination (1990)
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Beykoz, Kagithane,
Saniyer, Uskiidar | 14813 0,5 -77,4 187,6 1,2 -17,2 | -1435 -581,7

Kadikoy | 4204 2004,7 -112,8 -16,9 -12,1 -67,7 | -127,3 -478,4
Bayrampasa, Eminénii,
Fatih, Kiiciikcekmece,
Zeytinburnu | -352,9 -100,4 2837,4 -51,8 -129,9 | 116,2 | -58,6 -260,9
Kartal 29,3 -20,0 -88,7 1577,8 -24,3 -18,4 -65,8 -194,4
Sisli 88,9 0,2 -20,0 -1,1 20225 | -94,7 | -1138 -417,3
OTHER DISTRICTS OF
ORIGINS* -5,1 102,1 4.4 118,3 40,8 116,7 | -140,9 -608,4
Gaziosmanpasa -32,4 -15,8 72,5 -41,9 -14,9 18,2 638,4 -86,0
Eyiip| -70,1 -105,4 3.9 -141,3 -106,4 -89 [ 75903 | -201,4
Bakirkoy | -544,9 -365,6 | -1165,6 | -3355 -194,8 -8,4 -109,6 | 9428,3
* Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Pendik, Umraniye, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Central Edirne,
Central Tekirdag
** Beykoz, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fstih, Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Biiyilkgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Yalova, Canakkale Gelibolu, Edirne Siileoglu

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

The 2nd group which is generated from the urban area of Kadikdy moved to Kartal,

Uskiidar and Umraniye.

The individuals from the wurban areas of Bayrampasa, Emindnii, Fatih,

Kiigiikgekmece and Zeytinburnu moved to the urban area of Bakirkoy.

The inhabitants from Kartal which has a unique profile as a departure unit moved to

the urban areas of Kadikdy, Pendik and Gebze.

The individuals who used to live in the urban area of Sisli substantially moved to the
urban areas of Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane, Sariyer and also with a lower

level to Umraniye (see Figure 3.5).

As a transition profile, the 6th group including the urban areas of Central Edirne,
Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Pendik, Umraniye, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Yalova, Central Tekirdag moved to the urban areas of Kadikdy, Pendik, Kocaeli
Gebze, Canakkale Gelibolu, Edirne Siileoglu, Beykoz, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih,
Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova,

Kartal, Uskiidar, Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane, Sariyer and Bakirkdy.
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The inhabitants from the urban areas of Gaziosmanpasa substantially moved to the
urban areas of Bayrampasa and Bakirkdy, and inconsiderably to Canakkale Gelibolu,
Edirne Siileoglu, Beykoz, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu,
Biiylikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova

The individuals who used to live in the urban area of Eyiip considerably moved to

the urban area of Bayrampasa (see Figure 3.5).

The individuals from the urban area of Bakirkdy which is a unique profile as a

departure unit significantly moved to the urban area of Kiigiikcekmece

Table 3.29 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

arrival profiles.

Table 3.29: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements (distinctive arrival profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (1990)
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Districts of Origin (1985) o | 2 | & 28|22 |ocn| & | & o
Beykoz, Kagithane, Sariyer,
Uskiidar | 812 | 11,7 7,3 18,2 | 10,7 9,5 2,1 14 11,4
Kadikoy | 17,1 | 28,7 4,0 6,4 6,4 4,9 0,8 05 8,1

Bayrampasa, Eminénii, Fatih,
Kiiciikcekmece, Zeytinburnu | 5,8 11,1 | 49,2 13,5 9,6 24,2 10,5 9,5 18,0

Kartal | 5,8 2,7 15 16,1 2,4 2,9 04 0,6 4,1

Sisli | 14,7 | 10,3 8,1 9,6 34,9 5,9 2,3 2,1 10,1
OTHER DISTRICTS OF
ORIGINS*| 157 | 239 | 183 | 238 | 21,7 | 232 59 4,6 17,1

Gaziosmanpasa | 1,6 2,0 53 15 2,0 4.2 13,4 1,1 3,2

Eyiip| 2,7 18 6,4 15 15 4.8 53,5 1,6 5,8

Bakirkéy | 5,4 7,7 0,0 9,5 10,8 | 20,4 | 11,0 | 78,6 22,3

ARRIVALS% | 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

* Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Pendik, Umraniye, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Central Edirne,
Central Tekirdag

** Beykoz, Eminoni, Eyiip, Fstih, Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Yalova, Canakkale Gelibolu, Edirne Siileoglu

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

Umraniye received 31.2% of all its movers from Beykoz, Kagithane, Sariyer,
Uskiidar which comprises 11.4% of all departures and 17.1% of all its movers from

the 2nd group.
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Figure 3.5 : Intra-metropolitan mobility from urban to urban area in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1985-1990.
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Kartal and Uskiidar received 28.7% of all its movers from Kadikdy which generates
8.1% of all departures.

Bakirkoy received 49.2% of all its movers from Bayrampasa, Eminonii, Fatih,

Kiigiikgekmece and Zeytinburnu which generates 18.0% of all departures.

Kadikdy, Pendik and Kocaeli Gebze received 16.1% of all its movers from Kartal
which generates 4.1% of all departures.

Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane and Sartyer received 34.9% of all its movers

from Sisli which generates 10.1% of all departures.

Beykoz, Emindnii, Eylip, Fstih, Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece,
Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Canakkale Gelibolu and Edirne Siileoglu received
23.2% of all its movers from Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Pendik, Umraniye,
Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Central Edirne and Central Tekirdag
which generates 17.1% of all departures.

Bayrampasa received 53.5% of all its movers from Eyiip which generates 8.1% of all
departures and 13.4% of all its movers from Gaziosmanpasa comprising 3.2% of all

departures.

Kigiikgekmece received 78.6% of all its movers from Bakirkéy which generates
22.3% of all departures.

Table 3.30 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

arrival profiles.

Beykoz, Kagithane, Sartyer, Uskiidar sent 33.4% of all its movers to Umraniye
which contains 12.2% of all arrivals.

Kadikdy sent 25.6% of all its movers Umraniye, and 38.7% of all its movers to

Kartal and Uskiidar which includes 11.0% of all arrivals.

Bayrampasa, Eminonii, Fatih, Kiigiikgekmece and Zeytinburnu sent 40.8% of all its
movers to Bakirk6y which contains 14.9% of all arrivals.

Kartal sent 50.7% of all its movers to Kadikoy, Pendik and Kocaeli Gebze which

contains 13.1% of all arrivals.

Sisli sent 32.6% of all its movers to Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane, and
Sartyer which generates 9.4% of all arrivals.
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Table 3.30: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (1990)
5 | 2 s
S
N 5 - 5 i <]
o8 s 5 = 9 S
5 = < = x =z © n
] e heft} = O 51 i
2 g ] (2 ] ] o
= A~ 5 s =)
o | 2] .2 | £g|cs |2 E|0¢2
‘g - 2 |2 o 8 L= g ) o
s 8 = =2 K= = g = <
E| 5| 2|58/ 8% | E8 | z| 2| @
Districts of Origin (1985) 5 o g | S5| 22 o0 & v =)
Beykoz, Kagithane, Sariyer,
Uskiidar | 334 | 11,3 9,5 20,9 8,9 12,6 1,0 2,3 100
Kadikoy | 25,6 | 38,7 7,2 10,3 74 9,2 0,5 11 100
Bayrampasa, Eminonii, Fatih,
Kiiciikcekmece, Zeytinburnu | 3,9 6,8 40,8 9,8 5,0 20,5 3,2 10,0 100
Kartal | 17,1 7,1 54 | 50,7 54 10,8 0,5 3,0 100
Sisli| 17,7 | 11,2 | 120 | 124 32,6 8,8 13 39 100
OTHER DISTRICTS OF
ORIGINS*| 112 | 153 | 16,0 | 181 11,9 20,6 1,9 5,0 100
Gaziosmanpasa | 6,2 7,0 24,8 6,0 59 20,2 23,2 6,8 100
Eyiip| 57 34 16,6 3,5 2,4 12,6 50,7 51 100
Bakirkoy | 3,0 3.8 0,0 5,6 4,6 13,9 2,7 66,5 100
ARRIVALS% | 12,2 | 11,0 | 149 | 131 9,4 15,2 5,4 18,8 100

* Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Pendik, Umraniye, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Central Edirne, Central
Tekirdag

** Beykoz, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fstih, Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova,
Canakkale Gelibolu, Edirne Siileoglu

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Pendik, Umraniye, Biiylikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Yalova, Central Edirne and Central Tekirdag as a transition profile sent 15.3% of all
its movers to Kartal and Uskiidar, 16.0% of all its movers to Bakirkdy, 18.1% to
Kadikdy, Pendik and Kocaeli Gebze, 11.9% to Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu,
Kagithane, and Sariyer and 20.6% to Beykoz, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fstih,
Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova,
Canakkale Gelibolu and Edirne Siileoglu.

Gaziosmanpasa sent 23.2% of all its movers to Bayrampasa which contains 5.4% of

all arrivals.
Eylip sent 50.7% of all its movers to Bayrampasa.

Bakirkdy sent 66.5% of all its movers to Kiigiikgekmece which contains 18.8% of all

arrivals.
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3.4.2 Intra-metropolitan mobility from urban to urban area in Istanbul
Interaction Field between 1995-2000

Total number of individuals of all population which moved from the urban area of a

district to another urban area in defined area is 31038 (see Table 3.31).

Table 3.31: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements (flows in absolute numbers)

Districts of Destination (2000)
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Bahgelievler, Esenler
Giingoren | 894 | 244 | 1000 | 203 | 1026 64 161 206 145 39 69 4051

Bayrampasa, Eyiip | 84 675 259 60 518 40 108 66 52 16 16 1894
Avecilar, Bagcilar,
Bakirkdy,
Zeytinburnu | 189 | 190 | 1981 | 195 | 1406 | 108 278 237 286 74 93 5037

Gaziosmanpasa | 53 0 176 374 292 42 78 60 49 23 22 1169
OTHER DISTRICTS
of ORIGINS* | 307 | 433 | 1032 | 294 | 1575 | 204 | 470 829 | 603 185 285 | 6217
Besiktas, Beyoglu,
Kagithane | 44 153 225 119 367 502 548 | 420 | 456 77 82 2993

Sariyer, Sisli | 61 66 172 85 234 93 791 295 | 331 35 58 2221

Kadikéy | 23 30 103 22 332 61 206 | 1111 | 288 162 252 | 2590

Uskiidar | 10 23 90 14 216 53 120 224 | 832 78 119 | 1779

Kartal | 26 15 39 32 103 7 54 295 | 168 | 233 54 1026
Adalar, Maltepe,
Pendik | 40 18 75 30 295 41 111 | 243 | 450 142 616 | 2061

ARRIVALS TOTAL | 1731 | 1847 | 5152 | 1428 | 6364 | 1215 | 2925 | 3986 | 3660 | 1064 | 1666 | 31038

* Beykoz, Eminénii, Fatih, Kiigiikcekmece, Tuzla, Umraniye, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sultanbeyli, Sile, Balikesir
Marmara, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi

** Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonil, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiyliikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Pehlivankdy, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Kirklareli Pehlivankdy, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi, Tekirdag Sarkoy

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

Table 3.32 reflecting the over-represented mobility flows shows that the mobility
from the urban settlements to the urban settlements shows distinctive characteristics
between 1995-2000.
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Table 3.32: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements (signed chi square indices)

Districts of Destination (2000)
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Bahgelievler, Esenler
Giingoren | 19755| 0,0 159,6 15 46,0 | -56,4 |-127,7 | -189,8 | -231,7 | -71,8 | -101,3
Bayrampasa, Eyiip | -44 [28052| -9,8 -8,5 433 | -15,7 | -27,8 | -129,1 | -131,4 | -36,9 | -72,2
Avcilar, Bagcilar,
Bakirkoy, Zeytinburnu | -30,1 | -40,2 | 1567,8| -5,8 | 1349 | -40,3 | -81,5 | -259,7 | -159,7 | -56,4 | -116,4
Gaziosmanpasa | -2,3 -69,6 -1,7 119065 | 11,4 -0,3 -9,4 -54,1 -57,3 -7,3 -26,5

OTHER DISTRICTS of
ORIGINS*| -4,6 10,7 0,0 0,2 70,7 | 6,4 | -229 1,2 -23,1 -3,7 -7,1

Besiktas, Beyoglu,
Kagithane | -905 | -35 |-148,7 | -25 | -99,2 |1264,1| 250,7 3.3 30,1 -6,4 | -385

Saryer, Sisli | -31,9 | -33,1 |-1049| -29 1076 | 04 |16166| 0,3 182 | -22,2 | -314
Kadikoy | -102,1 | -100,0 | -2486 | -79,2 | -746 | -161 | -59 [18216| -1,0 60,4 91,8
Uskiidar | -80,2 | -64,9 | -142,7 | -56,2 | -60,7 | -40 | -135 | -0,1 [18455| 4,7 5.8

Kartal | -17,0 | -34,7 |-1012 | -49 | -548 | -274 | -188 | 202,2 18,3 [11127| 0,0
Adalar, Maltepe,
Pendik | -48,9 | -89,3 | -208,5 | -44,3 | -38,5 | -19,5 | -35,7 -1,8 176,3 | 72,1 |2308,7
* Beykoz, Emindnii, Fatih, Kii¢iikgekmece, Tuzla, Umraniye, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sultanbeyli, Sile, Balikesir
Marmara, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi
** Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Pehlivankdy, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Kirklareli Pehlivankdy, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi, Tekirdag Sarkoy

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

The individuals from the urban areas of Bahgelievler, Esenler and Giingéren
substantially moved to the urban areas of Bagcilar, less significantly to Bahgelievler,
Gilingoren, Kiigiikgekmece, Eminonii, Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminénii,
Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy,
Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi, Sarkoy (see Figure 3.6).

The individuals from Bayrampasa and Eyiip significantly moved to Gaziosmanpasa
which has a unique district profile as a destination unit, and less significantly to
Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu,
Biiylikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara
Ereglisi, Sarkdy.

The inhabitants who used to live in Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bakirkdy and Zeytinburnu

moved to Bahcelievler, Glingéren and Kiiciikcekmece, and less substantially to
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Figure 3.6 : Intra-metropolitan mobility from urban to urban area in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1995-2000.
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Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu,
Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara
Ereglisi, Sarkdy.

The individuals from the urban area of Gaziosmanpasa moved to the urban areas of
Bayrampasa and Eyiip, and also inconsiderably to Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy,
Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Pehlivankdy, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi, Sarkoy.

The inhabitants moved from the urban areas of Balikesir Marmara, Beykoz,
Emindnii, Fatih, Kii¢iikgekmece, Tuzla, Umraniye, Biiyiikgekmece, catalca, Silivri,
Sultanbeyli, Sile and Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi, to the urban areas of Adalar,
Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminénii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece,
Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi, Sarkoy.

The individuals from Besiktas, Beyoglu and Kagithane substantially moved to the
urban areas of Sisli, and less considerably to Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane, Saryer,

Kadikdy and Umraniye.

The residents from Sariyer and Sisli significantly moved to the urban areas of
Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane and Sariyer, and inconsiderably to Kadikdy and

Umraniye.

The individuals from the urban area of Kadikdy which has a unique profile as an
origin, substantially moved to the urban areas of Maltepe, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli

and less substantially to Kartal, Tuzla and Pendik.

The inhabitants who used to live in the urban area of Uskiidar which has a unique
origin profile significantly moved to the urban areas of Kadikdy and Umraniye, and

inconsiderably to Kartal, Tuzla and Pendik.

From the urban area of Kartal, the residents substantially moved to the urban area of
Pendik, and less significantly to the urban areas of Maltepe, Uskiidar and
Sultanbeyli.

From the urban areas of Adalar, Maltepe and Pendik, the inhabitants significantly
moved to the urban areas of Kartal and Tuzla, and less significantly to Kadikdy,

Umraniye and Pendik (see Figure 3.6).
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Table 3.33 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

arrival profiles.

Table 3.33: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements (distinctive arrival profiles%'s)
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Bahgelievler, Esenler, Giingoren | 51,6 | 132|194 | 142 |16,1| 53 | 55 | 52 | 40 | 3,7 | 41 | 131
Bayrampasa, Eyiip | 49 [365| 50 | 42 | 81 | 33 |37 |17 [14 |15 |10] 61
Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bakirkoy,
Zeytinburnu | 10,9 | 10,3 385 13,7221 89 | 95 | 59 | 78 | 70 | 56 | 16,2
Gaziosmanpasa | 3,1 | 00 | 34 |262| 46 [ 35 [ 27 [ 15|13 |22 | 13|38

OTHER DISTRICTS of ORIGINS* | 17,7 | 23,4 | 20,0 | 20,6 | 24,7 | 16,8 | 16,1 | 20,8 | 16,5| 17,4 | 17,1 | 20,0

Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane | 25 | 83 | 44 | 83 | 58 [413[18,7|105|125]| 72 | 49 ]| 9,6

Sariyer, Sisli | 35 | 36 | 33 | 60 | 37 | 77 [270| 74 | 90 | 33 | 35| 7.2

Kadikoy | 1,3 | 16 | 20 | 15 | 52 | 50| 70 [279]| 79 | 152|151 83

Uskiidar [ 06 | 12 | 17 | 10 | 34 | 44 | 41 |56 [227]| 73| 71|57

Kartal| 15 | 08 | 08 | 22 |16 |06 | 18 | 74 | 46 |219]| 32 | 33

Adalar, Maltepe, Pendik | 2,3 | 10 | 15| 21 | 46 | 34 | 38 | 61 | 123|133 [370]| 6,6

ARRIVALS% | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

* Beykoz, Eminénii, Fatih, Kiigikgekmece, Tuzla, Umraniye, Biiyiikkgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sultanbeyli, Sile, Balikesir
Marmara, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi

** Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikkcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Pehlivankdy, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Kirklareli Pehlivankdy, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi, Tekirdag Sarkoy

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

Bagcilar received 51.6% of all its movers from Bahgelievler, Esenler and Giingoren

which comprises 13.1% of all departures.

Gaziosmanpasa received 36.5% of all its movers from Bayrampasa and Eyiip which

comprises 6.1% of all departures.

Bahgelievler, Giingoren and Kiiciikgekmece received 38.5% of all its movers from
Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bakirkdy and Zeytinburnu which comprises 16.2% of all

departures.

Bayrampasa and Eyiip received 26.2% of all its movers from Gaziosmanpasa which

generates 3.8% of all departures.
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Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu,
Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira,
Kirklareli Pehlivankdy, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi and Tekirdag Sarkdy received
24.7% of all its movers from Beykoz, Emindnii, Fatih, Kiigiikgekmece, Tuzla,
Umraniye, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sultanbeyli, Sile, Balikesir Marmara and
Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi which generates 20.0% of all departures.

Sisli received 41.3% of all its movers from Besiktas, Beyoglu and Kagithane which

generates 9.6% of all departures.

Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane and Sariyer received 27.0% of all its movers from
Sartyer and Sisli which generates 7.2% of all departures.

Maltepe, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli received 27.9% of all its movers from Kadikdy

which generates 8.3% of all departures.

Kadikéy and Umraniye received 22.7% of all its movers from Uskiidar which
generates 5.7% of all departures.

Pendik received 21.9% of all its movers from Kartal which generates 3.3% of all
departures. Kartal and Tuzla received 37.0% of all its movers from Adalar, Maltepe

and Pendik which generates 6.6% of all departures.

Table 3.34 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

departure profiles.

Bahgelievler, Esenler and Giingéren sent 22.1% of all its movers to Bagcilar which

generates 5.6% of all arrivals.

Bayrampasa and Eyiip sent 35.6% of all its movers to Gaziosmanpasa which

generates 6.0% of all arrivals.

Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bakirkdy and Zeytinburnu sent 39.3% of all its movers to
Bahgelievler, Giingéren and Kiigiikgekmece which generates 16.6% of all arrivals.
Gaziosmanpasa sent 32.0% of all its movers to Bayrampasa and Eyiip which

generates 4.6% of all arrivals.

Besiktas, Beyoglu and Kagithane sent 16.8% of all its movers to Sisli which

generates 3.9% of all arrivals.

Kartal sent 22.7% of all its movers to Pendik which generates 3.4% of all arrivals.
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Table 3.34: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (2000)

x o

£ 8 |25 |2 5
s o @ “= R e ] 0
Z R 5] T o O S == - < [N}
S | = 2 & [ 2| L £ S |l x
5225 | K 2 gl S| = 5|35
s 35% &|,0Z 223 = F|E
S E 253 E|lxz2 £s(dd8| 2| o - | x
T | & (g88F £ ¥FED ZE85| 2|3 | 8|

80 N [ 5 9 = wn = g El 2 c =
Districts of Origin (1995) g2 | 8 |23% Elcna £(8253/ 2|29 |4
Bahgelievler, Esenler, Giingoren | 22,1 6,0 24,7 | 5,0 25,3 16 | 40|51 (36| 10| 1,7 |100
Bayrampasa, Eyiip| 44 [ 356 | 137 | 32| 273 |21 |57 |35]|27|08]08]100

Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bakirkdy,

Zeytinburnu | 3,8 3,8 393 (39| 279 [ 21|55 |47 |57 |15 18100
Gaziosmanpasa | 4,5 0,0 151 |320| 250 |36 |67 |51]| 42|20 19 |100
OTHER DISTRICTS of ORIGINS* | 49 7,0 166 | 47| 253 | 33|76 |133] 97|30 46 ]100

Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane | 1,5 51 7,5 4,0 12,3 |16,8|18,3|14,0|152| 2,6 | 2,7 | 100
Saryer, Sisli | 2,7 3,0 7,7 38| 105 | 42 |356]133]149] 16 | 2,6 |100
Kadikéy | 0,9 1,2 4,0 08| 128 |24 |80 [429(11,1| 63 | 9,7 | 100
Uskiidar | 0,6 1,3 51 08| 121 | 30| 6,7 |126 {468 4,4 | 6,7 | 100
Kartal | 25 15 3,8 31| 100 | 07|53 |288|164|22,7| 53 | 100
Adalar, Maltepe, Pendik | 1,9 0,9 3,6 15| 143 | 20 | 54 (118|218 6,9 [29,9] 100
ARRIVALS% | 5,6 6,0 166 | 46 | 205 | 39|94 [128|118] 34 | 54 [100
* Beykoz, Eminénii, Fatih, Kiigiikgekmece, Tuzla, Umraniye, Biiyiikkgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sultanbeyli, Sile, Balikesir
Marmara, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi

** Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Pehlivankdy, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Kirklareli Pehlivankoy, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi, Tekirdag Sarkoy

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

Beykoz, Eminénii, Fatih, Kiiciikgekmece, Tuzla, Umraniye, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca,
Silivri, Sultanbeyli, Sile, Balikesir Marmara and Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi sent
25.3% of all its movers to Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler,
Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Kocaeli
Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Kirklareli Pehlivankdy, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi and
Tekirdag Sarkdy which generates 20.5% of all arrivals.

Sartyer and Sisli sent 35.6% of all its movers to Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane and
Sartyer which generates 9.4% of all arrivals.

Kadikdy sent 42.9% of all its movers to Maltepe, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli which

generates 12.8% of all arrivals.

Uskiidar sent 46.8% of all its movers to Kadikdy and Umraniye which generates

11.8% of all arrivals.

Adalar, Maltepe and Pendik sent 29.9% of all its movers to Kartal and Tuzla which

generates 5.4% of all arrivals.
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3.5 Analyses of Intra-metropolitan Mobility from Urban to Rural Area in

Istanbul Interaction Field

3.5.1 Intra-metropolitan mobility from urban to rural area in Istanbul
Interaction Field between 1985-1990

Total number of individuals representing a 5% sample of all the population which
moved from an urban field to a rural field of a district in defined area is 3777 (see
Table 3.35).

Table 3.35: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements (flows in absolute numbers)

Districts of Destination (1990
D
:
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Districts of Origin (1985) SlelS1 8| 2|5 S lool & |Z&€ 2] A
Kagithane | 14 | 0 | 2 5 50 4 0 3 2 6 0 86
Kadikoy | O | 37 | 62 | 44 | 144 | 49 0 36 6 6 0 | 384
Yaloval| 0 | 1 [24| O 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 30
Adalar, Kartal, Pendik | 1 | 5 | 17 [124| 46 0 19 1 6 0 | 228
Uskiidar | 0 1] 7 [ 191 27| O 17 4 7 0 | 266
Begsiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Sile, Central
Edirne, Central Tekirdag | 0 | 3 | 15 | 25 | 246 |124] O 115 8 72 0 | 608
Beykoz, Beyoglu, Sariyer, Umraniye [ 1 | 3 | 5 | 15 | 113 |143| O 44 3 33 0 | 360
Eminénii | 0 | 0 | 1 8 15 0 2 3 16 0 45
Eyiip, Fatih, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca| 0 | 0 9 47 | 12 0 110 77 201 2 466
Gaziosmanpasa | 0 | 2 2 |18 1 7 0 5 65 21 2 123
Bakirkdy, Kiiciikcekmece,
Zeytinburnu| 0 | 1 |20 [ 25| 91 | 27 0 158 73 684 | 2 [ 1081
Bayrampasa| 0 | 0 2 3 3 6 0 28 21 25 12 | 100
ARRIVALS TOTAL | 16 | 54 | 170|282 | 949 [408| 2 541 260 | 1077 | 18 | 3777
* Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Pendik, Sartyer, Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Catalca, Silivri, Canakkale
Gelibolu, Edirne Siileoglu
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

Table 3.36 reflecting the over-represented mobility flows shows that the mobility
from the urban settlements to the rural settlements shows distinctive characteristics
between the 1985-1990 period.
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The individuals from the urban field of Kagithane substantially moved to the rural

field of the same district and also to the rural areas of Kartal and Sile.

Table 3.36: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements (signed chi square indices)

Districts of Destination (1990)
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Districts of Origin (1985) A A N o o IS = lonal & |<¥2]| &
Kagithane | 5104 | -12 | -09 | -03 | 373 | -3,0 00 | -70 | -26 |-140]| -04
Kadikéy | -1,6 |180,8 | 115,7| 8,2 23,4 1,4 -0,2 6,6 | -158 | -978 | -1,8
Yalova| -0,1 08 [3799] -2,2 -4,1 -3,2 0,0 04| -21 | -86 | -0,1
Adalar, Kartal, Pendik | 0,0 0,9 44 (6723 -2,2 99 | -01 | -5,7 |-138|-536| -1,1
Uskiidar | -1,1 | -09 | -0,1 | -8,3 [ 230,7 | -0,1 | -0,1 |-11,7|-11,2 | -62,5| -1,3

Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Sile, Central
Edirne, Central Tekirdag | -26 | -3,7 | -56 | -92 | 569 [ 518 | -03 | 89 |-274|-593| -29
Beykoz, Beyoglu, Sariyer, Umraniye -02 | -09 | -7,7 | -5,2 56 |[(278,7| -0,2 | -11|-191|-473 | -1,7
Eminénii | -02 | -06 | -05 | 64 12 -49 |1639| -18 | -31 | 08 | -0,2
Eyiip, Fatih, Biiyiikcekmece,
Catalca | -20 | -6,7 | -6,8 | -20,6 | -42,0 | -29,2 | -0,2 | 28,0 | 62,9 | 349 | 0,0
Gaziosmanpasa | -0,5 0,0 -2,3 8,5 -289 | -30 | -0,1 | -9,0 3775 | -5,6 3,4
Bakirkdy, Kiiciikcekmece,
Zeytinburnu | -46 | -135|-169|-385|-120,1|-690| 06 | 01 | 0,0 |4581] -19
Bayrampasa | -04 | -14 | -14 | -27 | -195 | -2,1 | -0,1 | 13,1 | 28,9 | -0,4 [278,6
* Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Pendik, Sartyer, Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Catalca, Silivri, Canakkale
Gelibolu, Edirne Siileoglu
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

The individuals from the urban area of Kadikdy substantially moved to the rural
areas of Kadikdy and Yalova and relatively less to the rural areas of Gebze, Kartal,

Sile and Umraniye.

The dwellers in the urban area of Yalova have an over-represented mobility to the

rural area of Yalova itself.

The inhabitants from the urban areas of Adalar, Kartal and Pendik substantially

moved to the rural areas of Gebze.

The individuals who used to live in the urban area of Uskiidar considerably moved to
the rural areas of Kartal and Sile. The individuals from Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Sile,
Central Edirne and Central Tekirdag have an over-represented individual mobility to

the rural areas of Kartal, Sile and Umraniye (see Figure 3.7).
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Figure 3.7 : Intra-metropolitan mobility from urban to rural area in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1985-1990.
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The inhabitants from the urban areas of Beykoz, Beyoglu, Sarryer and Umraniye
have an over-represented mobility to the rural area of Umraniye and relatively lower

to the rural areas of Kartal and Sile.

The urban area of Eminonii has a substantial individual mobility to the rural area of

Emindnii, and relatively less to the rural areas of Gebze, Kartal and Sile.

From the urban areas of Eyiip, Fatih, Biiyiikgcekmece and Catalca the inhabitants
substantially moved to the rural areas of Gaziosmanpasa, Adalar, Bakirkoy,
Kiiclikgekmece, Biiyiikcekmece, Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Pendik,
Sariyer, Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Catalca, Silivri, Canakkale Gelibolu, Edirne
Siileoglu.

The individuals from the urban area of Gaziosmanpasa moved to the rural area of the

same district.

The urban areas of Bakirkoy, Kiiclikgekmece and Zeytinburnu generated a group of
origins from which the inhabitants moved to a group of destinations including the

rural areas of Adalar, Bakirkdy, Kiiclikcekmece and Biiylikgekmece.

The dwellers from the urban area of Bayrampasa, which has a unique profile as an
origin, considerably moved to the rural area of the same district and relatively less to
the rural areas of Gaziosmanpasa, Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Pendik,
Sariyer, Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Catalca, Silivri, Canakkale Gelibolu and Edirne
Siileoglu (see Figure 3.7).

Table 3.37 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

arrival profiles.

Kagithane received 87.5% of all its movers from the urban area of Kagithane which

comprises 2,3% of all departures.

Kadikdy received 68.5% of all its movers from Kadikoy which comprises 10,2% of

all departures.

Yalova received 36,5% of all its movers from Kadikdy and 14.1% Yalova

comprising 0.8% of all departures.

Gebze received 44.0% of all its movers from Adalar, Kartal and Pendik which

include 6.0% of all departures.
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Table 3.37: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements (distinctive arrival profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (1990)
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Kagithane | 87,5]| 00 | 1,2 1,8 58 1,0 0,0 0,6 0,8 0,6 00| 23
Kadikéy | 0,0 | 68,5| 36,5 | 156 | 152 | 120 | 0,0 6,7 2,3 0,6 0,0 | 10,2
Yalova| 00 | 1,9 | 141 | 0,0 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,6 0,0 0,0 00] 08
Adalar, Kartal, Pendik | 6,3 | 9,3 | 10,0 | 440 | 48 2,2 0,0 35 0,4 0,6 0,0 | 6,0
Uskiidar | 00 | 37 | 65 25 [ 201 | 6,6 0,0 31 15 0,6 00] 70
Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Sile,
Central Edirne, Central
Tekirdag | 00 | 56 | 88 89 [ 259 [ 304 | 00 | 213 | 31 6,7 0,0 ] 161

Beykoz, Beyoglu_? Sariyer,
Umraniye | 63 | 56 | 29 53 11,9 | 350 0,0 8,1 12 3,1 00 ] 95
Eminénii | 00 | 00 | 0,6 2,8 1,6 00 |100,0| 06 0,0 15 00 12
Eyiip, Fatih,
Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca | 00 | 0,0 | 53 2,8 5,0 2,9 0,0 20,3 | 296 | 187 [111] 123
Gaziosmanpasa | 00 | 3,7 | 12 6,4 0,1 1,7 0,0 0,9 25,0 1,9 11,11 3,3
Bakirkdy, Kiiciikcekmece,
Zeytinburnu [ 00 | 19 [ 118 | 89 9,6 6,6 0,0 29,2 | 281 | 635 [11,1| 28,6
Bayrampasa [ 00 | 00 | 1,2 11 0,3 1,5 0,0 5,2 8,1 2,3 [66,7] 2,6
ARRIVALS% | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 | 100 | 100

* Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Pendik, Sartyer, Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Catalca, Silivri, Canakkale

Gelibolu, Edirne Siileoglu

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

Kartal and Sile received 25,9% of all its movers from Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Sile,
Central Edirne and Central Tekirdag comprising 16.1% of all departures and 20.1%

from Uskiidar comprising 7.0% of all departures.

Umraniye received 35,0% of all its movers from Beykoz, Beyoglu, Sariyer and
Umraniye comprising 9.5% of all departures and 30.4% from Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri,
Sile, Central Edirne and Central Tekirdag.

Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, Uskiidar,
Zeytinburnu, Catalca, Silivri, Canakkale Gelibolu and Edirne Siileoglu received
20.3% of all its movers from Eyiip, Fatih, Biiyiikcekmece and Catalca which include
12.3% of all departures.

Gaziosmanpasa received 29,6% of all its movers from Eyiip, Fatih, Biiyiikgekmece
and Catalca and 25.0% from Gaziosmanpasa including 3.3% of all departures.
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Adalar, Bakirkoy, Kiiciikgekmece and Biiylikgekmece received 63,5% of all its
movers from Bakirkoy, Kiiciikgekmece and Zeytinburnu comprising 28.6% of all

departures and 18.7% from Eyiip, Fatih, Biiylikgekmece and Catalca.

Bayrampasa received 66.7% of all its movers from Bayrampasa which include 2.6%

of all departures.

Table 3.38: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (1990)

. £ 2
5w & |8 m
nrx & (228 =« o
° 2 FS = |sEE % )
£ 73 2 l=|,0F & |@$%E = [
|z > Z = |x=pnl E ~ o o E 14
£ 2| S| | F| 5 |SewEg & |52 = <
B|E|8|8 || =5 |£E6y § |528 5| o
- - E < < o) < £ EIEFZ2W =& (=5 & i}
Districts of Origin (1985) Mo | > [0 M =) = 00Ql O |<¥@l @ [a)
Kagithane | 16,3 0,0| 2,3 | 58 |581| 47 [00]| 35 2,3 7,0 0,0 100
Kadikoéy | 0,0 |96 16,1 115|375 128 (00| 94 1,6 1,6 0,0 100
Yalova| 0,0 [33|80,0| 00 | 67| 0,0 |00] 10,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 100
Adalar, Kartal, Pendik | 04 (22| 75 [54420,2| 39 |00 83 0,4 2,6 0,0 100
Uskiidar | 00 |08 41 | 26 |74,8| 102 |0,0| 64 15 2,6 0,0 100
Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Sile, Central
Edirne, Central Tekirdag | 0,0 05| 25 | 41 |405] 204 |0,0| 189 1,3 11,8 | 0,0 100

Beykoz, Beyoglq? Sanyer,
Umraniye | 03 |08 14 | 42 |314| 397 [0,0]| 12,2 0,8 9,2 0,0 100
Eminénii | 00 |00] 22 |178[333| 00 [44]| 6,7 0,0 356 | 0,0 100
Eyiip, Fatih, Biiyiikcekmece,
Catalca | 00 |00] 19|17 [101]| 26 [00| 236 | 165 | 431 | 04 100
Gaziosmanpasa | 00 |16| 16 |146]| 08 | 57 |00] 41 52,8 17,1 1,6 100
Bakirkdy, Kiiciikcekmece,
Zeytinburnu| 00 |01| 19| 23 |84 | 25 [00] 146 6,8 633 | 0,2 100
Bayrampasa | 00 00| 20| 30 | 30| 60 [00| 280 | 21,0 | 250 |12,0 100
ARRIVALS% | 04 (14| 45| 75 [251| 108 |0,1| 14,3 6,9 285 | 0,5 100
* Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Pendik, Sartyer, Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Catalca, Silivri, Canakkale
Gelibolu, Edirne Siileoglu
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

Table 3.38 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

departure profiles.

Kagithane sent 16.3% of all its movers to Kagithane which contains 0.4% of all

arrivals.

Kadikoy sent 9.6% of all its movers to Kadikéy which contains 1.4% of all arrivals,

16.1% of all its movers to Yalova which generates 4.5% of all arrivals.

Yalova sent 80.0% of all its movers to Yalova.
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Adalar, Kartal and Pendik sent 54.4% of all its movers to the 9027th group which
contains 7.5% of all arrivals.

Uskiidar sent 71.8% of all its movers to the Kartal and Sile which contains 25.1% of

all arrivals.

Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Sile, Central Edirne and Central Tekirdag sent 40.5% of all its
movers to the 9048th group, and 20.4% of all its movers to the 9036th group which

generates 10.8% of all arrivals.

Beykoz, Beyoglu, Sartyer and Umraniye sent 39.7% of all its movers to the 9036th
group.

Eyiip, Fatih, Biiyiikcekmece and Catalca sent 43.1% of all its movers to Adalar,
Bakirkoy, Kiiglikcekmece and Biiyiikgekmece which contains 28.5% of all arrivals,
23.6% of all its movers to Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Pendik, Sariyer,
Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Catalca, Silivri, Canakkale Gelibolu and Edirne
Siileoglu which includes 14.3% of all arrivals and 16.5% of all its movers to

Gaziosmanpasa which generates 6.9% of all arrivals
Gaziosmanpasa sent 52.8% of all its movers Gaziosmanpasa.

Bakirkoy, Kiiciikkgekmece and Zeytinburnu sent 63.3% of all its movers to Adalar,

Bakirkoy, Kiiciikgekmece and Biiyiikcekmece.

Bayrampasa sent 12.0% of all its movers to Bayrampasa which contains 0.5% of all

arrivals.

3.5.2 Intra-metropolitan mobility from urban to rural area in Istanbul
Interaction Field between 1995-2000

Total number of individuals of all the population which moved from an urban field to
a rural field of a district in defined area is 6620 (Table 3.39).

Table 3.40 reflecting the over-represented mobility flows shows that the mobility
from the urban settlements to the rural settlements shows distinctive characteristics
between 1995-2000.

The individuals from the urban areas of Umraniye and Beykoz substantially moved

to the rural areas of the same districts in which they used to live (see Figure 3.8).
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Table 3.39: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements (flows in absolute numbers)

Districts of Destination (2000)

“= 4

[«]
® =
= x @)
(S F

z

E5 g 3 0
2E g E| 5
e 0« ! = E
Z x Z - £ ~ g [
s E‘; w = ) @ 3] < <
Sl 2 S| ER || S| 3|2 &
Districts of Origin (1995) 5 @ e & 3 3 S 2 a
Umraniye | 364 13 7 77 1 7 0 31 500
Beykoz | 32 79 0 14 1 1 0 0 127
Pendik, Tuzla| 6 0 39 63 4 2 1 121

Kadikéy, Kagithane, Kartal, Uskiidar,
Sultanbeyli | 306 89 10 376 32 16 12 182 1023

OTHER DISTRICTS of ORIGINS* [ 141 37 16 168 24 9 20 221 636

Besiktas, Sariyer | 24 20 1 42 111 6 4 67 275
Esenler, Gaziosmanpasa | 43 6 117 6 159 18 185 534
Bagcilar, Bayrampasa, Eyiip | 25 2 0 84 6 92 16 261 486
Catalca 7 0 0 5 3 1 25 13 54
Bahgelievler, Bakirkoy, Fatih,
Giingoren, Kiiciikcekmece | 47 43 5 197 48 27 31 1364 1762
Avcilar, Biiyiikkcekmece | 13 0 0 42 2 13 21 1011 1102

ARRIVALS TOTAL | 1008 | 283 84 1185 238 333 148 | 3341 6620

* Adalar, Beyoglu, Eminonii, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Silivri, Sile, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi
** Eyliip, Kartal, Kiigiikgekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi,
Tekirdag Sarkdy

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

The dwellers from the urban areas of Pendik and Tuzla significantly moved to the
rural areas of Tuzla, and less considerably to Eyiip, Kartal, Kiiciikcekmece, Pendik,

Silivri, Sile, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi and Sarkoy.

The individuals from the urban areas of Kadikoy, Kagithane, Kartal, Uskiidar and
Sultanbeyli significantly moved to the rural areas of Eyiip, Kartal, Kiigiikgekmece,
Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi and Sarkoy. The people from

this group also moved to the rural areas of Beykoz.

Having an assemblage profile according to its destination points, individuals from a
group including Adalar, Beyoglu, Eminonii, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Silivri, Sile
and Marmara Ereglisi moved to Eyiip, Kartal, Kiiglikcekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile,

Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi, Sarkdy, Umraniye, Tuzla and Beykoz.
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Table 3.40: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements (signed chi square indices)

Districts of Destination (2000)
Y—
o
%)
= x
o)
x =z ] )
= O & o
Qe = £
3 23 : E
5 g s |WE| 8 2 z =
5 < N~ |E@| E S B Z
Districts of Origin (1995) > & 2 |BR| & 3 S 2
Umraniye | 1088,5 -3,3 0,1 -1,7 | -16,0 -13,1 -11,2 -194,1
Beykoz 8,3 997,0 -16 | -34 -2,8 -4,5 -2,8 -64,1
Pendik, Tuzla -8,4 -5,2 9142 | 78,9 0,0 -2,7 -1,1 -49,7
Kadlkii)_{, Kagithane, Kartal,
Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli | 144,9 46,9 -0,7 2032 | -0,6 -24.4 -5,2 -216,4
OTHER DISTRICTS of
ORIGINS* 20,1 815 78 25,8 0,1 -16,5 24 -31,1
Besiktas, Sariyer -7,6 58 -1,8 -1,1 | 1034,1 -4,4 -0,8 -37,1
Esenler, Gaziosmanpasa -18,1 -22,8 -0,1 4.8 -9,1 650,0 3,1 -26,5
Bagcilar, Bayrampasa, Eyiip -32,4 -17,0 -6,2 -0,1 -7,5 186,7 2,4 1,0
Catalca -0,2 -2,3 -0,7 -2,3 0,6 -1,1 468,9 -7,5
Bahgelievler, Bakirkoy, Fatih,
Giingoren, Kiiciikekmece | -182,5 -13,9 -135 | 444 -3,7 -42.9 -1,8 253,5
Avcilar, Biiyiikcekmece | -142,8 -47,1 -14,0 | 122,2 | -35,7 -32,5 -0,5 372,0
* Adalar, Beyoglu, Eminonii, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Silivri, Sile, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi
** Eyiip, Kartal, Kiigiikgekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Tekirdag Marmara
Ereglisi, Tekirdag Sarkoy
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

The individuals from the urban areas of Besiktas and Sariyer substantially moved to
the rural areas of Sariyer, and inconsiderably to Beykoz. The individulas from
Esenler and Gaziosmanpasa significantly moved to the rural area of Sariyer as well.
However they inconsiderably moved to the rural areas of Eyiip, Kartal,
Kiiciikcekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Tekirdag
Marmara Ereglisi, Tekirdag Sarkdy and Catalca.

The individuals who used to live in the urban areas of Bagcilar, Bayrampasa and
Eyiip significantly moved to the rural areas of Gaziosmanpasa and inconsiderably to

Catalca and Biiylikcekmece.

The residents that used to live in the urban areas of Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Fatih,
Giingoren and Kiigiikcekmece and to the urban areas of Avcilar and Biiyiikgekmece
substantially moved to the rural areas of Biiyiikgekmece. There is only a difference

of degree between these two groups of origins (see Figure 3.8).
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Figure 3.8 : Intra-metropolitan mobility from urban to rural area in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1995-2000.
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Table 3.41: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements (distinctive arrival profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (2000)
Y—
o
%
1
0% X
x =z s © )
52 g g &
Ak = E| S
) 0O < < =< =
Zz x Z = £ ] > [ad
£ S w = 5] 2 S =
= S < = 2 2 = = <
£ < N E . £ S s > g,
Districts of Origin (1995) > & e loal & 3 S & a
Umraniye | 36,1 4,6 8,3 6,5 0,4 2,1 0,0 0,9 7,6
Beykoz | 3,2 27,9 0,0 1,2 0,4 0,3 0,0 0,0 1,9
Pendik, Tuzla| 0,6 0,0 46,4 53 1,7 0,6 0,7 0,2 1,8
Kadlkiiy_, Kagithane, Kartal,
Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli | 304 | 314 11,9 | 31,7 13,4 4.8 8,1 54 15,5
OTHER DISTRICTS of ORIGINS** | 14,0 | 13,1 | 19,0 | 142 | 10,1 2,7 13,5 6,6 9,6
Besiktas, Sariyer | 2,4 7,1 1,2 3,5 46,6 18 2,7 2,0 42
Esenler, Gaziosmanpasa | 4,3 0,0 7,1 9,9 25 47,7 12,2 55 8,1
Bagcilar, Bayrampasa, Eyiip | 2,5 0,7 0,0 7,1 2,5 27,6 10,8 78 73
Catalca| 0,7 0,0 0,0 0,4 1,3 0,3 16,9 0,4 0,8
Bahgelievler, Bakirkoy, Fatih,
Giingoren, Kiiciikcekmece | 4,7 15,2 6,0 16,6 | 20,2 8,1 20,9 | 40,8 26,6
Avcilar, Biiyitkcekmece | 1,3 0,0 0,0 3,5 0,8 3,9 14,2 | 30,3 16,6
ARRIVALS% | 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
* Adalar, Beyoglu, Eminénii, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Silivri, Sile, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi
** Eyiip, Kartal, Kiiciikgekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi,
Tekirdag Sarkoy
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

Table 3.41 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

arrival profiles.

Umraniye received 36.1% of all its movers from Umraniye which generates 7.6% of

all departures and 30.4% from the 22nd group.

Beykoz received 27.9% of all its movers from Beykoz which generates 1.9% of all

departures.

Tuzla received 46.4% of all its movers from Pendik and Tuzla which generates 1.8%

of all departures.

Eyiip, Kartal, Kiigiikcekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira,
Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi and Tekirdag Sarkdy received 31.7% of all its movers
from Kadikdy, Kagithane, Kartal, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli which generates 15.5%

of all departures.

83



Sartyer received 46.6% of all its movers from Besiktas and Sariyer which generates

4.2% of all departures.

Gaziosmanpasa received 47.7% of all its movers from Esenler and Gaziosmanpasa
which generates 8.1% of all departures, and 27.6% of all its movers from Bagcilar,

Bayrampasa and Eyiip which generates 7.3% of all departures.

Catalca received 16.9% of all its movers from Catalca which generates 0.8% of all

departures.

Biiyiikgekmece received 40.8% of all its movers from Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Fatih,
Giingéren and Kiigiikgekmece which generates 26.6% of all departures, and also
30.3% of all its movers from Avcilar and Biiyiikgekmece which generates 16.6% of

all departures.

Table 3.42 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

departure profiles.

Table 3.42: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (2000)

‘s
wn
= x
Q& S
xz s © 7
5O Z | &
= £ g )
2 < g i | E
| 8 G2 | 5| E| 5| 2| %
El2| S| Eg| Bl S| g2 &
Districts of Origin (1995) E, @ = 5 3 3 S = a
I"eraniye 72,8 2,6 1,4 15,4 0,2 14 0,0 6,2 100
Beykoz | 252 | 62,2 0,0 11,0 0,8 0,8 0,0 0,0 100
Pendik, Tuzla| 5,0 0,0 32,2 52,1 33 1,7 0,8 5,0 100
Kadikoy, Kagithane, Kartal,

Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli | 29,9 8,7 1,0 36,8 31 1,6 1,2 17,8 100

OTHER DISTRICTS of
ORIGINS* | 22,2 58 25 26,4 3,8 14 3,1 34,7 100

Begsiktas, Sariyer | 8,7 73 0,4 15,3 40,4 2,2 15 24,4 100
Esenler, Gaziosmanpasa | 8,1 0,0 1,1 21,9 1,1 29,8 3,4 34,6 100
Bagcilar, Bayrampasa, Eyiip | 51 0,4 0,0 17,3 1,2 18,9 3,3 53,7 100

Catalca | 13,0 0,0 0,0 9,3 5,6 1,9 46,3 | 24,1 100
Bahgelievler, Bakirkoy, Fatih,
Giingoren, Kiiciikcekmece | 2,7 2,4 0,3 11,2 2,7 15 1,8 77,4 100

Avcilar, Bityitkcekmece | 1,2 0,0 0,0 3,8 0,2 1,2 1,9 91,7 100
ARRIVALS% | 15,2 4,3 1,3 17,9 3,6 5,0 2,2 50,5 100

* Adalar, Beyoglu, Emindnii, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Silivri, Sile, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi
** Eyiip, Kartal, Kiiciikkcekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi,
Tekirdag Sarkdy

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI
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Umraniye sent 72.8% of all its movers to Umraniye which generates 15.2% of all

arrivals.
Beykoz sent 62.2% of all its movers to Beykoz which generates 4.3% of all arrivals.

Pendik and Tuzla sent 32.2% of all its movers to Tuzla which generates 1.3% of all

arrivals.

Kadikdy, Kagithane, Kartal, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli sent 36.8% of all its movers to
Eyiip, Kartal, Kiigiikcekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira,
Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi and Tekirdag Sarkdy of destinations which generates

17.9% of all arrivals, and also 29.9% of all movers to Umraniye.

Besiktas and Sariyer sent 40.4% of all its movers to Sariyer which generates 3.6% of

all arrivals.

Esenler and Gaziosmanpasa sent 29.8% of all its movers to Gaziosmanpasa which

generates 5.0% of all arrivals.

Bagcilar, Bayrampasa and Eyiip sent 18.9% of all its movers to the urban settlements

Gaziosmanpasa.
Catalca sent 46.3% of all its movers to Catalca which generates 2.2% of all arrivals.

Bahgelievler, Bakirkoy, Fatih, Giingoren and Kiigiikgekmece sent 77.4% of all its
movers to Biiyiikgekmece which generates 50.5% of all arrivals.

Avcilar and Biiyiikgekmece sent 91.7% of all its movers to Biiyiikcekmece.

3.6 Analyses of Intra-metropolitan Mobility from Rural to Urban Area in

Istanbul Interaction Field

3.6.1 Intra-metropolitan mobility from rural to urban area in Istanbul
Interaction Field between 1985-1990

Total number of individuals representing a 5% sample of all the population which
moved from the rural area of a district to an urban area in defined area is 764 (see
Table 3.43).

Table 3.44 reflecting the over-represented mobility flows shows that the mobility
from the rural settlements to the urban settlements shows distinctive characteristics in
the 1985-1990 period.
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The individuals from the rural areas of Biiyiikgekmece and Catalca considerably

moved to the urban areas of the same districts (see Figure 3.9).

The individuals who used to live in the rural area of Silivri substantially moved to the

urban area of the same district.

The inhabitants in the rural areas of Bakirkdy and Kiigiikgekmece moved to the

urban area of Kiiciikgekmece which has a unique profile as a destiantion.

Table 3.43: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the urban settlements (flows in absolute numbers)

Districts of Destination (1990)
3 5 = 3
E Pol 2] 8 E 5
3 A £ 2
g g ERE: Z|E i
S 2 0w = o 2| & 14
E .5 [a] :: :E) g g N.‘ g o E
>4 g x Z| 5 E|l Z| = = o
Sl 2l x|G=IB|E| 5| & S E|ls|E| 5
c |52 |8|zh| 5| 2|€|2|% 3|8
Districts of Origin (1985) ZlZ18|lel6hlZz & 8|lS|S|S|S :E Sl A
Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca [118 | 4 | 4 | 2 |27 |0 |2 [0 |1 |1 0| 0| 0]O0]15
Silivri| 1 |10 2 | 0O [10|{0|O0O]|]0]JO0OfJO]|O0O]JO]O]O]Z23
Bakirkdy, Kiiciikcekmece | 1 | 0 |45| 0 [ 34 |0 (0| O0O]JO0O|JO[1]J0[0]O0]8
Pendik | 0 2|82 |0|1]0]J]O|JO]JO]JO]O]O]213
OTHER DISTRICTS of
ORIGINS*| 3 | 0| 8|1 |78 |]10(21|3 |9 [9 |3 |0]9]|2]156
Bayrampasa| O [ 0 [ 0 | O 1 (038|011 ]1]0]0]0]35
Sariyer | 0 | 0 |1 ] O 1 /018|011 ]0]J]0]J0O]O0O]12
Gaziosmanpasa| 0 | 0 | 0O | 0] 4 |O |3 ]|]0f23|]1|0j0O]JOJO]3
Kadikdy, Central Tekirdag | 0 | 0 | 2 | 2 |13 | 0 |2 |0 |0 27| 1|1 ]0] 2|50
Kagithane| 0 | 0 |1 0| 1 /0|0 |O0O|0]O0(f22]0|0][1]14
Yaloval| 0 |0 | O[O |17]J0|1]O0]O 11266 | 1]52
Besiktas, Umraniye, Uskiidar | 0 0|1(0|15(0]|J0|0]O0O |1 ]1}|O0]|77| 3]98
Kartal] 1 |O [ 0] 1|3 []0]JO0O|O]1]O0]O 0 [34] 40
ARRIVALS TOTAL | 124 | 14 | 66 | 14 {206 | 10 | 62 | 11 | 35 | 41 | 19 | 27 | 92 | 43 | 764
* Adalar, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sile, Central Edirne
** Adalar, Bakirkdy, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar, Kocaeli Gebze
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

The individuals who used to live in the rural area of Pendik substantially moved to

the urban area of the same district.

Adalar, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli and Central Edirne have a
substantial individual mobility to the urban areas of Adalar, Bakirkdy, Besiktas,
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Beyoglu, Eminénii, Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar, Gebze, Edirne Siileoglu, Sile, Bayrampasa
and Beykoz.

Table 3.44: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the urban settlements (signed chi square indices)

Districts of Destination (1990)

OTHER DISTRICTS of DESTINATIONS**

S =

] = N =

= w | 2 5

< S| & 2

g g z| 2 2z

Q P -

g E g | £ £l N

= = s g g N 2 o

Bl Bl = £ = = =

|| £ 2| E|l s | 2| & || ¢8| s
Districts of Origin | . | 2 :E:% o s | = 2| 3 3 | S = | £

(1985) 2| 5 | 2 | & Z| & | & | S | 2|2 |F |5 ¥

Biiyiikcekmece, -
Catalca | 329 | 04 | 69 | -03 |-59|-21| -92 | -23 | -54 | 66 | -40 | -56 |19,1]| -89
Silivri|-20| 218 | 00 | -04 | 23 |-03]| -19 | 03| -11|-12 | -06 | -08 |-28] -1,3
Bakirkoy, | -

Kiiciikcekmece | 11,2 | -15 |206,4| -15 | 68 |-11]| 66 | -12 | -37 | -43 | -05 | -29 [-98| -46
Pendik|-21| -02 | 0,7 [2529|-06|-0,2| 00 | -02 | -06 | -0,7 | -03 | -05 |-16]| -0,7
OTHER

DISTRICTS of

ORIGINS* 19,7 -29 | -22 | -1,2 | 30,7 |310| 55 0,3 0,5 00 | 02 | -55 [-51] -52
Bayrampasa | -57| -06 | -30 | -06 |-75|-05|2792| -05 | -02 | -04] 00 | -12 |-42] -20
Sariyer | -19] -02 | 00 | -0,2 [-15]-02| 00 [35%6| 05| 02 | -03 | -04 |-14] -0,7
Gaziosmanpasa | -50 | -06 | -27 | -06 | -23|-04] 01 -04 (3279| -03 | -08 | -11 |-3,7| -1,7
Kadikdy, Central
Tekirdag |-81| -09 | -12 | 13 [ 00 |-07| -10 | -0,7 | -23 |2204| 00 | -03 |-60] -0,2
Kagithane (| -23| -03 | 00 | -03 [-20(-02) -11 | -02 | -06 | -08 |3259| -05 [-1,7] 01
Yalova|-84| -10 | 45| -10 | 06 [-0,7]| -25 | -0,7 | 24 | -28 | -0,1 | 318 | 00 | -13
Besiktas,
Umraniye, | -
Uskiidar [ 159 | -18 | -66 | -18 | -49|-13| 80 | -14 | 45| -34 | -08 | -35 | 360 | -1,1
Kartal | -46 | -0,7 | -35 | 01 |-56|-05| -32 | -06 | -04 | -21 | -10 | -14 | -4,8 | 448

* Adalar, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sile, Central Edirne

** Adalar, Bakirkoy, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar, Kocaeli Gebze
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

The dwellers from the rural area of Bayrampasa moved to the urban areas of

Bayrampasa and Beykoz.

The individuals who used to live in the rural area of Sariyer substantially moved to

the urban area of the same district.

The individuals who used to live in the rural area of Gaziosmanpasa substantially

moved to the urban area of the same district.
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The dwellers from the rural areas of Kadikdy and Central Tekirdag moved to the

urban areas of Kadikdy and Zeytinburnu.

The individuals who used to live in the rural areas of Kagithane, Yalova and Kartal

substantially moved to the urban areas of the same districts.

The inhabitants from the rural areas of Besiktas, Umraniye and Uskiidar moved to

the urban area of Umraniye which has a unique profile as a destination unit.

Table 3.45 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

arrival profiles (see Figure 3.9).

Table 3.45: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the urban settlements (distinctive arrival profiles%?'s)

Districts of Destination (1990)

5 . 2
< = N =

= = x o =] = @)

g g FOo| B | & -] i

] ] w = ] 2 ] [+4

= E okl g & = | N © )

< =< | E g s - ] @ [t

b > xZ| 5 g - E| Z| = = o

i I I I - I IO T = I A T = I = O - - T - T I«

Districts of Origin :? 2| 2 B E ol g I = = .5 8 ) E % o

(1985) 2| 5|2 | &lonl 7 | & &[S ||| F |5 ¥ | o
Biiyiikcekmece,

Catalca | 952|286 6,1 |[143|131| 00 |32 |00 | 29|24 |00]00|00]| 00 208

Silivri | 08 |71,4]| 30 | 00| 49| 00 |00|00|00|00]00|00]00]| 00 30
Bakirkdy,

Kiiciikcekmece | 08 | 0,0 | 68,2 | 00 |165| 00 | 00|00 | 0000 |53 |00]00] 00 | 10,6

Pendik| 00 | 00 | 30 |572| 10| 00 |16 [ 00| 00|00 |00]|00]00] 00 1,7

OTHER
DISTRICTS of
ORIGINS*| 24 | 00 |121| 7,1 |37,9[100,0|339|27,3[257|220|158| 00| 98 | 47 | 204
Bayrampasa | 00 | 00 [ 00 | 00 [0O5 | 00 [500) 0029 |24]53]|00]00] 00 4,6
Sariyer | 00 |1 00| 15|00 | 05| 00 |16 [727| 00|24 |00]|00)00] 00 1,6
Gaziosmanpasa | 00 | 00 | 00 [ 00| 19| 00 |48 |00 |657] 24 |00 (00]00] 00 4,1
Kadikoy, Central
Tekirdag | 00 | 00 | 30 |143| 63 | 00 |32 |00 |00 [659]| 53| 37|00 47 6,5
Kagithane | 00 | 00 15])00]05] 00 |00]|00]00]00|579]00]00]| 23 1,8
Yalova| 00 [ 00|/ 00|00)83] 00 |16 ]00]00]00]531/[93]|65]| 23 6,8

Besiktas, Umraniye,
Uskiidar [ 00 | 00 15]/00| 73] 00 |00[00]|00]|24|53]|00 /87| 70 | 128

Kartal | 08100 |00|71|15| 00 |00 |00 |29 |00(|00|00|00]|791]| 52
ARRIVALS
TOTAL | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

* Adalar, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sile, Central Edirne

** Adalar, Bakirkdy, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar, Kocaeli Gebze
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

Biiyiikgekmece and Catalca received 95.2% of all its movers from Biiyiikgekmece

and Catalca which generates 20.8% of all departures.
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Figure 3.9 : Intra-metropolitan mobility from rural to urban area in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1985-1990.
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Silivri received 71.4% of all its movers from Silivri which generates 3.0% of all

departures.

Kiigiikgekmece received 68.2% of all its movers from Bakirkoy and Kiigiikgekmece

which generates 10.6% of all departures.

Pendik received 57.1% of all its movers from Pendik which generates 1.7% of all

departures.

Adalar, Bakirkdy, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Emindnii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar and
Kocaeli Gebze received 37.9% of all its movers from Adalar, Beykoz, Beyoglu,
Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sile and Central Edirne which generates
20.4% of all departures, 16.5% of all its movers from Bakirkdy and Kiigiikgekmece

and 4.9% of all its movers from Silivri.

Sile and Edirne Siileoglu received 100% of all its movers from Adalar, Beykoz,

Beyoglu, Eminonii, Eylip, Fatih, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sile and Central Edirne.

Bayrampasa and Beykoz received 50.0% of all its movers from Bayrampasa which
generates 4.6% of all departures, 33.9% of all its movers from Adalar, Beykoz,

Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sile, Central Edirne.

Sariyer received 72.7% of all its movers from Sariyer which generates 1.6% of all

departures.

Gaziosmanpasa received 65.7% of all its movers from Gaziosmanpasa which

generates 4.1% of all departures.

Kadikéy and Zeytinburnu received 65.9% of all its movers from Kadikéy and

Central Tekirdag which generates 6.5% of all departures.

Kagithane received 57.9% of all its movers from Kagithane which generates 1.8% of

all departures.

Yalova received 96,3% of all its movers from Yalova which generates 6,8% of all

departures.

Umraniye received 83.7% of all its movers from Besiktas, Umraniye and Uskiidar

which generates 12.8% of all departures.

Kartal received 79.1% of all its movers from Kartal which generates 5.2% of all

departures.

91



Table 3.46 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

departure profiles.

Table 3.46: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the urban settlements (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (1990)
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Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca | 742 | 25| 2513 ]170|00|13|00 |06 |06 |00]00(|00]|00] 100
Silivri| 43 |435| 87|00 |435(00[00|00|00|00|00]00]00]00] 100

Bakirkoy,

Kiiciikcekmece | 1,2 | 00 | 556 00 | 420 |00[ 00 |00 |00 | 00|12 |00)00]00] 100
Pendik | 0,0 | 00 |154|615]| 154 |00| 77 | 00] 00 | 00 | 00| 0,0 ] 00| 00 | 100

OTHER DISTRICTS of
ORIGINS*| 19 | 00|51 | 06 | 500 [64]135]| 19 19100 )58 |13/ 100

Bayrampasa | 00 | 00| 0000 | 29 |00|886] 00 |29(29(29|00|00]00] 100
Sariyer | 00 | 00 | 83 | 00 | 83 |00 83 |66,7| 00 |83 |00 |00 00] 00| 100

Gaziosmanpasa | 00 | 00| 00 | 00 | 129 [00] 97 | 00 {742 32| 00 | 00 [ 0,0 | 0,0 | 100
Kadikdy, Central
Tekirdag | 0,0 | 00 | 40 | 40 | 260 |0,0| 40 | 0,0 | 0,0 |540]| 20 | 20 | 0,0 | 40 | 100

Kagithane | 00 |00 |71 /00| 71 |00] 00|00 0000 |786] 00 00| 71] 100

Yalova]| 00 1 00| 00|00 |327|00[19[00|00|00]|19 [500]115] 19| 100
Besiktas, Umraniye,
Uskiidar | 0,0 | 00 | 1,0 | 0,0 153 00|00 | 00| 00| 10| 10| 00 [786] 3,1 | 100

Kartal | 2510000 | 25| 75 [00] 00|00 (|25|00/|00]|00] 00 |850] 100
ARRIVALS TOTAL |162| 18 | 86 | 18 | 270 (13|81 | 14 |46 |54 |25 |35 |120] 56 | 100
* Adalar, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sile, Central Edirne

0
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** Adalar, Bakirkoy, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar, Kocaeli Gebze
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

Biiyiikgekmece and Catalca sent 74.2% of all its movers Biiyiikgekmece and Catalca
which contains 16.2% of all arrivals.

Silivri sent 43.5% of all its movers to Silivri which contains 1.8% of all arrivals.

Bakirkoy and Kiigiikgekmece sent 55.6% of all its movers to Kiigiikcekmece which

contains 8.6% of all arrivals.
Pendik sent 61.5% of all its movers to Pendik which contains 1.8% of all arrivals.

Adalar, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sile and Central
Edirne sent 50.0% of all its movers to Adalar, Bakirkdy, Besiktas, Beyoglu,
Emindnii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar and Kocaeli Gebze which contains 27.0% of
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all arrivals, 6.4% of all its movers to Sile and Edirne Siileoglu which generates 1.3%
of all arrivals and 13.5% of all its movers to Bayrampasa and Beykoz which

generates 8.1% of all arrivals.
Bayrampasa sent 88.6% of all its movers to Bayrampasa and Beykoz.
Sariyer sent 66.6% of all its movers to Sariyer which contains 1.4% of all arrivals.

Gaziosmanpasa sent 74.2% of all its movers to Gaziosmanpasa which contains 4.6%

of all arrivals.

Kadikéy and Central Tekirdag sent 54.0% of all its movers to Kadikéy and
Zeytinburnu which contains 5.4% of all arrivals.

Kagithane sent 78.6% of all its movers to Kagithane which contains 2.5% of all

arrivals.
Yalova sent 50.0% of all its movers to Yalova which contains 3.5% of all arrivals.

Besiktas, Umraniye and Uskiidar sent 78.6% of all its movers to Umraniye which
contains 12.0% of all arrivals.

Kartal sent 85.0% of all its movers to Kartal which contains 5.6% of all arrivals.

3.6.2 Intra-metropolitan mobility from rural to urban area in Istanbul
Interaction Field between 1995-2000

Total number of individuals of all the population which moved from the rural area of

a district to an urban area in defined area is 2134 (see Table 3.47).

Table 3.48 reflecting the over-represented mobility flows shows that the mobility
from the rural settlements to the urban settlements shows distinctive characteristics
between the 1995-2000 period.

The dwellers from the rural areas of Eyiip, Biiyiikkgekmece, Catalca, Silivri and Sile
significantly moved to the urban areas of Avcilar, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Uskiidar,
Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri and Sile, and inconsiderably to Bagcilar,
Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Esenler, Giingoren, Kadikdy, Kagithane,
Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sultanbeyli, Gebze and the urban area of
Gaziosmanpasa (see Figure 3.10).
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Table 3.47: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the urban settlements (flows in absolute numbers)

Districts of Destination (2000)
o
E3E 5o s |x8 0
P B3 8 3 [EE 0
2 S . 2z s n < @
£ T £ |52 5
= REXZ®R @ = |B= [t
S 2| cE8 4| & £ |k o -
= N g1 E§2%8 S 5 2 WAl = X | <
2| X |3|3€25| £ |g| § |Eo|E|S| T |k
Districts of Origin (1995) | & g | &1 z288| 5 || 8 bsl S22 & [B2
Kiiciikcekmece | 273 4 0 14 1 0 1 35|14 |0 0 332
Beykoz 0 127 1 8 0 3 210 5 156
Begiktag 0 0 36 6 10 1 0 0|0 1 63
Eyiip, Biiyiikcekmece,
Catalca, Silivri, Sile | 20 0 0 175 8 3 40 48 | 710 6 307
Umraniye 0 1 0 3 117 | 0 0 32 | 0]0 2 155
Sariyer 1 0 1 1 1 94 0 25 | 0 1 3 127
Gaziosmanpasa 5 0 0 16 0 0 186 | 30 | 2 | 4 14 | 257
Kartal 0 0 0 1 8 1 0 22 |162| 0 | 41 | 235
Tuzla 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 |80 21 54
Pendik 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 20 | 16 | 2 | 407 | 448
ARRIVALS TOTAL | 300 132 | 38 217 153 | 99 | 232 | 231 [195| 37 | 500 | 2134
* Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Esenler, Giingoren, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu,
Sultanbeyli, Kocaeli Gebze
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

Table 3.48: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the urban settlements (signed chi square indices)

Districts of Destination (2000)
g 25
- 0%
= ﬁ [ < 2 9
TS Bk
£ 7= EE = |22
=2 mREZ®R o = o<
= S g 5 .28 £ 5 3 wel = =
2 2 < |25 | £ | g | S |Z8| €| 2| 3
. 73 B = =
Districts of Origin (1995) | & & 2 252G :;E) 3 S |BEsl| & = &
1097, -
Kii¢iikcekmece 5 -13,3 -5,9 -11,6 218 |-154]-341| 00 |-229| -58 |-778
1427,
Beykoz | -21,9 1 -1,1 -13,9 -09 | -72 |-115| -3,7 | -105 | -2,7 | -27.2
Besiktas | -8,9 | -39 | 10844 0,0 67 | -13 | 68| 0,7 | -58 | -1,1 | -12,8
Eyiip, Biiyiikcekmece,
Catalca, Silivri, Sile | -12,4 | -19,0 -5,5 662,2 89| -89 | 13 6,6 |-158| -53 | -60,4
100
Umraniye | -218 | -7,7 -2,8 -10,3 9 -7,2 | -169| 138 | -14,2 | -2,7 | -32,4
Sariyer | -159 | -7,9 -0,7 -11,0 -7,2 | 1318 | -138 | 9,2 |-116| -0,7 | -24.1
Gaziosmanpasa | -26,8 | -15,9 -4,6 -3,9 18,41-119 18942 02 |-19,7| 00 |-355
Kartal | -33,0 | -14,5 -4,2 -21,9 -46 | 90 | -255| -05 [9196] -41 | -3,6
Tuzla| -7,6 | -3,3 -1,0 -5,5 -39 1| -25 | -59 | 40 | -1,7 |9022| 55
Pendik | -61,0 | -27,7 -8,0 -45,6 32,1 |-208 | -44,8 | -16,7 | -152 | -4,3 | 869,1
* Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Esenler, Glingoren, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu,
Sultanbeyli, Kocaeli Gebze
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI
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Figure 3.10 : Intra-metropolitan mobility from rural to urban area in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1995-2000.
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The individuals from the rural areas of Kiigiikgekmece, Beykoz and Besiktas
substantially moved to the urban areas of the same districts that they used to live.

The individuals from the rural areas of Umraniye and Sariyer substantially moved to
the urban areas of the same districts that they used to live, and inconsiderably to
Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Esenler, Giingoren, Kadikdy,
Kagithane, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sultanbeyli and Kocaeli Gebze.

The inhabitants from the rural areas of Gaziosmanpasa, Kartal, Tuzla and Pendik
significantly moved to the urban areas of the same districts that they used to live (see
Figure 3.10).

Table 3.49 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

arrival profiles.

Table 3.49: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the urban settlements (distinctive arrival profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (2000)
=
=
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2| £ 28285 £ | £ | € |zH|B| 2| &8 | &
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Districtsof Origin(1995) | 2 | & | & 233 E | & | & |GA|Sgl 2| & | &
Kiiciikgekmece | 91,0 | 3,0 | 0,0 6,5 0,7 0,0 04 | 152 |21]| 00 00 | 156
Beykoz | 00 | 962 | 2,6 0,5 52 0,0 13 39 [10] 00 1,0 73
Besiktas | 00 | 00 | 947 | 28 6,5 1,0 0,0 39 [00] 00 0,2 3,0
Eyiip, Biiyiikcekmece,
Catalca, Silivri, Sile [ 6,7 | 00 | 00 | 80,6 52 30 | 172 | 208 |36 00 12 | 144
Umraniye | 00 | 08 | 0,0 14 76,5 | 00 00 | 139 |00 00 04 73
Sariyer | 03 | 0,0 | 2,6 0,5 07 | 949 | 00 | 108 |0,0]| 27 0,6 6,0
Gaziosmanpasa | 1,7 | 0,0 | 0,0 74 0,0 00 | 802 | 130 (10| 108 | 28 | 120
Kartal { 0,0 | 00 | 0,0 0,5 52 1,0 0,0 95 | 83| 00 82 | 110
Tuzla| 0,0 | 00 | 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 04 |10 811 | 42 25
Pendik | 0,3 | 0,0 | 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,9 87 82| 54 | 814 | 210
10
ARRIVALS% | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | O | 100 | 100 | 100
* Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Esenler, Giingoren, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu,
Sultanbeyli, Kocaeli Gebze
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

Kiiciikgekmece received 91.0% of all its movers from Kiigiikgekmece which

generates 15.6% of all departures.

97



Beykoz received 96.2% of all its movers from Beykoz which generates 7.3% of all
departures.

Besiktas received 94.7% of all its movers from Besiktas which generates 3.0% of all

departures.

Avecilar, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Uskiidar, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri and Sile
received 80.6% of all its movers Eyiip, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri and Sile

which generates 14.4% of all departures.

Umraniye received 76.5% of all its movers from Umraniye which generates 7.3% of

all departures.

Sariyer received 94.9% of all its movers from Sariyer which generates 6.0% of all

departures.

Gaziosmanpasa received 80.2% of all its movers from Gaziosmanpasa which

generates 12.0% of all departures.

Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Esenler, Giingoren, Kadikdy,
Kagithane, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sultanbeyli and Kocaeli Gebze received
20.8% of all its movers from Eyiip, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri and Sile.

Kartal received 83.1% of all its movers from Kartal which generates 11.0% of all
departures.

Tuzla received 81.1% of all its movers from Tuzla which generates 2.5% of all

departures.

Pendik received 81.4% of all its movers from Pendik which generates 21.0% of all
departures.

Table 3.50 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive
departure profiles.
Kiiciikgekmece sent 82.2% of all its movers to Kiiciikcekmece which generates

14.1% of all arrivals.

Beykoz sent 81.4% of all its movers to Beykoz which generates 6.2% of all arrivals.
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Table 3.50: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the urban settlements (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (2000
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Districts of Origin (1995) 2 3 g 238 S s O loal ¥ | F | & a
Kiigiikgekmece | 822 | 1,2 0,0 4,2 0,3 00 |03 [105] 12 |00 ] 0,0 100
Beykoz| 00 | 814 | 0,6 0,6 51 00 |19 |58 ]13|00]32 100
Besiktas | 0,0 00 [ 571 ]| 95 159 | 16 | 0,0 |143]| 00| 00| 16 100
Eyiip, Biiyiikcekmece,
Catalca, Silivri, Sile | 6,5 0,0 0,0 [ 57,0 2,6 10 |130]156] 23 | 0,0 | 2,0 100
Umraniye | 0,0 0,6 0,0 19 755 | 0,0 |00 ]206]|00|00]13 100
Sariyer | 0,8 0,0 0,8 0,8 08 [ 740 | 00 |197]| 00|08 | 24 100
Gaziosmanpasa | 19 0,0 0,0 6,2 0,0 00 (724|117 08 | 16 | 54 100
Kartal | 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,4 34 04 | 00|94 |689]| 00 |[17,4| 100
Tuzla]| 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 00 | 00|19 | 37 |556(389| 100
Pendik | 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 00 |04 ]| 45|36 |04 ]908| 100
ARRIVALS% | 14,1 6,2 1,8 10,2 7,2 46 (109108 9,1 | 1,7 | 234 100
* Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Esenler, Glingoren, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu,
Sultanbeyli, Kocaeli Gebze
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

Besiktas sent 57.1% of all its movers to Besiktas which generates 1.8% of all

arrivals.

Eyiip, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, and Sile sent 57.0% of all its movers to
Avcilar, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Uskiidar, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri and Sile

which generates 10.2% of all arrivals.

Umraniye sent 75.5% of all its movers to Umraniye which generates 7.2% of all

arrivals.
Sariyer sent 74.0% of all its movers to Sariyer which generates 4.6% of all arrivals.

Gaziosmanpasa sent 72.4% of all its movers to Gaziosmanpasa which generates

10.9% of all arrivals.

Kartal sent 68.9% of all its movers to Kartal which generates 9.1% of all arrivals.
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Tuzla sent 55.6% of all its movers to Tuzla which generates 1.7% of all arrivals.

Pendik sent 90.8% of all its movers to Pendik which generates 23.4% of all arrivals.

3.7 Analyses of Intra-metropolitan Mobility from Rural to Rural Area in

Istanbul Interaction Field

3.7.1 Intra-metropolitan mobility from rural to rural area in Istanbul
Interaction Field between 1985-1990

Total number of individuals representing a 5% sample of all the population which
moved from a rural area of a district to a rural area in defined area is 815 (see Table
3.51).

Table 3.51: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field clear: Extended mobility from the rural settlements to
the rural settlements (flows in absolute numbers)

Districts of Destination (1990)
5 -
o <
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Districts of Origin (1985) N s & 0 A o &g 2 & a
Pendik, Sariyer, Umraniye 144 0 5 4 3 0 165
Beyoglu, Sisli, Uskiidar, Sile 35 51 2 13 20 4 0 125
OTHER DISTRICTS of ORIGINS* 69 23 8 22 31 44 0 197
Kartal 0 1 15 2 3 5 0 26
Adalar, Kagithane, Central Edirne 15 0 0 15 0 33
Bakirkoy, Bayrampasa, Zeytinburnu 17 1 25 85 17 0 151
Kii¢iikcekmece, Catalca 1 0 13 18 81 0 113
Central Tekirdag 0 0 0 2 0 2 1 5
ARRIVALS TOTAL 281 76 36 96 167 158 1 815
* Besiktas, Beykoz, Eminonii, Eylip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Kadikoy, Biiyiik¢ekmece, Silivri, Yalova
** Adalar, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Beykoz, Eyiip, Kadikdy, Sariyer, Sisli, Catalca, Bayrampasa, Sile, Yalova, Edirne
Siileoglu
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

Table 3.52 reflecting the over-represented mobility flows shows that the mobility
from the rural settlements to the rural settlements shows distinctive characteristics
between the 1985-1990 period.
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Table 3.52: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the rural settlements (signed chi square indices)

Districts of Destination (1990)
N
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Pendik, Sariyer, Umraniye | 1334 -15,4 -0,7 12,3 18,2 -26,3 -0,2
Beyoglu, Sisli, Uskiidar, Sile -1,5 132,8 -2,2 -0,2 -1,2 -16,9 -0,2
OTHER DISTRICTS of ORIGINS* 0,0 12 -0,1 -0,1 -2,2 0,9 -0,2
Kartal -9,0 -0,8 167,1 -0,4 -1,0 0,0 0,0
Adalar, Kagithane, Central Edirne 1,2 -3,1 -1,5 31,8 -4,9 -3,0 0,0
Bakirkoy, Bayrampasa, Zeytinburnu -23,6 -12,2 -0,1 2,9 94,4 -5,1 -0,2
Kiiciikcekmece, Catalca -37,0 -10,5 -5,0 0,0 -1,1 159,4 -0,1
Central Tekirdag -1,7 -0,5 -0,2 3,4 -1,0 1,1 161,0
* Besiktas, Beykoz, Eminénii, Eylip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Kadikdy, Biiyiik¢ekmece, Silivri, Yalova
** Adalar, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Beykoz, Eyiip, Kadikdy, Sariyer, Sisli, Catalca, Bayrampasa, Sile, Yalova, Edirne
Siileoglu
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

The individuals from the rural areas of Pendik, Sarryer and Umraniye considerably

moved to the rural area of Kartal (see Figure 3.11).

The individuals who used to live in the rural areas of Beyoglu, Sisli, Uskiidar and

Sile substantially moved to the rural area of Umraniye.

The inhabitants from the rural areas of Besiktas, Beykoz, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fatih,
Gaziosmanpasa, Kadikdy, Biiyiikgekmece, Silivri and Yalova moved to the rural

areas of Umraniye.

The individuals from the rural area of Kartal which is a unique profile as a departure

unit significantly moved to the rural areas of Pendik and Gebze.

The individuals from the rural areas of Central Edirne, Adalar and Kagithane moved
to the rural areas of Edirne Siileoglu, Adalar, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Beykoz, Eyiip,
Kadikoy, Sanyer, Sisli, Catalca, Bayrampasa, Sile and Yalova.

The individuals who used to live in the rural areas of Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa and

Zeytinburnu moved to the rural areas of Gaziosmanpasa and Kiigiikcekmece.
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The individuals from the rural areas of Kiiciikcekmece and Catalca significantly

moved to the rural area of Biiyiikgekmece (see Figure 3.11).

Table 3.53 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

arrival profiles.

Table 3.53: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the rural settlements (distinctive arrival profiles %'s)

Districts of Destination (1990)
G
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Districts of Origin (1985) Y | 5 | & |op | & | & < o
Pendik, Sariyer, Umraniye | 51,2 0,0 13,9 4.2 54 1,9 0,0 20,2
Beyoglu, Sisli, Uskiidar, Sile | 125 | 67,1 5,6 13,5 12,0 2,5 0,0 15,3
OTHER DISTRICTS of ORIGINS* | 246 | 30,3 22,2 22,9 18,6 27,8 0,0 24,2
Kartal | 0,0 13 41,7 2,1 1,8 3,2 0,0 3,2
Adalar, Kagithane, Central Edirne | 5,3 0,0 0,0 15,6 0,6 1,3 0,0 4.0
Bakirkoy, Bayrampasa, Zeytinburnu | 6,0 1,3 16,7 26,0 50,9 10,8 0,0 18,5
Kii¢iikcekmece, Catalca | 0,4 0,0 0,0 13,5 10,8 51,3 0,0 13,9
Central Tekirdag | 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,1 0,0 1,3 100,0 0,6
ARRIVALS% | 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
* Besiktas, Beykoz, Eminonii, Eylip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Kadikdy, Biiyiik¢ekmece, Silivri, Yalova
** Adalar, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Beykoz, Eyiip, Kadikdy, Sartyer, Sisli, Catalca, Bayrampasa, Sile, Yalova, Edirne
Siileoglu
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

Kartal received 51.2% of all its movers Pendik, Sartyer, and Umraniye which
generates 20.2% of all departures.

Umraniye received 67.1% of all its movers from Beyoglu, Sisli, Uskiidar and Sile
which generates 15.3% of all departures and also 30.3% of all its movers from
Besiktas, Beykoz, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Kadikdy, Biiylikgekmece,
Silivri and Yalova comprising 24.2% of all departures.

Pendik and Gebze received 41.7% of all its movers from Kartal which generates

3.2% of all departures.

Adalar, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Beykoz, Eyilip, Kadikdy, Sariyer, Sisli, Catalca,

Bayrampasa, Sile, Yalova and Edirne Siileoglu received 15.6% of all its movers from
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Figure 3.11 : Intra-metropolitan mobility from rural to rural area in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1985-1990.
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Adalar, Kagithane and Central Edirne which generates 4.0% of all departures and

26.0% of all its movers from Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa and Zeytinburnu.

Gaziosmanpasa and Kiigiikgekmece received 50.9% of all its movers from Bakirkoy,

Bayrampasa and Zeytinburnu which generates 18.5% of all departures.

Biiyiikgekmece received 51.3% of all its movers from Kiigiikgekmece and Catalca

which generates 13.9% of all departures.

Table 3.54 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

departure profiles.

Table 3.54: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1985-1990: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the rural settlements (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (1990
kS
g
¥ =
Q% = ©
xz g = @
@ =0 2 8 8 3 i}
5 @ = 8 2 2 © x
@ ok c E E Y )
o 0} < < =4 < - =
= A x Z £3 8 S o
— = X w = & 2z = >
8 s 5 ThE Si= B = <
5 E 5 ER | RE | & g L
Districts of Origin (1985) N 5 & oA & & 2 S a
Pendik, Sariyer, Umraniye | 87,3 0,0 3,0 24 55 1,8 0,0 100
Beyoglu, Sisli, Uskiidar, Sile | 28,0 40,8 1,6 10,4 16,0 3,2 0,0 100
OTHER DISTRICTS of
ORIGINS* | 35,0 11,7 4,1 11,2 15,7 22,3 0,0 100
Kartal | 0,0 3,8 57,7 77 115 19,2 0,0 100
Adalar, Kagithane, Central
Edirne | 455 0,0 0,0 45,5 3,0 6,1 0,0 100
Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa,
Zeytinburnu | 11,3 0,7 4,0 16,6 56,3 11,3 0,0 100
Kiiciikcekmece, Catalca | 0,9 0,0 0,0 11,5 15,9 71,7 0,0 100
Central Tekirdag | 0,0 0,0 0,0 40,0 0,0 40,0 20,0 100
ARRIVALS% | 34,5 9,3 4,4 11,8 20,5 19,4 0,1 100
* Besiktas, Beykoz, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpaga, Kadikdy, Biiyiikgekmece, Silivri, Yalova
** Adalar, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Beykoz, Eyiip, Kadikdy, Sartyer, Sisli, Catalca, Bayrampasa, Sile, Yalova, Edirne
Siileoglu
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

Pendik, Sartyer and Umraniye sent 87.3% of all its movers to Kartal which contains

34.5% of all arrivals.

Beyoglu, Sisli, Uskiidar and Sile sent 40.8% of all its movers to Umraniye which

contains 9.3% of all arrivals.

Besiktas, Beykoz, Eminénii, Eylip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Kadikdy, Biiylikgekmece,
Silivri and Yalova sent 11.7% of all its movers to Umraniye.
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Kartal sent 57.7% of all its movers to Pendik and Gebze which generates 4.4% of all

arrivals.

Adalar, Kagithane and Central Edirne sent 45.5% of all its movers to Adalar,
Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Beykoz, Eyiip, Kadikdy, Sariyer, Sisli, Catalca, Bayrampasa,

Sile, Yalova and Edirne Siileoglu which generates 11.8% of all arrivals.

Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa and Zeytinburnu sent 56.3% of all its movers to

Gaziosmanpasa and Kii¢iikgekmece which contains 20.5% of all arrivals.

Kiigiikgekmece and Catalca sent 71.7% of all its movers to Biiyiikgekmece which

generates 19.4% of all arrivals.

3.7.2 Intra-metropolitan mobility from rural to rural area in Istanbul
Interaction Field between 1995 -2000

Total number of individuals of all the population which moved from the rural field of

a district to another rural field in defined area is 195 (see Table 3.55).

Table 3.55: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the rural settlements (flows in absolute numbers)

Districts of Destination (2000)
<
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Districts of Origin (1995) N o = S 2E | & <] 2 fa
Umraniye | 10 3 0 0 1 0 1 4 19

Kartal, Tuzla, Sile 1 25 0 0 14 1 0 4 45

Pendik 1 4 5) 0 0 0 2 2 14

Besiktas 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 1 6

Gaziosmanpasa, Silivri 0 8 0 0 7 0 4 22

Beykoz, Sariyer, Biiyiikcekmece,

Catalca 1 0 7 1 11 30

Eyiip 0 0 0 3] 0 4

Kiigiikcekmece 0 0 0 6 39 55
ARRIVALS TOTAL | 12 42 6 2 34 22 12 65 195

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

Table 3.56 reflecting the over-represented mobility flows shows that the mobility
from the rural settlements to the rural settlements shows distinctive characteristics
between the 1995-2000 period.

106



Table 3.56: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the rural settlements (signed chi square indices)

Districts of Destination (2000)

)

73

<

=

=
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Districts of Origin (1995) N 0] e g |2 & O &
Umraniye | 66,7 | -03 | -06 | -02 | -16 | -21 0,0 -0,9
Kartal, Tuzla, Sile | -1,1 24,2 -1,4 -0,5 4.8 -3,3 -2,8 -8,1
Pendik | 0,0 03 [ 485 | -01 | -24 | -16 15 -15
Besiktas | -04 | -0,1 | -0,2 | 61,1 0,9 -0,7 | -04 | -05
Gaziosmanpasa, Silivri | -1,4 2,2 -0,7 -0,2 -0,2 8,2 -1,4 -1,5

Beykoz, Sariyer, Biiyiikcekmece,
Catalca| -18 | -4,6 0,0 -0,3 2,7 3,9 -0,4 0,1
Eyiip| -02 | -09 | -01 0,0 -0,7 0,7 308 | -1,3
Kiigiikgekmece | -34 | -118 | -1,7 | -06 | -22 0,0 08 [ 233
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

The individuals from the rural area of Umraniye substantially moved to the rural area
of Kartal (see Figure 3.12).

The residents who used to live in the rural areas of Kartal, Tuzla and Sile
significantly moved to the rural area of Gebze, and also less significantly to the rural

areas of Beykoz, Eyiip, Umraniye, Sile and Sarkdy.

The individuals from the rural area of Pendik significantly moved to the rural area of
Tuzla, while the people from the rural area of Besiktas moved to the rural area of

Sariyer.

The inhabitants from the rural areas of Gaziosmanpasa and Silivri moved to the rural

areas of Catalca, Silivri and Gebze.

The individuals form the rural area of Beykoz, Sariyer, Biiylikgekmece and Catalca
moved to the rural areas of Catalca, Silivri, Beykoz, Eyiip, Umraniye, Sile and

Sarkdy.

The individuals that used to live in the rural area of Eyiip substantially moved to the

rural area of Gaziosmanpasa.
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The individuals from the rural area of Kiigiikgekmece significantly moved to the

rural area of Biiylikcekmece (see Figure 3.12).

Table 3.57 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

arrival profiles.

Table 3.57: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the rural settlements (distinctive arrival profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (2000)

E % =

P s ° )

¥ 2| E| £ | 2

S = @ s v’ E

_ = N 'fa o E 54 [a

g 8 < 2|l 2F| 2 g = <

. iy s | 2| 3| £ || 5|8 | & | W

Districts of Origin (1995) ™ 0] = 3 Rl O < 2 =)
Umraniye | 83,3 7,1 0,0 0,0 2,9 0,0 8,3 6,2 9,7
Kartal, Tuzla, Sile | 8,3 59,5 0,0 00 | 412 | 45 0,0 6,2 23,1

Pendik | 8,3 9,5 83,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 16,7 3,1 72

Besiktas | 0,0 24 00 | 100,0| 59 0,0 0,0 15 3,1
Gaziosmanpasa, Silivri | 0,0 19,0 0,0 0,0 8,8 31,8 0,0 6,2 11,3

Beykoz, Sariyer, Biiyiikcekmece,

Catalca| 0,0 2,4 16,7 00 | 265 | 318 8,3 16,9 | 154

Eyiip| 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 4,5 25,0 0,0 2,1
Kiiciikcekmece | 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 147 | 27,3 | 41,7 60,0 28,2
ARRIVALS% | 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

Kartal received 83.3% of all its movers from Umraniye which generates 9.7% of all

departures.

Gebze received 59.5% of all its movers from Kartal, Tuzla and Sile which generates

23.1% of all departures.

Tuzla received 83.3% of all its movers Pendik which generates 7.2% of all

departures.

Sariyer received 100% of all its movers from Besiktas which generates 3.1% of all

departures.

Beykoz, Eyiip, Umraniye, Sile and Tekirdag Sarkdy received 41.2% of all its movers
from Kartal, Tuzla and Sile.

Catalca, and Silivri received 31.8% of all its movers Gaziosmanpasa and Silivri

which generates 11.3% of all departures, and also 31.8% of all its movers from
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Figure 3.12 : Intra-metropolitan mobility from rural to rural area in Istanbul Interaction Field between 1995-2000.
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Beykoz, Sariyer, Biiyiilkgekmece and Catalca which generates 15.4% of all

departures.

Gaziosmanpasa received 25.0% of all its movers from Eyiip of origins which

generates 2.1% of all departures.

Biiyiikgekmece received 60.0% of all its movers from Kiigiikgekmece which

generates 28.2% of all departures.

Table 3.58 shows the percentages of the mobility flows according to their distinctive

departure profiles.

Table 3.58: Reduced and reordered intra-metropolitan mobility matrix for Istanbul
Interaction Field 1995-2000: Extended mobility from the rural settlements
to the rural settlements (distinctive departure profiles%'s)

Districts of Destination (2000)
53
=

= (=]
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g 2 < 2 | 28| 2 g | 2 <
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Districts of Origin (1995) ¥ U] = g |27 & &) 2 o)
Umraniye | 526 | 158 | 00 0,0 5,3 0,0 53 | 21,1 | 100
Kartal, Tuzla, Sile | 2,2 | 556 | 0,0 00 | 311 | 22 0,0 8,9 100
Pendik| 7,1 | 286 | 857 | 0,0 0,0 0,0 14,3 | 143 | 100
Besiktag | 0,0 16,7 | 00 | 833 | 333 | 00 0,0 | 16,7 | 100
Gaziosmanpasa, Silivri | 0,0 36,4 0,0 0,0 13,6 | 31,8 0,0 18,2 100

Beykoz, Sariyer, Biiyiikcekmece,

Catalca| 0,0 33 33 00 | 300 | 233 | 33 | 367 | 100
Eyiip| 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 00 | 250 | 750 | 0,0 100
Kiigiik¢ekmece | 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 9,1 109 | 91 | 70,9 | 100
ARRIVALS% | 6,2 21,5 3,1 1,0 174 | 11,3 6,2 33,3 100

Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI

Umraniye sent 52.6% of all its movers to Kartal which generates 6.2% of all arrivals.

Kartal, Tuzla and Sile sent 55.6% of all its movers Gebze which generates 21.5% of

all arrivals.
Pendik sent 35.7% of all its movers to Tuzla which generates 3.1% of all arrivals.

Besiktas sent 33.3% of all its movers to Sariyer which generates 1.0% of all arrivals.
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Gaziosmanpasa and Silivri sent 36.4% of all its movers to Gebze, and also 31.8% of

all its movers to Catalca and Silivri which generates 11.3% of all arrivals.

Beykoz, Sariyer, Biiylikgekmece and Catalca sent 30.0% of all its movers to Beykoz,
Eyiip, Umraniye, Sile and Tekirdag Sarkdy which generates 17.4% of all arrivals,

and also 23.3% of all its movers to Catalca and Silivri.

Eyiip sent 75.0% of all its movers to Gaziosmanpasa which generates 6.2% of all

arrivals.

Kiigiikgekmece sent 70.9% of all its movers Biiyiikgekmece which generates 33.3%

of all arrivals.

3.8 Analyses of Movers’ Profiles

In this part of the study, the economic activities and the educational levels of the
individuals have been analyzed. Only the individuals who carried out the over-
represented mobility are selected and analyzed. The movers who moved from the
urban settlements to the urban settlements, from the urban settlements to the rural
settlements, from the rural settlements to the urban settlements and from the rural
settlements to the rural settlements have been analyzed respectively for both the
1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods.

3.8.1 The individuals that moved from urban to urban area

3.8.1.1 The individuals that moved from urban to urban area between 1985-
1990

The individuals who moved from the urban settlements of Gaziosmanpasa,
significantly moved to 3 groups of destinations. The first one of these groups
includes only Bakirkdy, the second one includes Beykoz, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fatih,
Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova
Canakkale Gelibolu and Edirne Siileoglu, and the third one includes only
Bayrampasa. The individuals, who carried out all these mobility flows, worked
significantly in manufacturing and had the lowest educational levels (see Table 3.59
and Table 3.60).

From the urban settlements of Eylip, the individuals significantly move to 2 groups

of destinations. One of these groups includes only Bakirkdy and the other one is
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generated from only Bayrampaga. The individuals who moved from the urban
settlements of Eyiip worked significantly in manufacturing and had the lowest

educational levels.

Table 3.59: The economic activities of the individuals that moved from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements between 1985-1990
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1,2,3,45| 34 | 51,8 | -115 -3,3 0,6 |-23,6|-0,8| -0,3 7,6 |-48,2| 30,6
6,7,8| 0,0 | 294 | 179 -7,3 -371-021]02]|-54]|-214 |-36 |179
9| 00 | -14 |-10,7 | 17,2 -1,11-05(03]| 05 0,0 0,0 | 57
10,11, 12, 13,
14,15,16| -19 |-329| 9,2 9,3 0,3 |1139| 00| -02 | -52 57 | 28,5
17| 0,0 -45 | 48 -0,1 7,7 1235| 03| 4,0 -8,9 31 | 10
18| 0,8 -15 | -34 -0,6 08 | 0,2 |-39]| 09 5,0 01 | 3,2
19,20,21| -10 | 47,7 | -04 -0,7 0119 |14 ]| 72 | 17,3 [ 76,2 | 13,2
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI
See Table 3.61 for the content of groups.

Table 3.60: The educational levels of the individuals that moved from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements between 1985-1990
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Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI
See Table 3.61 for the content of groups.
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From the urban settlements of Bakirkdy individuals that substantially moved to the
urban settlements of Kiigiikcekmece worked significantly in manufacturing and had

the lowest educational levels.

The individuals from the urban settlements of Bayrampasa, Eminonii, Fatih,
Kiigiikgekmece and Zeytinburnu substantially moved to 2 groups of destinations.
One of these groups includes only Bakirkdy and the other group includes Beykoz,
Eminont, Eyiip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca,
Silivri, Sile, Yalova Canakkale Gelibolu and Edirne Siileoglu. . The individuals who
moved from the urban settlements of Bayrampasa, Eminonii, Fatih, Kii¢iikcekmece
and Zeytinburnu worked significantly in manufacturing and wholesale and retail

trade, and had the lowest educational level.

From the urban settlements of Beykoz, Kagithane, Sariyer and Uskiidar the
individuals substantially moved to the urban settlements of 2 groups. The individuals
who moved to Umraniye worked in agriculture, mining, transport and
communication or they were students. The individuals who moved to the urban
settlements of Kadikdy, Pendik and Kocaeli Gebze significantly worked in

community, social and personal services and had the highest educational levels.

The individuals who moved from the urban settlements of Sisli substantially moved
to the urban settlements of 2 groups. The first one of these groups includes only
Umraniye and the second one includes Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane and
Sartyer. The individuals, who carried out all these mobility flows, worked
significantly in community, social and personal services and their graduation was

unknown or they had the lowest educational levels.

The individuals from the urban settlements of Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Pendik,
Umraniye, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Edirne Merkez and Central
Tekirdag substantially moved to 5 groups. The individuals that moved from the
urban settlements of this group of origins to the urban settlements of Kartal, Uskiidar,
Bakirkdy, Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane, Sariyer, Beykoz, Eminonii, Eyiip,
Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Yalova Canakkale Gelibolu and Edirne Siileoglu worked significantly in community,
social and personal services and had the highest educational level. The individuals

that moved from the urban settlements of this group of origins to the urban
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settlements of Kadikdy, Pendik and Kocaeli Gebze worked in compisite economic

activites and had the highest educational levels (see Table 3.61).

Table 3.61: The economic activities and the educational levels of the individuals that
moved from the urban settlements to the urban settlements between 1985-

1990
District of Origin District of Destination | Economic Activity | Education
1 Gaziosmanpasa Bakirkoy
Gelibolu, Siileoglu, Beykoz, .
Eminoénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Manufacturing, Primary School,
2 Gaziosmanpasa Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, . Primary School Drop
. 2 Pensioners,
Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece, Unemploved out
Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova ployed,
3 Eytlp Bakirkdy Electricity, Gas and -
4 Eyiip Bayrampasa Water, Housewives Primary Sch_ool
5 | Bakirkdy Kiigiikgekmece Uleterate, Primary
School Drop out
Bayrampasa, Eminonii,
6 Fatih, Kiigiikgekmece, Bakirkoy
Zeytinburnu .
Gelibolu, Siileoglu, Beykoz, Manufacturing, Primary School,
Ba}.fram;‘).asua, Eminonii, Emlponu, Eyiip, anh, Wholesale and Retail Primary School Drop
7 Fatih, Kiigiikgekmece, Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Trade out
Zeytinburnu Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikgekmece, | ——
Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova
8 Gaziosmanpasa Bayrampasa
< Agriculture, Mining, Primary School,
9 Bey]foz’ Kagithane, Sartyer, Umraniye Transport&Communi llleterate, Primary
Uskiidar -
cation, Students School Drop out
Faculty and Collage,
Beykoz, Kagithane, Saryer, .. . High School
10 (Jsiﬁdar y Y Kadikdy, Pendik, Gebze Vocational High School
Junior High School
11 | Sisli Umraniye Graduation Unknown,
12 | sigli Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Primary School Drop
Kagithane, Sariyer out, Illeterate
Adalar, Begsiktas, Beyoglu,
Pendik, Umraniye,
13 | Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Kartal, Uskiidar Community, Social
Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Edirne and Personal Services,
Merkez, Tekirdag Merkez
Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Agriculture, Mining,
Pendik, Umraniye, Transport&Communicat
14 | Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Bakirkdy ion, Students,
Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Edirne Faculty and Collage
Merkez, Tekirdag Merkez Wholesale and Retail High School
Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Trade Vocational High School
Penn(.i.ik, Umraniye, Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Junior High School
15 | Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Kagithane. Sarrver
Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Edirne & ’ Y
Merkez, Tekirdag Merkez
Adalar, Begsiktas, Beyoglu, Gelibolu, Siileoglu, Beykoz,
Pendik, Umraniye7 Emindnii, Eyiip, Fatih,
16 | Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli,
Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Edime | Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikgekmece,
Merkez, Tekirdag Merkez Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova
Community, Social
and Personal Services,
Activities not .
. Primary School Dro
17 | Kartal Umraniye Adequately Defined out, Hiéh School, P
Construction llleterate
Financing, Insurance,
Real Estate
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Table 3.61: The economic activities and the educational levels of the individuals that
moved from the urban settlements to the urban settlements between 1985-
1990 (continued)

District of Origin District of Destination | Economic Activity | Education
. Vocational High
. . Pensioners, School, Graduation
18 | Kartal Kadikdy, Pendik, Gebze Unemployed Unknown, Faculty and
Collage
Graduation Unknown,
19 | Kadikoy Umraniye Financing, Insurance, Primary School Drop
Real Estate out, llleterate
Faculty and Collage
i P Pensioners, High School
20 | Kadikdy Kartal, Uskiidar Unemployed, Vocational High School
Junior High School
Construction Faculty and Collage
Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu,
Pendik, Umraniye, Community, Social and High School
21 | Biyiik¢ekmece, Catalca, Kadikdy, Pendik, Gebze Personal Services, Vocational High School
Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Edirne Junior High School
Merkez, Tekirdag Merkez Rentier, Others Vocational Junior High
School

3.8.1.2 The individuals that moved from urban to urban area between 1995-
2000

In the 1995-2000 period, the individuals who moved from the urban settlements of a
group of origins including Bahgelievler, Esenler and Giingéren substantially moved
to the urban settlements of 4 groups of destinations. The individuals who moved to
the urban settlements of Bagcilar, Bayrampasa and Eyiip significantly worked in
manufacturing or were housewives, and they had the lowest educational levels. The
individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Bahcelievler, Giingéren and
Kiigiikgekmece significantly worked in agriculture and had lower-middle educational
levels. The individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Adalar, Avcilar,
Bakirkoy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece, Catalca,
Sile, Gebze,
significantly worked in agriculture and graduated junior high school (see Table 3.62
and Table 3.63).

Silivri, Pehlivankdy, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi and Sarkoy

The individuals who moved from the urban settlements of a group including
Bayrampasa and Eylip substantially moved to the urban settlements of 2 groups. The
first one of these groups includes only Gaziosmanpasa and the second one includes
Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu,
Biiylikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara
Ereglisi and Sarkdy. The individuals who carried out both mobility flows worked
significantly in manufacturing or were housewives, and they had the lowest

educational levels.
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Table 3.62: The economic activities of the individuals that moved from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements between 1995-2000
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Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI
See Table 3.64 for the content of groups.

Table 3.63: The educational levels of the individuals that moved from the urban
settlements to the urban settlements between 1995-2000

3 | e =
T > o
ST 3|38
Q|5 o <} v
] 5 | E S| S| 5 o
o o > w (%] = <
< < | > - = I — o
ol 3 o | B |3 2| 2|3 | 8 &
D - © > |S5_| T T S 3 @ > 2
o| §g c | £ |88 e | e | B | = | 8 3 2
o = 2 £ 85| § = 8 5| 3 o 3 R
Q o = a |>an| 5 o) > I o L = >
1,3,4,6,7| 1255 7,1 72 | -27 | -051| 00 | -65 |-457|-22,7 | -134,7 | -22,1 | 16,2
2,12 17,0 16 | -36 | 17,7 | 14 00 | -27|-49]|-05| -100 | -54 | 28
5 2,8 51 3.4 0,1 2,0 01 | 42| -27] 0,0 -20,8 | -9,7 | 110
11,13 31 -0,2 | 34 0,6 0,0 18 | -09 | -02 | -6,2 -79 |-125]| 134
8,18 -09 0,0 25 [ 102 | 41| 00 04 | -01] 0,7 0,1 0,1 1,8
9,14,15| -0,2 0,2 00 | -18 ] 87 | -32 | 0,0 08 | -11 -3,0 0,0 | 16,2
10,16,19| 113 03 |-06|00]-11)21 |131|-53]|-35]| -111 | -0,7 | 25
17,20 -2,6 08 | 08| -13]-10]| 36 29 | 237 | -0,2 -8,8 -20 | 41
21-24, 26,
27,29| 479 | 62| -46 ] 03 |-05|-01}| 22 |105] 101 99,8 36,0 | 20,6
25,28,30| -88,0 |-125| -82 | -12 | -41 | -10 | 42 | 16,7 [ 443 | 2189 | 468 | 113
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI
See Table 3.64 for the content of groups.

The individuals from the urban settlements of Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bakirkdy and
Zeytinburnu substantially moved to the urban settlements of 2 groups. The
individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Bahgelievler, Giingéren and

Kiigiikgekmece significantly worked in manufacturing or were housewives, and they
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had the lowest educational levels. The individuals who moved to the urban
settlements of  Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih,
Zeytinburnu, Biiylik¢ekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Gebze, Kandira,
Marmara Ereglisi and Sarkdy significantly worked in agriculture, mining,
infrastructure, transport & communication or were housewives, and had low

educational levels.

From the urban settlements of Gaziosmanpasa, the individuals substantially moved to
the urban settlements of two groups of destinations. The individuals who moved to
the urban settlements of Bayrampasa and Eyiip significantly worked in
manufacturing or were housewives, and they had the lowest educational levels. The
individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkoy,
Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikk¢ekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile,
Pehlivankdy, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi and Sarkdy significantly worked in
agriculture, mining, infrastructure, transport & communication or they were

housewives, and had lower-middle educational levels.

From the urban settlements of Beykoz, Emindnii, Fatih, Kiiciikcekmece, Tuzla,
Umraniye, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sultanbeyli, Sile, Marmara and Marmara
Ereglisi, the individuals substantially moved to the urban settlements of 2 groups of
destinations. The individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Gaziosmanpasa
significantly worked in manufacturing or were housewives, and they had the lowest
educational levels. The individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Adalar,
Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece,
Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi and Sarkody

significantly worked in agriculture and graduated junior high school.

The individuals who moved from the urban settlements of Kadikdy to the urban
settlements of the other districts substantially moved to 3 groups of destinations. The
individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Pendik significantly worked in
construction, and had lower-middle educational levels. The individuals who moved
to the urban settlements of Kartal and Tuzla were significantly pensioners or
students, and had the highest educational levels. The individuals who moved to the
urban settlements of Maltepe, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli significantly worked in white

collar jobs and had the highest educational levels.
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From the urban settlements of Kartal, the individuals substantially moved to the
urban settlements of 3 groups. The individuals who moved to the urban settlements
of Maltepe, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli significantly worked in construction and
graduated junior high school. The individuals who moved to the urban settlements of
a group including Kadikdy and Umraniye and to another group including only
Pendik significantly worked in agriculture and had low educational levels.

The individuals who moved from the urban settlements of Adalar, Maltepe and
Pendik substantially moved to the urban settlements of 3 groups. The individuals
who moved to the urban settlements of Pendik significantly worked in construction
and had middle educational levels. The individuals who moved to the urban
settlements of Kartal and Tuzla were significantly students or pensioners and had
upper-middle educational levels. The individuals who moved to the urban
settlements of Kadikdéy and Umraniye worked in white collar jobs and had the
highest educational levels.

From the urban settlements of Uskiidar, the individuals substantially moved to the
urban settlements of 3 groups. The individuals who moved to the urban settlements
of Pendik significantly worked in agriculture and had lower-middle educational
levels. The individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Kartal and Tuzla
significantly worked in agriculture and had middle educational levels. The
individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Kadikdy and Umraniye worked in

white collar jobs and had the highest educational levels.

From the urban settlements of Besiktas, Beyoglu and Kagithane, the individuals
substantially moved to the urban settlements of 4 groups. The individuals who
moved to the urban settlements of Maltepe, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli were
significantly students or pensioners, and had the highest educational levels. The
individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Sisli, Besiktas, Beyoglu,
Kagithane, Sartyer, Kadikdy and Umraniye worked in white collar jobs and had the

highest educational levels.

The individuals who moved from the urban settlements of Sariyer and Sisli
substantially moved to the urban settlements of Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane,
Sariyer, Kadikdy and Umraniye, and worked in white collar jobs and had the highest

educational levels (see Table 3.63).
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Table 3.64: The economic activities and the educational levels of the individuals that
moved from the urban settlements to the urban settlements between 1995-

2000

District of Origin

District of Destination

Economic Activity

Education

Bahgelievler, Esenler,

Primary School
Primary School Drop-

Giingdren

Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy,
Gebze, Kandira, Marmara
Ereglisi, Sarkdy

! Giingdren Bageilar out
Illeterate
Vocational Junior
Bahgelievler, Esenler, - ngh School
2 Giingdren Bayrampasa, Eyiip Primary School
Illeterate
Junior High School 2
3 Bayrampasa, Eyiip Gaziosmanpasa
Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkdy,
Beykoz, Eminénii, Esenler, Primary School
Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Primary School Drop-
4 Bayrampasa, Eylip Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, out
Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Manufacturing Illeterate
Gebze, Kandira, Marmara
Ereglisi, Sarkoy Housewives
Illeterate
Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Giingoren, Primary School Drop-
5 Bakirkdy, Zeyinburnu Kiigiikgekmece out
Y, £€Y guxe Primary School
Junior High School 2
6 Gaziosmanpaga Bayrampasa, Eyiip
Beykoz, Eminénii,
Pl Kk,
L ye Primary School Drop-
Biiyiikgekmece, .
7 R Gaziosmanpasa out
Catalca, Silivri, Illeterate
Sultanbeyli, Sile,
Marmara, Marmara
Ereglisi
. Vocational Junior
) ) Construction High School
8 Kadikoy Pendik .
. - Primary School Drop-
Mining, Electricity, Gas
—— - d Water, Transport & OUt. -
9 Kartal Maltepe, Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli ?:n o Junior High School 2
omm_umcatlon, Vocational High
Undefined
School
10 Adalar, Maltepe, Pendik | Pendik Housewives Prir_nary _School
Junior High School 1
Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkoy,
§ Egt}i] ﬁf’;’eljgﬁgﬁ?ﬁd’lzsenler’ Primary School Drop-
11 Aveilar, Bageilar, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca Agriculture, Others out
Bakirkdy, Zeytinburnu uyukee i . 9 ’ Primary School
Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Junior High School 1
Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Housewives
Ereglisi, Sarkdy
Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkoy, Mining, Electricity, Gas
Beykoz, Emindnii, Esenler, and Water, Transport & Vocational Junior
Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Communication, High School
12 Gaziosmanpasa Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Undefined Primary School
Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Illeterate
Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Junior High School 2
Ereglisi, Sarkdy
Primary School Drop-
13 Bahgelievler, Esenler, Bahgelievler, Giingoren, out
Giingoren Kiigiikgcekmece Primary School
Junior High School 1
Adalar, Avcilar, Bakirkoy,
Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Agriculture, Others
. Fatih, Zeytinburnu,
14 Bahgelievler, Esenler, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Junior High School 2
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Table 3.64: The economic activities and the educational levels of the individuals that
moved from the urban settlements to the urban settlements between 1995-
2000 (continued)

o, | At Avlar, Bl
Tuzla, Umraniye, Be)_/koz, Erplnonu, Esenler,
Biiyiikgekmece, Fé.l.m.].’ Zeytinburnu, . . .
15 S, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Agriculture, Others Junior High School 2
Catalca, Silivri, P ; .
Sultanbeyli, Sile, Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy,
Gebze, Kandira, Marmara
Marmara, Marmara Ercglisi. Sark
Ereglisi st Y
Vocational High
R . School
16 Uskiidar Pendik Primary School
Junior High School 1
High School
17 Uskiidar Kartal, Tuzla Junior High School 1
Vocational High
. School
Agriculture, Others Vocational Junior
R . High School
18 Kartal Kadikdy, Umraniye Pri?,nary School Drop-
out
Vocational High
- School
19 Kartal Pendik Primary School
Junior High School 1
High School
. . Junior High School 1
20 Adalar, Maltepe, Pendik | Kartal, Tuzla Students, Pensioners Vocational High
School
21 Ees}kta& Beyoglu, Maltepe, Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli Students, Pensioners
agithane
Financing, Insurance,
Real Estate Faculty
22 Kadikoy Kartal, Tuzla Wholesale and Retail L/I_a;tesrsh& :th
Trade, Community, I?I choo
Social and Personal S/O age | Hi
Services ocational High
- — School
23 Besiktas, Beyoglu, Sisli
Kagithane
24 Besiktas, Beyoglu, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane,
Kagithane Sariyer
Faculty
Masters & Phd
Besiktas, Beyoglu, R . Collage
% Kagithane Y8 Kadikdy, Umraniye High gchool
Vocational High
School
. Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane, Facult
26 Saryer, Sisli Sariyer Yo : Mastelys & Phd
High School
27 Sariyer, Sigli Kadikdy, Umraniye Elen;:né ;lagt,elnsurance, Sgl(!:ggn al High
School
Wholesale and Retail Faculty
Trade, Community, Masters & Phd
. . .| Social and Personal Collage
28 Kadikdy Maltepe, Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli Services High School
Vocational High
School
Faculty
Masters & Phd
29 Uskiidar Kadikoy, Umraniye glgh School
ollage
Vocational High
School
Faculty
Masters & Phd
30 Adalar, Maltepe, Pendik | Kadikdy, Umraniye Collage
High School
Vocational High Schl.
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3.8.2 The individuals that moved from urban to rural area

3.8.2.1 The individuals that moved from urban to rural area between 1985-1990
The individuals from the urban settlements of Kadikdy substantially moved to the
rural settlements of 5 groups of destinations. The individuals who moved to the rural
settlements of Kartal and Sile significantly worked in agriculture and had the lowest
educational levels. The individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Umraniye
were significantly unemployed and they dropped out primary school. The individuals
who moved to the rural settlements of Kadikoy worked in white collar jobs, transport
& communication or were housewives and had the upper-middle educational levels.
The individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Gebze worked in white collar
jobs, transport & communication or were housewives, and had the lowest educational
levels (see Table 3.65 and Table 3.66).

From the urban settlements of Uskiidar, the individuals substantially moved to the
rural settlements of a group of destinations including Kartal and Sile. The individuals
that carried out this mobility flow significantly worked in agriculture and graduated

primary school.

From the urban settlements of Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Sile, Central Edirne and Central
Tekirdag, the individuals substantially moved to 3 groups of destinations. The
individuals who moved tor the rural settlements of Kartal and Sile significantly
worked in agriculture and had low educational levels. The individuals who moved to
the rural settlements of Umraniye worked in white collar jobs, transport &
communication or were housewives, and had the lowest educational levels. The
individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eyiip,
Fatih, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Catalca, Silivri, Canakkale
Gelibolu and Edirne Siileoglu worked significantly in wholesale and retail trade or

were pensioners, and had upper-middle educational levels.

The individuals from the urban settlements of Yalova substantially moved to the
rural settlements of the same district. The individuals that carried out this mobility
flow significantly worked in agriculture, infrastructure, construction or were

students, and had the lowest educational levels.

From the urban settlements of Adalar, Kartal and Pendik, the individuals

substantially moved to the rural settlements of Kocaeli Gebze. The individuals that
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carried out this mobility flow significantly worked in agriculture, infrastructure,

construction or were students, and had the lowest educational levels.

Table 3.65: The economic activities of the individuals that moved from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements between 1985-1990
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Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI
See Table 3.67 for the content of groups.

Table 3.66: The educational levels of the individuals that moved from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements between 1985-1990
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See Table 3.67 for the content of groups.
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The individuals who moved from the urban settlements of Eminonii to the rural
settlements of the other districts substantially moved to 3 groups of destinations. The
individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Gebze significantly worked in
agriculture, infrastructure, construction or were students, and had the lowest
educational levels. The individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Kartal and
Sile were significantly unemployed and had the lowest educational levels. The
individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Eminonii worked in white collar

jobs, transport & communication or were housewives, and graduated high school.

The individuals from the urban settlements of Eylip, Fatih, Biiyilkcekmece and
Catalca substantially moved to the rural settlements of 3 districts. The individuals
who moved to the rural settlements of Gaziosmanpasa significantly worked in
agriculture, infrastructure, construction or were students, and had the lowest
educational levels. The individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Adalar,
Bakirkoy, Kiigiikgekmece and Biiyiikgekmece significantly worked in manufacturing
and had the lowest educational levels. The individuals who moved to the rural
settlements of Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli,
Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Catalca, Silivri, Canakkale Gelibolu and Edirne Siileoglu
significantly worked in mining and had middle educational levels.

The individuals who moved from the urban settlements of Bayrampasa to the rural
settlements of the other districts substantially moved to 3 groups of destinations. The
individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eyiip,
Fatih, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Catalca, Silivri, Canakkale
Gelibolu and Edirne Siileoglu were significantly rentiers or worked in agriculture,
and had lower-middle educational levels. The individuals who moved to the rural
settlements of Bayrampasa and Gaziosmanpasa significantly worked in white collar
jobs, transport & communication or were housewives and had the lowest educational

levels.

From the urban settlements of Kagithane, the individuals substantially moved to the
rural settlements of 2 groups. The individuals that moved to the rural settlements of
Kagithane significantly worked in white collar jobs, transport & communication or
were housewives and had the lowest educational levels. The individuals who moved
to the rural settlements of Kartal and Sile worked significantly in mining and had the

lowest educational levels.
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Table 3.67: The economic activities and the educational levels of the individuals that
moved from the urban settlements to the rural settlements between 1985-

1990
District of Origin | District of Destination | Economic Activity Education
1 Kadiksy Kartal, Sile primary School,
2 Uskiidar Kartal, Sile Primary School
. e e Agriculture Junior High
Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, : School&\gl]ocational
3 Sile, Central Edirne, Kartal, Sile Junior Hiah School
Central Tekirdag Primary Sgchool '
4 Yalova Yalova mgtgz:gesmool,
5 Adalar, Kartal, Pendik Gebze Agriculture Electrlcny, Gas Primary School Drop-
and Water, Construction, out
6 Eminoni Gebze Students, Undefined Illeterate
Eyiip, Fatih, . Illeterate, Primary
! Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca Gaziosmanpasa School Drop-out
8 Kadikdy Umraniye (F)’lrjltmary School Drop-
- . Unemployed Illeterate, Primary
9 Eminoni Kartal, Sile School Drop-out
Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Junior High
Eyiip, Fatih, Pendik, Saryer, . A
. . , Rentier School&Vocational
10 Bayrampasa Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, icul - iah School
Catalca, Silivii, Gelibolu, Agriculture pumior Figh Seool.
Siileoglu rimary Schoo
11 Kagithane Kagithane mg;??{esmoo"
Faculty and Collage,
12 Kadikoy Kadikoy High School, Junior
High
. llleterate, Primary
13 Kadik Gebze y
ey Community, Social and School Drop-out
Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, ) Personal Services Illeterate, Primar
14 Sile, Central Edirne, Umraniye School D’ro -outy
Central Tekirdag Transport & P
15 Beykoz, Beyoglu, Umranive Communication, Financing, Illeterate, Primary
Sartyer, Umraniye Y Insurance, Real Estate, School Drop-out
Beykoz, Beyoglu, . Housewives Illeterate, Primary
16 Sartyer, Umraniye Kartal, $ile School Drop-out
17 Eminénii Emindnii Other High School
18 Gaziosmanpasa Gaziosmanpasa m;r:geSChool,
19 Bayrampasa Bayrampasa [F)’thmary School Drop-
20 Bayrampasa Gaziosmanpasa l;::artl::;)t/eSChool,
.. . Adalar, Bakirkoy, Manufacturing :
| B o | Kithicmcs Tagota | Nt iy
’ Biiyiik¢cekmece Communication, Financing,
Bakirkoy, Adalar, Bakirkoy, Insurance, Real Estate,
22 Kiigiikgekmece, Kiigiikgekmece, Housewives Primary School
Zeytinburnu Biiyiik¢ekmece
Junior High
. Other School&Vocational
23 Gaziosmanpasa Gebze Junior High School
Manufacturing Primary School '
24 Kagithane Kartal, Sile mg:;gescmo"
Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Minin
25 Eytip, Fatih, Eyiip, Fatih, Pendik, Sanyer, 4 Vocational High School,
Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca | Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, High School
Catalca, Silivri, Gelibolu
26 Kadikoy Yalova Faculty and Collage,
Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, High School, Junior
Begiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Eylip, Fatih, Pendik, Saryer, Wholesale and Retail Trade, | High
27 Sile, Central Edirne, Sisli, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu, Pensioners School&Vocational

Central Tekirdag

Catalca, Silivri, Gelibolu,
Siileoglu

Junior High School,
Vocational High School
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From the urban settlements of Beykoz, Beyoglu, Sariyer and Umraniye, the
individuals substantially moved to the rural settlements of 2 groups of destinations.
The individuals that moved to the rural settlements of Umraniye, Kartal and Sile
significantly worked in white collar jobs, transport & communication or were

housewives and had the lowest educational levels.

The individuals moved from the urban settlements of Gaziosmanpasa substantially
moved to the rural settlements of 2 groups of destinations. The individuals who
moved to the rural settlements of Gaziosmanpasa significantly worked in white collar
jobs, transport & communication or were housewives and had the lowest educational
levels. The individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Kocaeli Gebze
significantly worked in manufacturing, and had lower-middle educational levels (see
Table 3.67).

3.8.2.2 The individuals that moved from urban to rural area between 1995-2000
In the 1995-2000 period, the individuals who moved from the urban settlements of
Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Fatih, Giingoren and Kiiclikgekmece substantially moved to
the rural settlements of only a group including Biiyiikgekmece. The individuals who
carried out this mobility flow significantly worked in white collar jobs or were
students, and had high educational levels (see Table 3.68 and Table 3.69).

From the urban settlements of Beykoz, the individuals substantially moved to the
rural settlements of Umraniye and Beykoz. The economic activities of these
individuals were concentrated in wholesale and retail trade, infrastructure, financing,
insurance and real estate, or the individuals were students or housewives. The
individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Beykoz graduated faculty. The
individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Umraniye had lower-middle

educational levels.

From the urban settlements of Avcilar and Biiylikcekmece the individuals
substantially moved to the rural settlements of Biiylikcekmece. The individuals who
carried out this mobility flow significantly worked in white collar jobs or were

students, and graduated faculty or dropped out of primary school.

The individuals, who moved from the urban settlements of Besiktas and Sariyer to
the rural settlements of the other districts, substantially moved to 2 groups of

destinations. The individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Sariyer worked
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in community, social and personal services or were pensioners, and had high
educational levels. The individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Beykoz,

significantly worked in agriculture and mining, and had high educational levels.

Table 3.68: The economic activities of the individuals that moved from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements between 1995-2000
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See Table 3.70 for the content of groups.

Table 3.69: The educational levels of the individuals that moved from the urban
settlements to the rural settlements between 1995-2000
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The individuals, who moved from the urban settlements of Catalca, substantially
moved to the rural settlements of the same districts. They significantly worked in
community, social and personal services or were pensioners, and had the lowest

educational levels.

The individuals from the urban settlements of Bagcilar, Bayrampasa and Eyiip
substantially moved to the rural settlements of 3 groups. The individuals who moved
to the rural settlements of Biiyiikcekmece significantly worked in manufacturing and
had lower-middle educational levels. The individuals who moved to the rural
settlements of Catalca were significantly rentiers, or worked in agriculture and
mining, and had the lowest educational levels. The individuals who moved to the
rural settlements of Gaziosmanpasa significantly worked in agriculture and mining,

and had the lowest educational levels.

The individuals, who moved from the urban settlements of Kadikdy, Kagithane,
Kartal, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli, substantially moved to the rural settlements of 3
groups of destinations. The individuals who moved to the rural settlements of
Beykoz were rentiers, or worked in agriculture and mining, and graduated faculty.
The individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Umraniye, Eyiip, Kartal,
Kiiciikgekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi and Sarkdy
significantly worked in agriculture and mining, and had the lowest educational

levels.

The individuals who moved from the urban settlements of Adalar, Beyoglu,
Eminonli, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Silivri, Sile and Marmara Ereglisi
substantially moved to the rural settlements of 4 groups. The individuals who moved
to the rural settlements of Umraniye, Beykoz, Tuzla, Eyiip, Kartal, Kiiciikcekmece,
Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi and Sarkdy were
significantly rentiers, or worked in agriculture and mining. The individuals who
moved to the rural settlements of Umraniye and Beykoz had the lowest educational
levels. The individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Tuzla graduated junior

high school.

From the urban settlements of Esenler and Gaziosmanpasa, the individuals
substantially moved to the rural settlements of 3 groups of destinations. The
individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Catalca significantly were rentiers

or worked in agriculture and mining, and had the lowest educational levels.
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Table 3.70: The economic activities and the educational levels of the individuals that
moved from the urban settlements to the rural settlements between 1995-
2000

District of Origin | District of Destination | Economic Activity | Education
Financing, Insurance,
Real Estate -
Community, Social and :;ggSItSChOOI
Bahgelievler, Bakirkoy, Personal Services, y
A - - Collage
1 Fatih, Giingoren, Biiyiikgekmece Pensioners
o Masters & Phd
Kiiciikgekmece Students . .
Vocational High
Transport, Storage and
S School
Communication,
Undefined
Primary School Drop-
. Wholesale and Retail out
2 Beykoz Umraniye Trade, Infrastructure, Junior High School 2
Housewives & Vocational Junior
Students High School
3 Beykoz Beykoz Financing, Insurance, Faculty
Real Estate Faculty,
4 Avcilar, Biiyliikgekmece | Biiyiikgekmece Primary School Drop-
out
High School
Faculty
. . . Collage
5 Besiktas, Sartyer Sariyer g:rr:or:]lzrlstz;vsiggslal and Masters & Phd
Pensioners ' Vocational High
School
Primary School
6 Catalca Catalca Illeterate
Primary School Drop-
Bagcilar, Bayrampasa, out
7 E g » bayrampasa, Biiyiikgekmece Manufacturing Junior High School 2
yup & Vocational Junior
High School
Kadikdy, Kagithane,
8 Kartal, Uskiidar, Beykoz Faculty
Sultanbeyli
Adalar, Beyoglu,
Eminonii, Maltepe, )
9 Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Umraniye
Silivri, Sile, Marmara
Ereglisi Primary School
Adalar, Beyoglu, Illeterate
Emindni, Maltepe,
10 Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Beykoz
]S;th.l i .Slle’ Marmara Rentier, Others
reglisi
Adalar, Beyoglu, . -
Eminéni, Maltepe, Agriculture, Mining
11 Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Tuzla Junior High School 1
Silivri, Sile, Marmara
Ereglisi
Adala..r’ 13ey0glu, Eyiip, Kartal, Kii¢iikgekmece, Junior High School 2
Eminonii, Maltepe, f PO . .
12 Sisli, Zeytinburnu Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Geb-ch, &_Vocatlonal Junior
S > Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi, High School
Silivri, Sile, Marmara . :
U Sarkdy Primary School
Ereglisi
13 Esenler, Gaziosmanpasa | Catalca
14 Bagcﬂar, Bayrampasa, Catalca
Eyip Primary School
Eyiip, Kartal, Kii¢iikgekmece,
e e s Ileterate
15 Pendik. Tuzla Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Gebze,
' Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi, Agriculture, Mining
Sarkdy
16 Begsiktas, Sartyer Beykoz Faculty
17 Umraniye Umraniye Construction Primary School
18 Pendik, Tuzla Tuzla . - Illeterate
Kadikov, Kaithan Agriculture, Mining
19 KZrtalo%’skggar ane, Umranive Construction Primary School
> o i Y Manufacturing Illeterate
Sultanbeyli
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Table 3.70: The economic activities and the educational levels of the individuals that
moved from the urban settlements to the rural settlements between 1995-
2000 (continued)

District of Origin | District of Destination | Economic Activity | Education
. - Eyiip, Kartal, Kiigiikgekmece,
Kadikdy, Kagithane, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Gebze,
20 Kartal, Uskiidar, s
. Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi,
Sultanbeyli .
Sarkdy
Eyiip, Kartal, Kii¢iikgekmece,
21 Esenler, Gaziosmanpasa Pendik, Silivri, Sile, G?b.z?’ Primary School
Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi,
. Illeterate
Sarkoy
22 Esenler, Gaziosmanpasa | Gaziosmanpasa
23 Ba%cﬂar, Bayrampasa, Gaziosmanpasa Primary School
Eylip Illeterate

The individuals who moved to the rural settlements of Gaziosmanpasa, Eyiip, Kartal,
Kiigiikgekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Gebze, Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi significantly
worked in agriculture and mining, and had the lowest educational levels.

From the urban settlements of Pendik and Tuzla, the individuals substantially moved
to the rural settlements of 2 groups of destinations. The individuals who moved to the
rural settlements of Tuzla, Eyiip, Kartal, Kiiclikcekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Gebze,
Kandira, Marmara Ereglisi and SarkOy significantly worked in agriculture and

mining, and had the lowest educational levels.

From the urban settlements of Umraniye, the individuals substantially moved to the
rural settlements of the same district. They significantly worked in construction, and

had the lowest educational levels (see Table 3.70).
3.8.3 The individuals that moved from rural to urban area

3.8.3.1 The individuals that moved from rural to urban area between 1985-1990
The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Adalar, Beykoz, Beyoglu,
Eminont, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sile and Central Edirne, substantially
moved to the urban settlements of 3 groups of destinations. The individuals who
moved to the urban settlements of Sile and Edirne Siileoglu significantly worked in
agriculture, and graduated vocational junior high school, faculty and collage. The
individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Bayrampasa and Beykoz
significantly worked in infrastructure, financing, insurance and real estate and were
rentiers, and graduated junior high school. The individuals who moved to the urban
settlements of Adalar, Bakirkdy, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli,
Uskiidar and Kocaeli Gebze were significantly housewives or unemployed, and

graduated vocational junior high school (see Table 3.71 and Table 3.72).
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From the rural settlements of Gaziosmanpasa, the individuals substantially moved to
the urban settlements of the same district. They significantly worked in agriculture

and graduated primary school.

Table 3.71: The economic activities of the individuals that moved from the rural
settlements to the urban settlements between 1985-1990

g 2l E
T 7 5| E =
S EL e | E|ZE¢ 28
S 8 o 2 | ago 2| o
OSr c =] S | S 288 = - O
L = S @] 40| ®s8,| 5 22
S b.— [5) = ~ S > | o o z = = = 2
2 |gk g S 8 S22 | 8sF-52| 8 S ®
3 |S588| £ | 5 |52 |8sES| S| ES
c |82 3E| 2 o 55 |2QBE2| E | Ep
> |28 2g S = cc |£C8cF| & S o o
< |W=Ex| O 5 | IS |2F0d| = |0 | 8
1,2,3| 26,1 0,1 0,0 -1,9 -0,8 -0,4 -0,4 0,0 12,6
4] 0,0 20,6 -0,7 -0,2 0,2 -1,1 00| -15 | 44
5| -0,6 -0,7 6,7 0,2 -0,4 1,2 -01] 03 | 50
6| 0,2 0,0 1,2 3,7 0,0 -0,5 -2,2 -0,7 | 20,7
7,8,9| -0,7 -1,1 -0,1 8,1 -1,8 0,0 2,5 -1,3 8,6
10| -3,8 -0,3 0,5 -0,7 2,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 13,4
11,12,13,14| -0,2 0,0 -1,0 -0,1 0,1 2,0 -14 0,7 17,2
15| -1,7 0,0 -1,2 -1,9 0,8 -0,8 90 | -12 | 82
16,17| -1,2 -1,3 -1,5 -1,7 -0,2 0,6 0,5 12,0 | 10,0
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See Table 3.73 for the content of groups.

Table 3.72: The educational levels of the individuals that moved from the rural
settlements to the urban settlements between 1985-1990
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See Table 3.73 for the content of groups.
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From the urban settlements of Kartal, the individuals substantially moved to the
urban settlements of the same district. They significantly worked in agriculture and

graduated junior high school.

The individuals from the rural settlements of Kadikdy and Central Tekirdag
substantially moved to the urban settlements of Kadikdy and Zeytinburnu. They
significantly worked in construction, and graduated faculty and collage.

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Biiyiikkcekmece and
Catalca, substantially moved to the urban settlements of the same districts. They
were significantly students or worked in construction, and graduated junior high
school.

The individuals from the rural settlements of Bayrampasa substantially moved to the
urban settlements of Bayrampasa and Beykoz. They were significantly students or
worked in economical activities which are cited as “others” and manufacturing, and

graduated primary school.

The individuals from the rural settlements of Sariyer substantially moved to the
urban settlements of the same district. They were significantly students or worked in
economical activities which are cited as “others” and manufacturing, and graduated

primary school.

The individuals from the rural settlements of Kagithane substantially moved to the
urban settlements of the same district. They were significantly students or worked in
economical activities which are cited as “others” and manufacturing, and graduated

faculty and collage.

The individuals from the rural settlements of Silivri substantially moved to the urban
settlements of Silivri or the urban settlements of Adalar, Bakirkdy, Besiktas,
Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar and Kocaeli Gebze. The individuals
who carried out both mobility flows significantly worked in wholesale and retail
trade, transport and communication, or were pensioners. The individuals who moved
to the urban settlements of Silivri significantly graduated junior high school. The
individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Adalar, Bakirkdy, Besiktas,
Beyoglu, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar and Kocaeli Gebze significantly
graduated primary school.
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From the rural settlements of Pendik, the individuals substantially moved to the
urban settlements of the same district. They significantly worked in wholesale and
retail trade, transport and communication, or were pensioners, and had lower-middle

educational levels.

Table 3.73: The economic activities and the educational levels of the individuals that
moved from the rural settlements to the urban settlements between 1985-

1990

District of Origin | District of Destination | Economic Activity Education
Adalar, Beykoz,
Beyoglu, Eminoni, Vocational Junior High
1 Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Sile, Siileoglu* School, Faculty and
Zeytinburnu, Sile, Agriculture Collage
Central Edirne
2 Gaziosmanpasa Gaziosmanpasa Primary School
3 Kartal Kartal
gg;ig{fgﬁ?fgnﬁ Electricit_y, Gas and ) _
% P Water, Financing, Junior High School
4 Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Bayrampasa, Beykoz
. ; Insurance, Real Estate,
Zeytinburnu, Sile, Rentier
Central Edirne
Construction
Kadikoy, Central i ) Wholesale and Retail
5 P Kadikdy, Zeytinburnu Trade, Transport & Faculty and Collage
Tekirdag c S
ommunication,
Pensioner
6 Biiylikgekmece, Catalca | Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca gt(t]r?set?ltji‘ti?);hers Junior High School
7 Bayrampasa Bayrampasa, Beykoz Students, Others Primary School
8 Sariyer Sariyer
9 Kagithane Kagithane Manufacturing Faculty and Collage
Adalar, Beykoz,
Be?.'()glu’ Emir}ér_lﬁ, Adale{r, Baklr.k(iy,..Begiktas, Housewives, Vocational Junior High
10 Eylip, Fatih, Sisli, Beyoglu, Eminénil, Eyip, Unemployed, Undefined School
Zeytinburnu, Sile, Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar, Gebze '
Central Edirne
11 Silivri Silivri Junior High School
Adalar, Bakirkdy, Besiktas,
12 Silivri Beyoglu, Eminonii, Eyiip, Primary School
Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar, Gebze Wholesale and Retail
Trade, Transport & Primary School Drop-
. . Communication, out
13 Pendik Pendik Pensioners Vocational Junior High
School
14 ]?esikta‘@ Uskiidar, Unmraniye
Umraniye
Bakirkdy, — : Illeterate
15 Kiigiikcekmece Kiigiikgekmece Manufacturing
Bakirkoy Adalar, Bakirkdy, Besiktas, )
16 Kﬁg:l'ik(;ef(mece Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Community, Social and Illeterate, High School
Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar, Gebze Personal Services
17 Yalova Yalova Junior High School

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Besiktas, Uskiidar and
Umraniye, substantially moved to the urban settlements of Umraniye. They
significantly worked in wholesale and retail trade, transport and communication, or

were pensioners, and illiterate.

From the rural settlements of Bakirkdy and Kiiclikgekmece, the individuals

substantially moved to the urban settlements of 2 groups of destinations. The
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individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Kiiciikgekmece significantly
worked in manufacturing and were illiterate. The individuals who moved to the
urban settlements of Adalar, Bakirkoy, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih,
Sisli, Uskiidar and Kocaeli Gebze significantly worked in community, social and

personal services, and graduated high school or were illiterate.

From the rural settlements of Pendik, the individuals substantially moved to the
urban settlements of the same district. They significantly worked in community,

social and personal services, and graduated junior high school (see Table 3.73).

3.8.3.2 The individuals that moved from rural to urban area between 1995-2000
From the rural settlements of Kartal, the individuals substantially moved to the urban
settlements of the same district. They significantly worked in infrastructure or were

pensioners, and had high educational levels (see Table 3.74 and Table 3.75).

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Kiigiikgekmece,
substantially moved to the urban settlements of the same district. They significantly

worked in manufacturing, and had low educational levels.

From the rural settlements of Sariyer, the individuals substantially moved to the rural
settlements of 2 groups of destinations. The individuals who moved to the urban
settlements of Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Esenler, Gilingdren,
Kadikdy, Kagithane, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sultanbeyli and Kocaeli Gebze
significantly found employment commencing at a future date, and had middle
educational levels. The individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Sariyer
significantly worked in white collar jobs or were pensioners, and had upper-middle

educational levels.

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Pendik, substantially
moved to the urban settlements of the same district. They significantly found
employment commencing at a future date, and had the lowest educational levels.

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Tuzla, substantially moved
to the urban settlements of Tuzla or Pendik. The individuals who moved to the urban
settlements of Tuzla significantly worked in the activities not adequately defined,
and had high educational levels. The individuals who moved to the urban settlements
of Pendik significantly were pensioners, rentiers or worked in agriculture and

wholesale and retail trade, and had middle educational levels.
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From the rural settlements of Umraniye, the individuals substantially moved to the
urban settlements of 2 groups of destinations. The individuals who moved to the
urban settlements of Umraniye significantly worked in construction or were students,

and had low educational levels.

Table 3.74: The economic activities of the individuals that moved from the rural
settlements to the urban settlements between 1995-2000

o o
5 £ = £ 3
2 3 S > = @
S %) [ =]
s z 3 T = = ] @
o© =l =] S < '3 s = S
c S I o ° o = < S
@ - D S 8
17 1S = =] &N x 5 88 5
5| £ E) 2 |8 el B¢ A< |3
°1 5] & |®%8 |8 | §| 58| ¢| . |28|2
2 | B E £ g 8 o S 5 |2 | @2
S 8 Wy 82|80 2 3 = c 58|35
5| 2| 2% |Z2EE|sZ2| 2| | 8|8 |Eg|z¢
s | s | 32 |£E£|85| 5| £ | 5| 5 |E5|2¢%
i = ] FOO|B| O = < g o |Tui| &
1{141 | 03 -2,2 -0,2 05 | -08 | 00 | -28 | 52 06 | -37 | 92
2| -0,7 | 117 0,7 1,3 13 [ 01| -09 | -05] 00 | -02 | -41 | 149
3,4 00 | -0,6 11,9 33 12 | 12 | 62 | 01 | -21 05 | -0,3 | 239
5/ -01 | 07 -0,4 0,4 6,1 00 | -05 | 05 | -01 01 | -07 | 18
6,7| 04 | -09 -1,8 -0,1 -03 | 70 00 | 23 | -39 | 24 0,3 75
8| -05 | 03 -0,1 0,3 -0,2 | 00 43 | 04 | -01 | -26 | -24 | 105
9-12| -0,7 | -04 0,2 0,3 -04 | -0,3 | 09 0,9 13 | -10 | 0,0 | 136
13| 04 | -15 -0,9 0,0 01 ]-09 ]| 24 | 112 | -04 | 03 0,0 | 104
14-16| 04 | -32 -0,5 -3,3 00 | 10 ] 03 | -01 | 35 42 | 563 | 83
Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 2000 Census, TSI
See Table 3.76 for the content of groups.

Table 3.75: The educational levels of the individuals that moved from the rural
settlements to the urban settlements between 1995-2000
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See Table 3.76 for the content of groups.
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Table 3.76: The economic activities and the educational levels of the individuals that
moved from the rural settlements to the urban settlements between 1995-

2000
District of Origin | District of Destination | Economic Activity | Education
Electricity, Gas and .
1 Kartal Kartal Water High School
; Faculty
Pensioners
varutacurng | T Sl
2 Kiigiikgekmece Kiiciikgekmece Activities not adequately out y P
defined
Illeterate
g:ﬁfrll?r’ %fc?;zvfz Junior High School
O, “ayrampasa, | Found employment- 2% Vocational Junior
Esenler, Giingoren, Kadikdy, o .
3 Sartyer - - waiting to work High School
Kagithane, Maltepe, Sisli, Transport & Vocational High
Zeytinburnu, Sultanbeyli, port & 9
* Communication, School
Gebze -
Housewives, Others Primary School
4 Pendik Pendik Construction, Students Primary School Drop-
out
Activities not High School
5 Tuzla Tuzla adequately defined Collage
Junior High School 1
6 Umraniye Umraniye Eﬂltmary School Drop-
Basoilar. Bahoeliovier Construction, Students llleterate
ageriar, Bahcelieviet, Community, Social and
Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, -
PR . Personal Services
7 Unraniye Esenler, Giingoren, Kadikdy, Fac_ulty )
Kagithane, Maltepe, Sisli, Junior High School 1
Zeytinburnu, Sultanbeyli,
Gebze*
Vocational High
School
8 Gaziosmannasa Gaziosmanpasa Wholesale and Retail Primary School
pas pag Trade Primary School Drop-
out
Illeterate
Junior High School
2% Vocational Junior
9 Beykoz Beykoz High School
Vocational High
School
Eyiip, Biiyiikgekmece, . Faculty
10 Catalca, Silivri, Sile Gaziosmanpasa Junior High School 1
Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Pensioners
Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Agriculture, Rentier
1 Eytip, Biiyiikgekmece, Esenler, Giingoren, Kadikéy, Wholesale and Retail High School
Catalca, Silivri, Sile Kagithane, Maltepe, Sisli, Trade Faculty
Zeytinburnu, Sultanbeyli,
Gebze*
Junior High School
2% Vocational Junior
12 Tuzla Pendik High School
Vocational High
School
.. - Avcilar, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, | Agriculture, Rentier .
13 lé{;?g;fusyiuﬁi?k;?ﬁg ce, Uskiidar, Biiyiikcekmece, Wholesale and Retail ggg"ll S:hOOI
g ; Catalca, Silivri, Sile Trade g
Faculty
High School
. . Junior High School 2
14 Besikia Besikia Fi ing. 1 & Vocational Junior
inancing, Insurance, High School
Real Estate
- . Collage
Community, Social and
- Collage
} Personal Services Junior High School 2
15 Besiktas Umraniye Pensioners & Vocational Junior
High School
Faculty
16 Sariyer Sartyer High School
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The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Gaziosmanpasa,
substantially moved to the urban settlements of the same district. They significantly

worked in wholesale and retail trade, and had low educational levels.

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Beykoz, substantially
moved to the urban settlements of the same district. They were significantly
pensioners, rentiers or worked in agriculture, wholesale and retail trade, and had

middle educational levels.

From the rural settlements of Eyiip, Bliyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri and Sile, the
individuals substantially moved to the urban settlements of 3 groups of destinations.
The individuals who moved to the urban settlements of Gaziosmanpasa, Bagcilar,
Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Esenler, Gilingoren, Kadikdy, Kagithane,
Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sultanbeyli and Kocaeli Gebze significantly were
pensioners, rentiers or worked in agriculture, wholesale and retail trade, and
graduated faculty, high school and junior high school. The individuals who moved to
the urban settlements of Avcilar, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Uskiidar, Biiyiikcekmece,
Catalca, Silivri and Sile significantly worked in agriculture or were rentiers, and

graduated high school and collage.

From the rural settlements of Besiktas, the individuals substantially moved to the
rural settlements of 2 groups of destinations. The individuals who moved to the
urban settlements of Besiktas significantly worked in white collar jobs or were
pensioners, and had high educational levels. The individuals who moved to the urban
settlements of Uskiidar significantly worked in white collar jobs or were pensioners,

and had upper-middle educational levels (see Table 3.76).
3.8.4 The individuals that moved from rural to rural area

3.8.4.1 The individuals that moved from rural to rural area between 1985-1990

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Central Tekirdag to the
rural settlements of Biiylikcekmece, significantly worked in mining and
manufacturing, and graduated primary school. The individuals, who moved from the
rural settlements of Central Tekirdag to the rural settlements of Adalar, Bakirkdy,

Bayrampasa, Beykoz, Eyiip, Kadikdy, Sartyer, Sisli, Catalca, Bayrampasa, Sile,
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Yalova and Edirne Siileoglu significantly worked in manufacturing, and graduated
primary school (see Table 3.77 and Table 3.78).

Table 3.77: The economic activities of the individuals that moved from the rural
settlements to the rural settlements between 1985-1990
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Source: Derived from the 5% Public Use Sample of the 1990 Census, TSI

See Table 3.79 for the content of groups.

Table 3.78: The educational levels of the individuals that moved from the rural
settlements to the rural settlements between 1985-1990
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See Table 3.79 for the content of groups.

From the rural settlements of Adalar, Kagithane and Central Edirne, the individuals

substantially moved to the rural settlements of Adalar, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa,
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Beykoz, Eyiip, Kadikdy, Sariyer, Sisli, Catalca, Bayrampasa, Sile, Yalova and
Edirne Siileoglu. They significantly worked in mining, transport & communication,

or were housewives, and graduated primary school.

From the rural settlements of Kiigiikcekmece and Catalca, the individuals
substantially moved to the rural settlements of Biiyiilkgekmece. They significantly

worked in manufacturing, and graduated vocational high school, or were illiterate.

Table 3.79: The economic activities and the educational levels of the individuals that
moved from the rural settlements to the rural settlements between 1985-

1990
District of Origin District of Destination | Economic Activity | Education
1 | Central Tekirdag Biiyiikgekmece M'arr‘lhr}gcturing
Adalar, Bakirkdy, Mining
- Bayrampasa, Beykoz, Eyiip, Transport &
2 égﬁlﬁ;’ Kagithane, Central Kadikdy, Sariyer, Sisli, Communication,
Catalca, Bayrampasa, Sile, Housewives Primary School
Yalova, Siileoglu Manufacturing
Adalar, Bakirkoy,
Bayrampasa, Beykoz, Eyiip,
3 Central Tekirdag Kadikdy, Sariyer, Sisli, Manufacturing
Catalca, Bayrampasa, Sile,
Yalova, Siileoglu
Manufacturing
Wholesale and Retail
Trade, Financing, Vocational High
4 Kiigiikcekmece, Catalca Biiyiikgekmece Insurance, Real Estate School
Students Illeterate
Community, Social and
Personal Services
Transport &
Bakirkéy, Bayrampasa Gaziosmanpasa Commuplcatlon, Junior H!gh Schoql
5 Ze ytinbu;nu ’ Kﬁ@ﬁkcekmece, Housewives & Vocational Junior
Students High School
Unemployed
Besiktas, Beykoz, Eminonii,
E H F%aytih }é}aziosman asa - . ”I?terate
6 yup, ! - pasa, Umraniye . . Primary School
Kadikdoy, Biiyiikgekmece, Community, Social and Drop-
Silivri, Yalova Personal Services rop-out
Adalar, Bakirkdoy, Pensioners
Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Bayrar}lpasa, Beyqu, Eyip, Others Faculty and Collage
! Zeytinburnu Kadikdy, Sartyer, Sisi, High School
Catalca, Bayrampasa, Sile,
Yalova, Siileoglu
. Illeterate
8 | Beyoglu, Sisli, Uskiidar, Sile | Umraniye ég;'sct‘rm:gn Primary School
Drop-out
9 Pendik, Sartyer, Umraniye Kartal High School
Agriculture, Vocational High
10 | Central Tekirdag Gelibolu Construction School
Illeterate
High School
) Others Junior H_igh SchO(_)I
11 | Kartal Pendik, Gebze Pensi & Vocational Junior
ensioners .
High School
Primary School

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa and

Zeytinburnu to the rural settlements of Gaziosmanpasa and Kiiciikcekmece,
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significantly worked in transport & communication, or were housewives, students or
unemployed, and had lower-middle educational levels. The individuals, who moved
from the rural settlements of Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa and Zeytinburnu to the rural
settlements of Adalar, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Beykoz, Eyiip, Kadikdy, Sariyer, Sisli,
Catalca, Bayrampasa, Sile, Yalova and Edirne Siileoglu significantly worked in
community, social and personal services, or were pensioners, and had high

educational levels.

From the rural settlements of Besiktas, Beykoz, Emindnii, Eyilp, Fatih,
Gazismanpasa, Kadikdy, Biiylikcekmece, Silivri and Yalova, the individuals
substantially moved to the rural settlements of Umraniye. They significantly worked
in community, social and personal services, or were pensioners, and had the lowest

educational levels.

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Beyoglu, Sisli, Uskiidar
and Sile to the rural settlements of Umraniye, significantly worked in agriculture and

construction, and had the lowest educational levels.

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Pendik, Sariyer and
Umraniye to the rural settlements of Kartal, significantly worked in agriculture and

construction, and graduated high school.

From the rural settlements of Kartal, the individuals substantially moved to the rural
settlements of Pendik and Kocaeli Gebze. They significantly worked in the

economical activities which are cited as “others” and had a middle educational level

(see Table 3.79).

3.8.4.2 The individuals that moved from rural to rural area between 1995-2000
The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Umraniye to the rural
settlements of Kartal, significantly worked in construction, agriculture or were
pensioners and students, and dropped out of primary school (see Table 3.80 and
Table 3.81).

From the rural settlements of Kartal, Tuzla and Sile, the individuals substantially
moved to the rural settlements of Kocaeli Gebze. They significantly worked in
construction, agriculture or were pensioners and students, and dropped out of
primary school. The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Kartal,

Tuzla and Sile to the rural settlements of Beykoz, Eyiip, Umraniye, Sile and
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Tekirdag Sarkdy, were significantly housewives or worked in manufacturing and

community, social and personal services, and graduated high school.

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Gaziosmanpasa and Silivri
to the rural settlements of Kocaeli Gebze, significantly worked in financing,
insurance & real estate, construction or were pensioners, and had low educational

levels.

Table 3.80: The economic activities of the individuals that moved from the rural
settlements to the rural settlements between 1995-2000
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See Table 3.82 for the content of groups.

Table 3.81: The educational levels of the individuals that moved from the rural
settlements to the rural settlements between 1995-2000
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The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Beykoz, Sariyer,
Biiyiikcekmece and Catalca to the rural settlements of Beykoz, Eyiip, Umraniye, Sile
and Tekirdag Sarkoy significantly worked in transport & communication, wholesale

and retail trade and financing, insurance & real estate, and graduated primary school.

Table 3.82: The economic activities and the educational levels of the individuals that
moved from the rural settlements to the rural settlements between 1995-

2000

District of Origin District of Destination Economic Activity Education
1 Umraniye Kartal Construction, Pensioners | Primary School Drop-
2 Kartal, Tuzla, Sile Gebze* Students out
Agriculture
3 Gaziosmanpasa, Silivri Gebze Financing, Insurance, Junior High School 2 &
Real Estate Vocational Junior High
Construction, Pensioners | School
Illeterate
4 Beykoz, Saryer, Beykoz, Eyiip, Umraniye, Transport & Primary School
Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca | Sile, Sarkoy™** Communication
5 Kiigiikgekmece Biiyiikgekmece Wholesale and Retail Vocational High School
Trade Primary School Drop-
Financing, Insurance, out
Real Estate Junior High School 2 &
Vocational Junior High
School
6 Gaziosmanpasa, Silivri Catalca, Silivri Agriculture llleterate
Wholesale and Retail Vocational High School
Trade
7 Pendik Tuzla Manufacturing, Primary School
8 Beykoz, Saryer, Catalca, Silivri Community, Social and Faculty
Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca Personal Services Illeterate
Housewives, Undefined High School
9 Kartal, Tuzla, Sile Beykoz, Eyiip, Umraniye, Housewives, Undefined | High School
Sile, Sarkoy** Manufacturing,
10 | Eyiip Gaziosmanpasa Community, Social and Primary School
Personal Services

From the rural settlements of Kiigiikcekmece, the individuals substantially moved to
the rural settlements of Biiylikcekmece. They significantly worked in transport &
communication, wholesale and retail trade and financing, insurance & real estate,

and had lower-middle educational levels.

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Pendik to the rural
settlements of Tuzla, significantly worked in manufacturing, community, social and

personal services or were housewives, and graduated primary school.

The individuals, who moved from the rural settlements of Eyiip to the rural
settlements of Gaziosmanpasa, were significantly housewives or worked in
manufacturing and community, social and personal services, and graduated primary
school (see Table 3.82).
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3.9 Results of the Empirical Study

3.9.1 Evaluation of residential mobility in Marmara Region

In the 1985-1990 period, mobility from Bakirkdy, which generates 15, 5% of all
departures in Marmara Region, to Kiiciikgekmece which generates 11,1% of all
arrivals, is extremely over-represented. According to Ozbay (1997), the most popular
district for the movers was Kiigiikgekmece; about one fifth of the movers went there.
The data suggest that mass housing complexes constructed in these districts in the

1980’s were one of the causes of attraction (Tekeli, 1992).

Mobility from a group of origins including Bayrampasa, Eminénii, Eyiip, Fatih,
Gaziosmanpasa, Kiiclikcekmece, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri) and
TEKIRDAG (Centre), which generates 20% all departures in Marmara Region, to a
destination group which generates 11,1% of all arrivals and including Adalar,
Bakirkdy, Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eminonii, Eylip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa,
Kadikoy, Kagithane, Kartal, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu,
Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova), BURSA (Biiyiikorhan, Inegél),
CANAKKALE (Gelibolu), EDIRNE (Lalapasa, Siileoglu), KOCAELI (Gebze) and
SAKARYA (Sapanca) is significantly over-represented. Mobility from the same
origin group to Bayrampasa which generates 3,3% of all arrivals is also over-

represented.

Mobility from a group of origins including Adalar, Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu,
Kadikoy, Kagithane, Kartal, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sile,
Yalova), BALIKESIR (Marmara), BOLU (Centre, Dértdivan, Gerede, Goyniik),
BURSA (Kestel), ESKISEHIR (Giinyiizii), KOCAELI (Centre, Gebze, Golciik,
Kandira, Karamiirsel, Korfez), SAKARYA (Centre, Akyazi, Ferizli, Geyve, Hendek,
Karapiirgek, Karasu, Kaynarca, Kocaali, Pamukova, Sapanca, Sogiitlii) and
generating 40,4% of all departures to a group of destinations including Adalar,
Bakirkdy, Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa,
Kadikdy, Kagithane, Kartal, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu,
Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova), BURSA (Biiyiikorhan, Inegdl),
CANAKKALE (Gelibolu), EDIRNE (Lalapasa, Siileoglu), KOCAELI (Gebze) and
SAKARYA (Sapanca) is significantly over-represented. Thus, from the same group
of origins the mobility to a group including BILECIK (Gélpazar1), BOLU (Centre,
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Akcakoca, Dortdivan, Diizce, Gerede, GOyniik, Mengen, Seben, Yenicaga, Yigilca),
KOCAELI (Centre, Gélciik, Kandira, Karamiirsel, Korfez), SAKARYA (Centre,
Akyazi, Ferizli, Geyve, Hendek, Karapiir¢ek, Karasu, Kaynarca, Kocaali, Pamukova,

Sogiitli, Tarakl) is also over-represented (see Table 3.83).

Table 3.83: The over-represented mobility flows in Marmara Region in the 1985-

1990 period
Districts of Origins Departures% | Districts of Destinations Arrivals%
Bakirkdy 15,5% Kiigiikgekmece 11,1%
Adalar, Bakirkoy, Besiktas,
Beykoz, Beyoglu, Emindnii, Eytip,
Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Kadikdy,
Kagithane, Kartal, Pendik, Sariyer,
Bayrampaga, Eminénii, Eyiip, Sisli, Umraniye, Uskiidar,
Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Zeytinburnu, Bitylikgekmece, 56.9%
Kiigiikgekmece, Zeytinburnu, |, o, Catalea, Silivri, Sile, Yalova), ’
Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, o7 BURSA (Biiyiikorhan, Inegol),
Silivri) and TEKIRDAG CANAKKALE (Gelibolu),
(Centre) EDIRNE (Lalapasa, Siileoglu),
KOCAELI (Gebze) and
SAKARYA (Sapanca)
Bayrampasa 3,3%
Adalar, Bakirkoy, Besiktas,
Beykoz, Beyoglu, Emindnii, Eytip,
Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Kadikoy,
Kagithane, Kartal, Pendik, Sariyer,
Sisli, Umraniye, Uskiidar,
Adalar, Besiktas, Beykoz, Zeytinburnu, Bilyiikgekmece, 56.9%
Beyoglu, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova), >0
Kartal, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, BURSA (Biiyiikorhan, inegdl),
Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sile, CANAKKALE (Gelibolu),
Yalova), BALIKESIR EDIRNE (Lalapasa, Siileoglu),
(Marmara), BOLU (Centre, KOCAELI (Gebze) and
Dértdivan, Gerede, Goyniik), SAKARYA (Sapanca)
BURSA (Kestel), ESKISEHIR
(Giinyiizii), KOCAELI (Centre, | 40,4%
Gebze, Golciik, Kandira, BILECIK (Gélpazari), BOLU
Karamiirsel, Korfez), (Centre, Akgakoca, Dértdivan,
SAKARYA (Centre, Akyazi, Diizce, Gerede, Goyniik, Mengen,
Ferizli, Geyve, Hendek, Seben, Yenigaga, Yigilca),
Karapiirgek, Karasu, Kaynarca, KOCAELI (Centre, Golciik,
Kocaali, Pamukova, Sapanca, Kandira, Karamiirsel, Korfez), 6,4%
Sogiitli) SAKARYA (Centre, Akyazi,
Ferizli, Geyve, Hendek,
Karapiirgek, Karasu, Kaynarca,
Kocaali, Pamukova, S6giitlii,
Taraklr)
DEPARTURES TOTAL% 75,9% ARRIVALS TOTAL% 66,6%

In the 1995-2000 period, mobility from a group of origins including Adalar,
Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Kadikoy, Kagithane, Kartal, Maltepe, Pendik, Saryer,
Sisli, Tuzla, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Catalca, Sultanbeyli, Sile), BALIKESIR (Marmara)
and TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi) which generates 37,2% of all departures and
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from another group of origins including Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy,
Bayrampasa, Eminonili, Esenler, Eyiip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Giingoren,
Kiigiikgekmece, Zeytinburnu and Biiyiikgekmece which generates 28,1% of all
departures, to a group of destinations including all districts of Istanbul and BURSA
(Harmancik), KIRKLARELI (Pehlivankdy), KOCAELI (Gebze, Kandira),
TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi, Sarkdy) which generates 67,5% of all arrivals is

significantly over-represented (see Table 3.84).

Table 3.84: The over-represented mobility flows in Marmara Region in the 1995-

2000 period
Districts of Origins Departures% Districts of Destinations Arrivals%
Adalar, Besiktas, Beykoz, ISTANBUL (Adalar, Avcilar,
Beyoglu, Kadikoy, Kagithane, Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy,
Kartal, Maltepe, Pendik, Bayrampasa, Besiktas, Beykoz,
§ar1yer, Sisli, Tuzla, Umraniye, 37.2% Beyoglu, Eminonii, Esenler, Eyiip,
Uskiidar, Catalca, Sultanbeyli, ' Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Glingoren,
Sile), BALIKESIR (Marmara) Kadikdy, Kagithane, Kartal,
and TEKIRDAG (Marmara Kiigiikcekmece, Maltepe, Pendik,
Ereglisi) Sartyer, Sisli, Tuzla, Umraniye, 67,5%

Uskiidar, Zeytinburnu,
Biiylik¢ekmece, Catalca, Silivri,
Sultanbeyli, Sile), BURSA

28,1% (Harmancik), KIRKLARELI
(Pehlivankdy), KOCAELI (Gebze,
Kandira), TEKIRDAG (Marmara
Ereglisi, Sarkdy)

DEPARTURES TOTAL% 65,3% ARRIVALS TOTAL% 67,5%

Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bahgelievler,
Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa,
Emindnii, Esenler, Eyiip, Fatih,
Gaziosmanpaga, Glingoren,
Kiigiikcekmece, Zeytinburnu
and Biiylik¢ekmece

In the 1985-1990 period, 3 groups of origins, which sent movers to the groups of
destinations including all the districs of Istanbul, is generated from all the districts of
Istanbul and TEKIRDAG (Centre), BALIKESIR (Marmara), BOLU (Centre,
Dértdivan, Gerede, Goyniik), BURSA (Kestel), ESKISEHIR (Giinyiizii), KOCAELI
(Centre, Gebze, Golciik, Kandira, Karamiirsel, Korfez), SAKARYA (Centre, Akyazi,
Ferizli, Geyve, Hendek, Karapiirgek, Karasu, Kaynarca, Kocaali, Pamukova,
Sapanca, Sogiitlii). There are 155 districts in all Marmara Region from which the
individuals moved to the other districts, and 25 district of Istanbul and 26 districs
from other provinces have over-represented mobility to the destination groups which
include all the districts of Istanbul. These mobilites generate 75,9% of all departures

in the mobility between the districts of all Marmara Region.

4 groups of destinations, which received movers from the groups of origins including
all the districs of Istanbul, is generated from all the districts of Istanbul and BURSA
(Biiyiikorhan, Inegdl), CANAKKALE (Gelibolu), EDIRNE (Lalapasa, Siileoglu),
KOCAELI (Gebze) and SAKARYA (Sapanca), BILECIK (Gélpazar), BOLU
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(Centre, Akgakoca, Dortdivan, Diizce, Gerede, GOyniik, Mengen, Seben, Yenicaga,
Yigilca), KOCAELI (Centre, Golciik, Kandira, Karamiirsel, Korfez), SAKARYA
(Centre, Akyazi, Ferizli, Geyve, Hendek, Karapiir¢ek, Karasu, Kaynarca, Kocaali,
Pamukova, Sogitlii, Tarakli). There are 155 districts in all Marmara Region as
destination units, and 25 district of Istanbul and 35 districs from other provinces have
over-represented mobility from the origin groups which include all the districts of
Istanbul. These mobilites generate 66,6% of all arrivals in the mobility between the

districts of all Marmara Region.

In the 1995-2000 period, the most remarkable thing is that all the districts of
Istanbul are placed in one group as destination units. Only a few districts from other

groups are placed with the districts of Istanbul.

Similarly, as origin units all the districts of Istanbul are placed in 2 groups and again
a few districts take place with them. As their destination profiles, these 2 groups are
similar. Additionally, the only difference between these 2 groups is their signed chi
square values which means that there is a difference of degree with respect to their

mobility to the destination group.

When 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods are compared with respect to their
mobility flows, it is clear that in both periods the mobility from/to the districts of
Istanbul have significant portion (see Table 3.85). In both periods, there are few
numbers of districts in Marmara Region which have over-represented mobility
between the districts of Istanbul. Nevertheless, in the 1995-2000 period, the districts
which have interaction with the districts of Istanbul as both origins and destinations

are less than the previous period.

Table 3.85: Mobility from / to the districts of Istanbul in all Marmara Region in the
1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods

1985-1990 1995-2000
Number of % in Number of % in
Individuals Marmara Individuals Marmara
Region Region
TOTAL 64.943 100 81.848 100
MOBILITY in
Marmara Region
from the districts of | 43.310 66,7% 53.681 65,6%
ISTANBUL
to the districts of 44,509 68,6% 53.500 65,4%
ISTANBUL
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3.9.2 Evaluation of intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul Interaction Field

In the 1985-1990 period, when the analysis is focused on the Istanbul interaction
area, 5 groups of origins emerge, which sent movers to the groups of destinations
including all the districs of Istanbul. The other groups of origins don’t have over-
represented mobility flows to the disticts of Istanbul. Only Central Tekirdag and
Central Edirne are placed in the groups of origins which sent movers to all the

districts of Istanbul.

7 groups of destinations, which received movers from the groups of origins including
all the districs of Istanbul, are generated from all the districts of Istanbul and also
CANAKKALE (Gelibolu), KOCAELI (Gebze) and EDIRNE (Siileoglu).

Table 3.86: The over-represented mobility flows in Istanbul Interaction Field in the
1985-1990 period

Districts of Origins 3epartu 'S | Districts of Destinations @rrlvals
0 (o]
ISTANBUL (Kartal, Umraniye,
Uskiidar, Sile) 23.2%
ISTANBUL (Adalar, Besiktas, ISTANBUL (Adalar, Besiktas, 7 9%
Beykoz, Beyoglu, Kadikdy, Beyoglu, Kagithane, Sariyer) '
Kagithane, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, 40,4% ISTANBUL (Beykoz, Eminonii,
Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sile, Yalova), Eyiip, Fatih, Kadikéy, Pendik,
TEKIRDAG (Centre) Sisli, Catalca, Yalova), 21,8%
CANAKKALE (Gelibolu),
KOCAELI (Gebze)
ISTANBUL (Beykoz, Emindnii,
Eyiip, Fatih, Kadikoy, Pendik,
ISTANBUL (Kartal) 3,7% Sisli, Catalca, Yalova), 21,8%
CANAKKALE (Gelibolu),
KOCAELI (Gebze)
ISTANBUL (Bayrampasa, gz{z (I)\ZI;EL (Balarkdy), EDIRNE 12,4%
léml.“o““’ Eyip, Fatih, ISTANBUL (Bayrampasa) 4.4%
aziosmanpasa, Kiiciikkgekmece, 25,5% -
. - ISTANBUL (Gaziosmanpasa,
Zeytinburnu, Biylikgekmece, Zeytinburnu, Bilyikekmece 11,7%
Silivri), EDIRNE (Centre) sty yuxe g '
ISTANBUL (Gaziosmanpasa,
ISTANBUL (Catalca) 0,6% Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece, 11,7%
Silivri)
ISTANBUL (Gaziosmanpasa,
ISTANBUL (Bakirkdy) 20,0% éﬁf\t"r?)bumu’ Biiytikgekmece, 11,7%
ISTANBUL (Kiigiikgekmece) 15,3%
DEPARTURES TOTAL% 90,2% ARRIVALS TOTAL% 96,7%

As origin units, Kartal, Catalca and Bakirkdy districts from Istanbul have unique
destination profiles. As destination units, Bayrampasa and Kiigiikgekmece have
unique origin profiles. From Bakirkdy to Kiiciikgekmece there is an extremely

significant mobility and these districts have high portions as origin and destination
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units respectively. According to Ozbay (1997), the most popular district for the
movers was Kiigiikcekmece; about one fifth of the movers went there. The data
suggest that mass housing complexes constructed in these districts in the 1980°s were

one of the causes of attraction (Tekeli, 1992).

In the 1985-1990 period, the mobility between the districts in Istanbul Interaction
Field is quite distinctive. There are distinctive mobility flows from particular districts

to particular ones (see Table 3.86).

According to Ozbay (1997), the number of in-movers and out-movers in each
district, the net mover rates can be estimated. Net-mover rates gives an idea about the
net effect of such movements on the population of each district. For example, the
population sizes of Kadikdy and Yalova were not affected by the traffic of movers.
Because they lost and received almost equal numbers of movers. Therefore, their net-
mover rates was zero. Of course, the composition of their population changed
depending on the selectivity of those who came and left. But, many others either lost

or gained considerably through the traffic of the movers.

The analyses of this study does not show these net-mover rates. They show the over-
represented and under-represented mobility flows, so that the composition of the
population of the districts can be perceptible. For example, even if the net-mover rate
of Kadikoy was zero, it can be seen from the table that the most significant mobility
flows to this district was from Adalar, Besiktas, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Kadikdy,
Kagithane, Pendik, Sariyer, Sisli, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sile, Yalova, Kartal and
Central Tekirdag. Thus, “the analyses of movers’ profiles” show the educational

levels and economic activities of the sent and received movers.

As it can be seen from the Table 3.78, the central districts of Eminonii, Eylip and
Fatih sent their movers to the peripheral districts. However, the other central districts
like Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kadikdy, Sisli and Uskiidar sent their movers both to the
central and the peripheral districts.

In the 1995-2000 period, BALIKESIR (Marmara) and TEKIRDAG (Marmara
Ereglisi) districts are placed with the districts of Istanbul as origin units which sent
movers to all the districts of Istanbul. TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi), TEKIRDAG
(Sarkdy, and KOCAELI (Gebze) districts are placed with the districts of Istanbul as
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destination units which received movers from all the districts of Istanbul (see Table
3.87).

Table 3.87: The over-represented mobility flows in Istanbul Interaction Field in the

1995-2000 period

Districts of Origins Departures% | Districts of Destinations Arrivals%
ISTANBUL (Biiyiik¢ekmece,
. 9,6%
Catalca, Silivri)
ISTANBUL (Bahgelievler,
ISTANBUL (Aveilar, (Bﬁk‘dfoy’ Eminond, Fatih, 20,7%

. . iingdren, Kiiciikgekmece,

Bahgelievler, Bakirkoy, 14,6% -

Kii¢iikcekmece) Zeytinburnu)

guxe ISTANBUL (Aveilar), 5%

TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi) | ™
ISTANBUL (Bagctlar), 47%
TEKIRDAG (Sarkoy) ’
ISTANBUL (Bahgelievler,
Ba.l.klr%?oy, Err'l.lnnonu, Fatih, 20,7%
Giingoren, Kiiglikgekmece,

ISTANBUL (Bagcilar, 6.2% Zeytinburnu)

Zeytinburnu) ' ISTANBUL (Avcilar), 3,20
TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi) | ~“""
ISTANBUL (Esenler, 9.0%
Gaziosmanpasa)
ISTANBUL (Bahgelievler,
Sty Emtn |

ISTANBUL (Eminénii, Esenler, goren, Bucuky ’

) . Zeytinburnu)
Fatih, Giingoren, 35,0%
. ISTANBUL (Esenler,

Biiyiikcekmece) . 9,0%
Gaziosmanpasa
ISTANBUL (Bagcilar), 47%
TEKIRDAG (Sarkdy) ’

. ISTANBUL (Esenler,
0, 0,
ISTANBUL (Bayrampasa, Eyiip) | 4,6% Gaziosmanpasa) 9,0%
ISTANBUL (Gaziosmanpasa) 3,1% ;S}]E‘;)NBUL (Bayrampasa, 3,9%
. g ISTANBUL (Besiktas, Beyoglu,

ISI:ANBUL (Bes1kta§, Beyoglu, 12,6% Kadikoy, Kagithane, Saryer, 18,3%

Kagithane, Sariyer, Sisli) Sisli)

Icsafﬁnguthgg;‘i’z’Sg;k“d”’ ISTANBUL (Adalar, Beykoz,

) " s ) 0, & . & . 0
BALIKESIR (Marmara), 6,6% lg/[zﬁt?i)e, lljimg?lnl)ye, Uskiidar, 20,0%
TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi) uHanbeyl, srie

ISTANBUL (Adalar, Beykoz,
ISTANBUL (Kadikdy, Kartal, Maltepe, Umraniye, Uskiidar, | 20,0%
Tuzla, Umraniye) 12,3% Sultanbeyli, Sile)
uzia, y ISTANBUL (Kartal, Pendik, 10.2%
Tuzla), KOCAELI (Gebze) '
ISTANBUL (Adalar, Maltepe, 5.0% ISTANBUL (Kartal, Pendik, 10.2%
Pendik) ' Tuzla), KOCAELI (Gebze) '
DEPARTURES TOTAL% 100% ARRIVALS TOTAL% 99,6%

As an origin unit, Gaziosmanpasa from Istanbul has a unique destination profile.

From this district, the individuals substantially moved to Bayrampasa and Eyiip.
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From Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane, Sisli and Sariyer, the individuals substantially

moved to the same districts and Kadikdy.

In both periods, the mobility from/to the districts of Istanbul have significant portion

in all mobility flows (see Table 3.88).

Table 3.88: Mobility from / to the districts of Istanbul in all Istanbul Interaction
Field in the 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods

1985-1990 1995-2000
Number of % in Number of % in
Individuals Istanbul Individuals Istanbul
Interaction Interaction
Field Field
TOTAL 45.284 100 47.228 100
MOBILITY in
Istanbul Interaction
Field
from the districts of | 40.344 89,1% 47.215 99,97%
ISTANBUL
to the districts of 40.747 90,0% 46.123 97,7%
ISTANBUL

In the 1995-2000 period, unlike the previous period, there is a more composite

structure with respect to the mobilites between the districts.

Therefore, in the 1995-2000 period, the mobility between the districts is separated
into 2 parts. The first part contains the groups of origins including Avcilar,
Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Kiiclikcekmece, Bagcilar, Zeytinburnu, Eminénii, Esenler,
Fatih, Giingoren, Biiyilkgekmece, Bayrampasa and Eyilip and the group of
destinations including Biiylikcekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy,
Eminont, Fatih, Glingéren, Kiigiikcekmece, Zeytinburnu, Avcilar, Esenler, Bagcilar,
TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi and Sarkdy). These districts have more composite

mobility flows between each other.

The second part contains the groups of origins including Gaziosmanpasa, Besiktas,
Beyoglu, Kagithane, Sariyer, Sisli, Beykoz, Uskiidar, Catalca, Sultanbeyli, Sile,
Kadikéy, Kartal, Tuzla, Umraniye, Adalar, Maltepe, Pendik, BALIKESIR
(Marmara) and TEKIRDAG (Marmara Ereglisi) and the groups of destinations
including Bayrampasa, Eyiip, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kadikoy, Kagithane, Sariyer, Sisli,
Adalar, Beykoz, Maltepe, Umraniye, Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli, Sile, Kartal, Pendik,
Tuzla and KOCAELI (Gebze). Although these districts also have a composite
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mobility flow between each other, they have more distinctive mobility characteristics

when they are compared to the other districts.

3.9.3 Evaluation of intra-metropolitan mobility from urban to urban area in

Istanbul Interaction Field

Mobility from an urban area to another urban area in both 1985-1990 and the 1995-
2000 periods, has a significant percentage in all mobility flows. In the 1985-1990
period mobility from an urban settlement from another urban settlement generates
86,8% of all mobility in Istanbul. In the 1995-2000 period, mobility from an urban
settlement to another urban settlement generates 77,6% of all mobility in Istanbul.
Although the urban-urban mobility still comprised a high percentage, it decreased

when is compared to the previous period.

In both 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods, mobility shows distinctive
characteristics. The origin and destination groups of districts generally send and
receive from/to one group or few numbers of groups. However, the groups which are
cited as “other districts of origins” and “other districts of destinations” have
transition profiles which means they sent and received from/to all groups. In the
1985-1990 period, “other districts of origins” include Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu,
Pendik, Umraniye, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Yalova, Central Edirne and
Central Tekirdag, and “other districts of destinations” include Beykoz, Eminénii,
Eyiip, Fatih, Gaziosmanpasa, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Biiyiikk¢ekmece, Catalca, Silivri,
Sile, Yalova, Canakkale Gelibolu and Edirne Siileoglu. In the 1995-2000 period,
“other districts of origins” include Beykoz, Eminonii, Fatih, Kii¢iikcekmece, Tuzla,
Umraniye, Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca, Silivri, Sultanbeyli, Sile, Balikesir Marmara and
Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi, and “other districts of destinations” include Adalar,
Avcilar, Bakirkdy, Beykoz, Eminonii, Esenler, Fatih, Zeytinburnu, Biiylikgekmece,
Catalca, Silivri, Sile, Pehlivankdy, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Kirklareli
Pehlivankoy, Tekirdag Marmara Ereglisi and Tekirdag Sarkoy.

The districts which have distinctive origin and destination profiles are different from
each other in 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods.

In the 1985-1990 period, Beykoz, Kagithane, Sariyer and Uskiidar generates a group
from which the individuals substantially moved to Umraniye. In the 1995-2000

period, Beykoz takes place in a group that sent movers to many districts. Kagithane
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takes place in a group with Besiktas and Beyoglu and sent movers to Sisli. Sartyer
generates a group with Sisli and sent movers to Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane and
Sariyer. Uskiidar, as a unique profile, sent movers to Kadikdy and Umraniye (see

Table 3.89 and Table 3.90).

Table 3.89: The most distinctive mobility flows from the urban settlements to the
urban settlements in the 1985-1990 period

Districts of Origins Districts of Destination

Beykoz, Kagithane, Sariyer, Umraniye

Uskiidar

Kadikoy Umraniye, Kartal, Uskiidar

Bayrampasa, Eminonii, Fatih, Bakirkdy

Kiigiikgemece, Zeytinburnu

Kartal Kadikoy, Pendik, Kocaeli Gebze

Sisli Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu,
Kagithane, Sariyer

Gaziosmanpasa Bayrampasa

Eyiip Bayrampasa

Bakirkoy Kiigtikgekmece

Table 3.90: The most distinctive mobility flows from the urban settlements to the
urban settlements in the 1995-2000 period

Districts of Origins Districts of Destination

Bahgelievler, Esenler, Glingoren Bagcilar

Bayrampasa, Eyiip Gaziosmanpasa

Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bakirkdy, Bahgelievler, Giingoren,

Zeytinburnu Kiigtikgekmece

Gaziosmanpaga Bayrampasa, Eylip

Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane Sisli

Sartyer, Sisli Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane,
Sariyer

Kadikdy Maltepe, Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli

Uskiidar Kadikdy, Umraniye

Kartal Pendik

Adalar, Maltepe, Pendik Kartal, Tuzla

In the 1985-1990 period, Kadikdy substantially sent movers to Umraniye, Kartal and
Uskiidar. In the 1995-2000 period, it sent movers to Maltepe, Uskiidar and
Sultanbeyli.

In the 1985-1990 period, Bayrampasa, Eminénii, Fatih, Kii¢iikgemece and
Zeytinburnu generates a group which sent movers to Bakirkdy. In the 1995-2000
period, Bayrampasa generates a groupg with Eyiip and substantially sent movers to

Gaziosmanpasa. Eminonii, Fatih and Kiigiikcekmece districts take place in a group
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including many districts which sent movers to several districts. Zeytinburnu
generates a group with Avcilar, Bagcilar and Bakirkdy and sent movers to
Bahgelievler, Giingéren and Kiigiikcekmece. Avcilar and Bagcilar emerges as new

distinctive origin units.

In the 1985-1990 period, Kartal significantly sent movers to Kadikdy, Pendik and
Kocaeli Gebze. In the 1995-2000 period, again as having a unique destination

profile, it sent movers significantly to Pendik.

In the 1985-1990 period, Sisli sent movers to Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane
and Sartyer. In the 1995-2000 period, it generates a group with Sartyer and
significantly sent movers to Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane and Sariyer.

In the 1985-1990 period, Gaziosmanpasa substantially sent movers to Bayrampasa.

In the 1995-2000 period, it significantly sent movers to Bayrampasa and Eytip.

In the 1985-1990 period, Eyiip substantially sent movers to Bayrampasa. In the
1995-2000 period, it generates a group with many districts which sent movers to

several districts.

In the 1985-1990 period, Bakirkdy significantly sent movers to Kiiciikkgekmece. In
the 1995-2000 period, it generates a group with Avcilar, Bagcilar and Zeytinburnu

and substantially sent movers to Bahgelievler, Giing6ren and Kiigiikgekmece.

In the 1985-1990 period, Umraniye substantially received movers from Beykoz,
Kagithane, Sariyer, Uskiidar and Kadikdy. In the 1995-2000 period, it generates a

group with Kadikdy and substantially received movers from only Uskiidar.

In the 1985-1990 period, Kartal and Uskiidar received movers significantly from
Kadikoy. In the 1995-2000 period, Kartal generates a group with Tuzla and
significantly received movers from Adalar, Maltepe and Pendik. Uskiidar generates a
group with Maltepe and Sultanbeyli and continued to receive movers significantly

from Kadikdy.

In the 1985-1990 period, Bakirkdy substantially received movers from Bayrampasa,
Emindnii, Fatih, Kiigiikgemece and Zeytinburnu. In the 1995-2000 period it takes

place in a group that received movers from many districts.

In the 1985-1990 period, Kadikoy, Pendik and Kocaeli Gebze substantially received
movers from Kartal. In the 1995-2000 period, Kadikdy generates a group with
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Umraniye and substantially received movers from Uskiidar. Pendik has a unique
origin profile and continiued to receive movers from Kartal. Kocaeli takes place in a

group that received movers from several disricts.

In the 1985-1990 period, Adalar, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Kagithane and Sariyer generate
a group and substantially received movers from Sisli. In the 1995-2000 period the
same districts generate a group except Adalar and substantially received movers from

Sariyer and Sisli.

In the 1985-1990 period, Bayrampasa significantly received movers from
Gaziosmanpasa and Eyiip. In the 1995-2000 period it generates a group with Eyiip

and significantly received movers from Gaziosmanpasa.

In the 1985-1990 period, Kiigiikcekmece substantially received movers from only
Bakirkoy. In the 1995-2000 period, it generates a group with Bahgelievler and
Gilingoéren and substantially received movers from Avcilar, Bagcilar, Bakirkdy and
Zeytinburnu. Bahgelievler and Giingdren emerges as new distinctive destination

units.

In the 1995-2000 period, differently from the previous one, Bagcilar emerges as a
new distinctive destination unit and received movers from Bahgelievler, Esenler and

Gilingéren which are new origin units as well (see Table 3.89 and Table 3.90).

3.9.4 Evaluation of intra-metropolitan mobility from urban to rural area in

Istanbul Interaction Field

Mobility from an urban area to a rural area in both 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000
periods, has the second important share in all mobility flows. In the 1985-1990
period mobility from an urban settlement to a rural settlement generates 9,3% of all
mobility in Istanbul. In the 1995-2000 period, mobility from an urban settlement to a
rural settlement generates 16,6% of all mobility in Istanbul that in this period there is

a considerably increase in mobilty from rural to urban.

In both the 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods, mobility shows distinctive
characteristics. The origin and destination groups of districts generally send and
receive from/to one group or few numbers of groups. However, in the 1995-2000
period the groups which are cited as “other districts of origins” and “other districts of

destinations” have transition profiles which means they sent and received from/to
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almost all groups. In the 1995-2000 period, “other districts of origins” include
Adalar, Beyoglu, Emindnii, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Silivri, Sile and Tekirdag
Marmara Ereglisi, and “other districts of destinations” include Eyiip, Kartal,
Kiiclikgekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Tekirdag
Marmara Ereglisi and Tekirdag Sarkoy (see Table 3.91 and Table 3.92).

Table 3.91: The most distinctive mobility flows from the urban settlements to the
rural settlements in the 1985-1990 period

Districts of Origins Districts of Destination
Kagithane Kagithane

Kadikdy Kadikdy, Yalova
Yalova Yalova

Adalar, Kartal, Pendik Kocaeli Gebze

Uskiidar Kartal, Sile

Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Sile, Kartal, Sile

Central Edirne, Central Tekirdag

Beykoz, Beyoglu, Saryer, Umraniye

Umraniye

Eminonii Eminonii

Eytip, Fatih, Biiyiilkcekmece, Gaziosmanpasa

Catalca

Gaziosmanpasa Gaziosmanpasa
Bakirkoy, Kiigiikgekmece, Adalar, Bakirkoy, Kiigiik¢ekmece,
Zeytinburnu Biiyiikgekmece
Bayrampasa Bayrampasa

Table 3.92: The most distinctive mobility flows from the urban settlements to the
rural settlements in the 1995-2000 period

Districts of Origins Districts of Destination
Umraniye Umraniye

Baykoz Beykoz

Pendik, Tuzla Tuzla

Kadikoy, Kagithane, Kartal, OTHER DISTRICTS of
Uskiidar, Sultanbeyli DESTINATIONS, Umraniye
Besiktas, Sartyer Sariyer

Esenler, Gaziosmanpaga Gaziosmanpaga

Bagcilar, Bayrampasa, Eyiip Gaziosmanpasa

Catalca Catalca

Bahgelievler, Bakirkoy, Fatih, Biiyiikcekmece

Gilingoren, Kiiciikcekmece

Avcilar, Biiyiikcekmece Biiyiikcekmece

Eyiip, Kartal, Kiigiikgekmece, Pendik, Silivri, Sile, Kocaeli Gebze, Kocaeli Kandira, Tekirdag
Marmara Ereglisi and Tekirdag Sarkoy.
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The districts, which have distinctive origin and destination profiles, are different
from each other in the 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods.

In both periods, the individuals generally moved to a rural settlement of a district in

which they used to live in the urban settlement thereof.

In the 1985-1990 period, from the urban settlement of Kagithane, the individuals
substantially moved to the rural settlements of the same district. In the 1995-2000
period, Kagithane takes place in a group with Kadikdy, Kartal, Uskiidar and

Sultanbeyli and sent movers to a group including several districts and to Umraniye.

In the 1985-1990 period, Kadikdy, as a unique origin unit, sent movers to the rural
settlements of Kadikéy and Yalova. In the 1995-2000 period it generates a group
with Kagithane, Kartal, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli.

In the 1985-1990 period, from the urban settlement of Yalova, the individuals
substantially moved to the rural settlements of the same district. In the 1995-2000
period, Yalova had already been a province and the interaction of its districts were

not significant enough to be analyzed.

In the 1985-1990 period, Adalar, Kartal and Pendik generates a group sending their
movers to Kocaeli Gebze. In the 1995-2000 period Adalar takes place in a group
sending its movers to several groups. Kartal generates a group with Kadikoy,
Kagithane, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli. Pendik generates a group with Tuzla and sent

its movers to the rural settlements of Tuzla.

In the 1985-1990 period, Uskiidar sent its movers to the rural settlements of Kartal
and Sile. In the 1995-2000 period, it generates a group with Kadikdy, Kagithane,
Kartal, and Sultanbeyli and sent its movers to a group including several districts and

to Umraniye.

In the 1985-1990 period, Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Sile, Central Edirne and Central
Tekirdag generates a group and sent it movers to Kartal and Sile. In the 1995-2000
period, Besiktas generates a group with Sariyer and sent its movers substantially to
the rural settlements of Sartyer. Sisli, Silivri and Sile takes place in a group including
many districts and sent their movers to several districts. Central Edirne and Central
Tekirdag did not have a significant interaction so they have not been analyzed in this

period.
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In the 1985-1990 period, Beykoz, Beyoglu, Sartyer and Umraniye generates a group
and sent their movers substantially to the rural settlements of Umraniye. In the 1995-
2000 period, Beykoz, as a unique origin unit, sent its movers to the rural settlements
of itself. Sariyer generates a group with Besiktas and significantly sent its mover to
the rural settlements of Sariyer. Umraniye, as a unique origin unit, substantially sent

its movers to the rural settlements of Umraniye.

In the 1985-1990 period, Eyiip, Fatih, Biiyiikgekmece and Catalca generates a group
and significantly sent its movers to the rural settlements of Gaziosmanpasa. In the
1995-2000 period, Eyiip generates a group with Bagcilar and Bayrampasa and
significantly sent its movers to Gaziosmanpasa. In this period, Bagcilar emerges as a
new distinctive origin unit. Bliylikcekmece generates a group with Avcilar and sent
its movers significantly to the rural settlements of Biiyiikgekmece. Catalca, as a

unique origin unit, significantly sent its movers to the rural settlements of Catalca.

In the 1985-1990 period, Gaziosmanpasa which has a unique destination profile, sent
its movers to the rural settlements of the same district. In the 1995-2000 period, it

generates a group with Esenler and continued to send its movers to the same district.

In the 1985-1990 period, Bakirkoy, Kiigiikgcekmece and Zeytinburnu generates a
group and significantly sent their movers to the rural settlement of Adalar, Bakirkoy,
Kiigiikgekmece and Biiyiikgekmece. In the 1995-2000 period, Bakirkdy and
Kiiciikcekmece generate a group with Bahgelievler, Fatih and Giingoren, and
substantially sent their movers to the rural settlements of Biiyiikgekmece.
Zeytinburnu takes place in a group including many district which sent movers to

several groups.

In the 1985-1990 period, from the urban settlements of Bayrampasa, the individuals
significantly moved to the rural areas of the same district. In the 1995-2000 period,
Bayrampasa generates a group with Bagcilar and Eyiip, and they sent their movers to

the rural settlements of Gaziosmanpasa.

In the 1985-1990 period, Kagithane as a distinctive destination unit, significantly
received its movers from the urban settlements of the same district. In the 1995-2000
period, the rural settlements of the district did not receive any movers from any urban

settlements.
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In the 1985-1990 period, Kadikdy as a distinctive destination unit, significantly
received its movers from the urban settlements of the same district. In the 1995-2000
period, the rural settlements of it did not receive any movers from any urban

settlements.

In the 1985-1990 period, the rural settlements of Yalova substantially received
movers from the urban settlements of Yalova and Kadikdy. In the 1995-2000 period,
it had already become another province and the interaction of its districts were not

that significant to be analyzed.

In the 1985-1990 period, Kocaeli Gebze significantly received movers from Adalar,
Kartal and Pendik. In the 1995-2000 period it takes place in a group which includes
several districts and received the movers especially from Kadikoy, Kagithane, Kartal,
Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli.

In the 1985-1990 period, Kartal and Sile significantly received movers from
Uskiidar, Besiktas, Sisli, Silivri, Sile, Central Edirne and Central Tekirdag. In the
1995-2000 period, they take place in a group including many districts that received
movers especially from Kadikdy, Kagithane, Kartal, Uskiidar and Sultanbeyli.

In the 1985-1990 period, Umraniye, as a unique destination unit, substantially
received movers from the urban settlements of the same district. In the 1995-2000
period, again as having a unique origin profile, it significantly received movers from
the urban settlements of Umraniye, Kadikdy, Kagithane, Kartal, Uskiidar and
Sultanbeyli.

In the 1985-1990 period, Gaziosmanpasa significantly received movers from the
urban settlements of Gaziosmanpasa, Eylip, Fatih, Biiyiikcekmece and Catalca. In the
1995-2000 period, again as a unique destination unit, it significantly received movers
from the urban settlements of Gaziosmanpasa, Esenler, Bagcilar, Bayrampasa and
Eylip.

In the 1985-1990 period, Adalar, Bakirkoy, Kiigiikcekmece and Biiyiik¢ekmece
generates a group of destinations and substantially received movers from the urban
settlements of Bakirkdy, Kiiglikgekmece and Zeytinburnu. In the 1995-2000 period,
the rural settlements of Adalar, Bakirkdy and Kiiclikgekmece did not receive any

movers from any urban settlements. Biiylikcekmece, which has a unique origin
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profile, significantly received its movers from the urban settlements of Bahgelievler,

Bakirkdy, Fatih, Giingoren, Kiiclikgekmece, Avcilar and Biiyiikgekmece.

In the 1985-1990 period, Bayrampasa substantially received its movers from the
urban settlements of the same district. In the 1995-2000 period, the rural settlements
of it did not receive any mover from any urban settlements (see Table 3.91 and Table
3.92).

3.9.5 Evaluation of intra-metropolitan mobility from rural to urban area in

Istanbul Interaction Field

Mobility from a rural area to an urban area in the 1985-1990 period comprises 1.9%
of all mobility in Istanbul. In the 1995-2000 period, it increases to 5.3%.

In both 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods, mobility shows distinctive
characteristics. The origin and destination groups of districts generally sent and
received from/to one group or few numbers of groups. However, in the 1985-1990
period there are origin and destination groups which don’t have distinctive profiles.
These districts of origins, which generate one group, include Adalar, Beykoz,
Beyoglu, Eminonii, Eylip, Fatih, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sile and Central Edirne. The
districts of destinations that do not have distinctive profiles in the 1985-1990 period
are Adalar, Bakirkoy, Besiktas, Beyoglu, Eminonii, Eyiip, Fatih, Sisli, Uskiidar and
Kocaeli Gebze. In the 1995-2000 period the districts of destinations are listed as
Bagcilar, Bahgelievler, Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Esenler, Gilingdren, Kadikdy,
Kagithane, Maltepe, Sisli, Zeytinburnu, Sultanbeli and Kocaeli Gebze. In this period,
all the districts of origins have distinctive destination profiles (see Table 3.93 and
Table 3.94).

In both periods, the individuals generally moved to an urban settlement of a district

in which they used to live in the rural settlement of.

In the 1985-1990 period, Biiyiikgekmece and Catalca significantly sent their movers
to the urban settlements of the same districts. In the 1995-2000 period, both of them
generate a group with Eylip, Silivri and Sile, and significantly sent their movers to
the urban settlements of Avcilar, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih, Uskiidar, Biiyiikcekmece,

Catalca, Silivri and Sile.
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In the 1985-1990 period, the individuals from the rural settlements of Silivri, Pendik,

Sariyer, Gaziosmanpaga, Kagithane, Yalova and Kartal significantly moved to the

urban settlements of the districts in which they used to live. In the 1995-2000 period,

from Pendik, Sariyer, Gaziosmanpasa and Kartal, the individuals continued to move

to the urban settlements of the same districts. Silivri generates a group with Eyiip,

Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca and Sile. From the rural settlements of Kagithane there is no

movement to any urban settlements. Yalova became a province and it did not have a

significant interactions with any of Istanbul’s districts.

Table 3.93: The most distinctive mobility flows from the rural settlements to the
urban settlements in the 1985-1990 period

Districts of Origins Districts of Destination
Biiyiikgekmece, Catalca Biiyiik¢ekmece, Catalca
Silivri Silivri

Bakirkoy, Kiigiikgekmece Kiigiikgekmece

Pendik Pendik

Bayrampasa Bayrampasa, Beykoz
Sartyer Sariyer

Gaziosmanpasa Gaziosmanpasa
Kadikoy, Central Tekirdag Kadikdy, Zeytinburnu
Kagithane Kagithane

Yalova Yalova

Besiktas, Umraniye, Uskiidar Umraniye

Kartal Kartal

Table 3.94: The most distinctive mobility flows from the rural settlements to the

urban settlements in the 1995-2000 period

Districts of Origins

Districts of Destination

Kiiclikgekmece Kiiclikgekmece
Beykoz Beykoz
Besiktas Besiktas

Eyiip, Biiyiikcekmece, Catalca,
Silivri, Sile

Avcilar, Beyoglu, Eyiip, Fatih,
Uskiidar, Biiylikgekmece, Catalca,
Silivri, Sile

Umraniye Umraniye
Sartyer Sariyer
Gaziosmanpasa Gaziosmanpasa
Kartal Kartal

Tuzla Tuzla

Pendik Pendik

In the 1985-1990 period, the individuals from Bakirkdy and Kiigiikgekmece

substantially moved to the urban settlements of Kiiciikgekmece. In the 1995-2000
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period, there is no movement from the rural settlements of Bakirkdy to any urban
settlements. Kiigiikgekmece, as a unique origin unit, continued to send its movers

significantly to the urban settlements of Kii¢likgekmece.

In the 1985-1990 period, Bayrampasa significantly sent its movers to the urban
settlements of Bayrampasa and Beykoz. In the 1995-2000 period, none of the
individuals moved from the rural settlements of Bayrampasa to any of the urban

settlements.

In the 1985-1990 period, the individuals from the rural settlements of Kadikéy and
Central Tekirdag substantially moved to the urban settlements of Kadikdy. In the

1995-2000 period, none of the individuals moved to any urban settlements.

In the 1985-1990 period, Besiktas, Umraniye and Uskiidar generates a group of
origins and sent their movers to the urban settlements of Umraniye. In the 1995-2000
period, Besiktas significantly sent its movers to the urban settlements of Besiktas.
Umraniye, as a unique origin unit, continued to send its movers to the urban
settlements of Umraniye. From the rural settlements of Uskiidar there is no

movement to any urban settlements.

In the 1995-2000 period, Tuzla and Beykoz emerge as new divstinctive origin units
from which the individuals significantly moved to the urban settlements of the

districts that they used to live.

In the 1995-2000 period, although the percentage of mobility from rural settlements
to urban settlements increased, the number of districts which sent movers to the
urban settlements from their rural settlements decreased (see Table 3.93 and Table
3.94).

3.9.6 Evaluation of intra-metropolitan mobility from rural to rural area in

Istanbul Interaction Field

Mobility from a rural area to another rural area in the 1985-1990 period comprises
2.0% of all mobility in Istanbul. In the 1995-2000 period, it decreases to 0.5%.

In both 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods, mobility shows distinctive
characteristics. The origin and destination groups of districts generally sent and
received from/to one group or few numbers of groups (see Table 3.95 and Table
3.96).
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Table 3.95: The most distinctive mobility flows from the rural settlements to the
rural settlements in the 1985-1990 period

Districts of Origins Districts of Destination
Pendik, Sariyer, Umraniye Kartal

Beyoglu, Sisli, Uskiidar, Sile Umraniye

Kartal Pendik, Kocaeli Gebze
Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa, Gaziosmanpasa, Kiiciikcekmece
Zeytinburnu

Kiiglikgekmece, Catalca Biiyiikcekmece

Table 3.96: The most distinctive mobility flows from the rural settlements to the
rural settlements in the 1995-2000 period

Districts of Origins Districts of Destination
Umraniye Kartal

Kartal, Tuzla, Sile Kocaeli, Gebze

Pendik Tuzla

Besiktas Sariyer

Eyiip Gaziosmanpaga
Kiigiikgekmece Biiyiikcekmece

In the 1985-1990 period, Pendik, Sariyer and Umraniye generates a group and sent
their movers to the rural settlements of Kartal. In the 1995-2000 period, Pendik, as a

unique origin unit, significantly sent its movers to the rural settlements of Tuzla.

In the 1985-1990 period, the individuals from the rural settlements of Beyoglu, Sisli,
Uskiidar and Sile substantially moved to the rural settlements of Umraniye. In the
1995-2000 period, only Sile generates a group with Kartal and Tuzla, and the
individuals from the rural settlements of these districts significantly moved to the

rural settlements of Kocaeli Gebze.

In the 1985-1990 period, Kartal significantly sent its movers to the rural settlements
of Pendik and Kocaeli Gebze. In the 1995-2000 period, it generates a group of

origins with Tuzla and Sile.

In the 1985-1990 period, from Bakirkdy, Bayrampasa and Zeytinburnu, the
individuals significantly moved to the rural settlements of Gaziosmanpasa and
Kiiciikgekmece. In the 1995-2000 period, none of the indviduals moved from the
rural settlements of these districts to the rural settlements of other districts.

In the 1985-1990 period, Kiigiikcekemece and Catalca generates a group of origins
and sent movers to the rural settlements of Biiyiikgekmece. In the 1995-2000 period,
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Kiigiikgekemece continued to send movers significantly to Biiyiikgekmece (see Table
3.95 and Table 3.96).

3.9.7 Evaluation of Movers’ Profiles

In both periods, the movers who moved from an urban settlement of a district to an
urban settlement of another district generally show distinctive characteristics
according to their origin units. The individuals who moved from some of the districts
significantly worked in white collar jobs and had high educational levels. The
individuals who moved from some of the districts significantly worked in blue collar
jobs and had the lowest educational levels. The individuals that moved from some of
the districts worked in several economical activities and their educational levels were

assemblaged.

According to their destination units, the individuals who moved from the urban
settlements to the other urban settlements show less distinctive characteristics. The
destination units received the movers who worked in different economical activities
and had different educational levels. However, there were still some districts which
only significantly received the movers from same kind of jobs or economical

activities.

According to both their origin and destination units, there is a high correlation
between the economical activities and the educational levels of the individuals who

moved from the urban settlements to the other urban settlements in both periods.

According to Oncii (1997), during the last decade, middle and upper classes in
Istanbul increasingly complained about social and cultural pollution in the city and
have to create a “clean” environment for themselves. This may be one of the reasons
why the individuals who have the higher educational levels and white collar jobs
generally follow the similar mobility behaviours. For example in the 1985-1990
period, middle and upper classes left the urban settlements of Beykoz, Kagithane,
Sariyer and Uskiidar and substantially moved to the urban settlements of Kadikdy,
Pendik and Gebze. In the 1995-2000 period, from the urban settlements of Uskiidar,
the middle and upper class substantially moved to the urban settlements of Kadikdy

and Umraniye.
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Guveng (1992), studied the development of business in Istanbul and its reflection on
the city geography in 1988. According to his findings, business on the three sides of
the city, namely Istanbul, Beyoglu and Anadolu, had different paths of development
and hence residential areas basically evolved in response to the varying nature of
business on these sides (Ozbay, 1997). The former center of the city, Emindnii,
continued to welcome small scale, labor intensive production activities which
necessitated the coexistence of residential units for the workers. According to the
analyses of this study, in both the 1985-1990 and 1995-2000 periods, the individuals

who moved from/to Eminénii used to work in manufacturing.
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4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Residential mobility may be defined as the movement of residents from one house to
another, or from one neighbourhood/part of a town/city to another (Gbakeji and
Rilwani, 2009). In Simmel’s terms mobility is part of a ‘world in flux, whose
substantive contents are themselves dissolved in motion’ (Frisby, 2002). Mobility is
the product of the intense commodification of social relations fuelled by industrial
development and entwined with the sharply increasing division of labour and the
spatial concentration of diversified activities in the modern metropolis. (Maloutas,
2004).

This study aims to figure out the intra-metropolitan mobility in Istanbul by
considering its metropolitan field within Marmara Region. Istanbul, the demographic
and economic heart of Turkey, has gone through enormous changes over the past
century. Having a very crucial position in its region and the whole country, Istanbul,
has gone through a continuous and very rapid change in metropolitanisation process
while being in ceaseless interaction with its hinterland and having its own

urbanization Dynamics.

Therefore, first of all residential mobility of the individuals has been analyzed and
evaluated within Marmara Region to see the interaction between the districts of
Istanbul and the other districts of Marmara Region. The reason why mobility from/to
the districts of Istanbul is studied district-based is that the province-based analyses
are not enough to examine the complex relationships within the regions.
Understanding the dynamics of the demographics and sociospatial transformations of
the metropolitan area is merely possible by examining the multi-dimenaional

relations.

The results of the empirical study provide detailed interpretations about the mobility
patterns in the analyzed regions. When the analyses of mobility in Marmara Region
between the 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods are compared with respect to their
mobility flows, it is clear that in both periods the mobility from/to the districts of

Istanbul have significant portion. In both periods, there are few numbers of districts

165



in Marmara Region which have over-represented mobility between the districts of
Istanbul. Neverthless, in the 1995-2000 period, the districts which have interaction
with the districts of Istanbul as both origins and destinations are less than the
previous period. In both periods, the mobility in between the districts of Istanbul is
more significant than the mobility between the districts of Istanbul and the districts
of other provinces. The interaction between the districts of Istanbul and the district of
the other provinces of Marmara Region with respect to the individuals' mobility is
more significant in the 1985-1990 period then in the 1995-2000 period.

According to the analyses of the mobility in Istanbul Interaction Filed in the 1985-
1990 period, the mobility between the districts is quite distinctive. There are
distinctive mobility flows from particular districts to particular ones. In the 1995-
2000 period, unlike the previous period, there is a more composite structure with
respect to the mobilites between the districts. In both periods, the mobility from/to
the districts of Istanbul have significant portion in all mobility flows.

According to the analyses of the mobility between the urban and the rural settlements
of Istanbul Interaction Field, the mobility behaviours show different characteristics
when they are evaluated according to the origins and destinations are rural and/or
urban areas. In both the 1985-1990 and the 1995-2000 periods, mobility show
distinctive characteristics. In both periods, the analyses of the mobility from the rural
settlements to urban settlements or from the urban settlements to the rural settlements
show that the individuals generally moved to a rural or urban settlement of a district

in which they used to live.

The individuals, who have same mobility profiles regarding their educational level

and economical activity, generally have similar features.

All these results of the empirical study show that the mobility patterns of the
individuals have distinctive characteristics as the individuals from the same group of
origins substantially moved to the same group of destinations. Moreover, the
economic activities and the educational levels of these individuals also show similar

characteristics.

According to Bourdieu (1999), if the habitat shapes the habitus, the habitus also
shapes the habitat, through the more or less adequate social usages that it tends to
make of it. This certainly throws doubt on the belief that bringing together in the
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same physical space agents who are far apart in social space might, in itself, bring
them closer socialy: in fact, socially distanced people find nothing more intorelable
than physical proximity (experienced as promiscuity). When the permuted
correspondence tables of the analyses are examined, it can clearly be seen that the
over-represented and the under-represented mobility patterns are different from each
other in every row. Furthermore, when the economic activities and the educational
levels of the individuals have been analyzed, there is a great separation within the
individual groups with respect to their mobility patterns. The mobility patterns of the
individuals who work in white collar jobs and have high educational levels are
completely different than the mobility patterns of the individuals who work in blue

collar jobs and have low educational levels.

At the risk of feeling themselves out of place, individuals who move into a new
space must fulfill the conditions that space tacitly requires of its occupants. This may
be the possession of a certain cultural capital the lack of which can prevent the real
appropriation of supposedly public goods or even the intention of appropriating them
(Bourdieu, 1999).

This study has been made to examine the mobility patterns in between the districts of
Istanbul and between the districts of Istanbul and the other districts of Marmara
Region. Various studies, which relate the mobility patterns with the individual-level,
inter-personal and/or socio-spatial issues of residential mobility, can be made with
the findings of this study. The relationships between these mobility patterns and
metropolitanization /urbans sprawl / decentralization / suburbanization processes of
Istabul can be studied. Residential segregation and the social networks of the

individuals can be also studied with the findings of this study.
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