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Abstract 

In lhis anicle. it was put forward that the EU, which seems to be unifıed and 
integrated in terms of geographical. cultural, econorrıic and political aspects, is not 
homogenous at all regarding dcmographic characteristics, and also the fact that 
the Union is multidimensional, multicolored and there are differences between 
countries was put under discussion considering the social and demographic 
dimensions. In the ani ele. the demographic potenıial of Turkey, the EU nominee, 
was examined in both qualitative and quantitative aspects. and also an effort was 
made to dctcrrrıinc the sirrıilar and dissirrıilar social and demographic aspects the 
EU countries and Turkey have. To reach this aim. an efforı was spent on the 
comparaıive analysis of Turkey and the EU counıries in ıerms of various human 
characteristics such as population size, population growıh, birthrates and death 
raıes. average lifespan. literacy rate, median age average, human development 
index and urbanization. 
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Avrupa Birliği ve Türkiye'nin Demografik ve Sosyal Özelliklerinin 

Karşılaştırmalı Analizi 

Özet 

Bu makalede coğrafi. kültürel , ekonomik ve politik açıdan birlik ve bütünlük 
içinde görünen AB'nin nüfus özellikleri bakımından hiç de türdeş olmadığı ortaya 
konulmuş, ayrıca birliğin çok boyutluluğu, çok renkliliği ve ülkeler arasındaki 
farklılaşmaları sosyal ve demografik boyutları ile tartışılmıştır . Makalede AB 
adayı Türkiye' nin nüfus potansiyeli hem nitel hem de nice! özellikler açısından 
irdelenmiş. ayrıca AB ülkeleri ile Türkiye'nin benzer ve benzer olmayan sosyal ve 
demografik yönleri tespit edilmeye çalışılmıştır. Böylece Türkiye ile AB ülkeleri 
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nüfus sayısı, nüfus anışı. doğum ve ölüm oranJaı:, .onalama ~aşam sUresi, okuma 
yazma oranı , medyan yaş onalaması . insan gelı şım endeksı ve k~tleş~ gıbı 
farklı beşeri özellikler bakımından karşı laştırmalı olarak analız edilmeye 
çalışılmıştır. 

Anahtar TeriınJer 

Demografı, Avrupa Birli ği, Türkiye. 

ı. The Integrated Heterogeneous Eu rope 

With the membership of Bulgaria and Rumania by the year 2007, the total areaıhe 
EU co untries c over wi ll exceed 4 ,3 mill i o n km2. Thus, the area the EU countries co~eı 
will constitute approximately 2,8 % o f the total world area. With the EU membershipof 
Turkey, the area of the Union w ill reach 5,1 millio n km2, and the population wiU s11ell 
up to 560 millio n. 

The EU countries show g reat di fferences among themselves in terms of laııd area 
size. T here are only three countries that have a land area larger than 400,000 km2 and. 
we can call them "large area EU countries": France, Spain and Sweden. The number ol 

the countries that have a !and area between 200,000 and 400,000 km2 and we can call 
them "middle area EU countries" is s ix. There are n ine countries that have a !and areı 
between 50,000 and 200,000 km2 and we can cal! them "smail area EU countries 
There are seven countries that have a !and area between 5,000 and 50,000 km2 and ~1 
can call them "very smail area E U countries". There are o nly two EU countries that 
have a land area sınaller than 5,000 km2': these are Luxemburg and Malta. These ı~u 
smallest member countries of the EU's can be called " micro EU countries" . 

. Today the to tal number of the countries in the world has reached 231. Ofthese COUll' 
trı es, l94 are independent and 37 are not independent (Atasoy 2003). Turkey placesılıe 
36th among the largest o nes of the total 23 1 countries with a land area of 779,452 ~· 
Turk~y, which covers 0,65 % of the world land area is the country havino the largesi 
area ın Europe, excluding Russia (Juravlev 2005). The land area of Turk~y is bi~oeı 
than ~he to.tal land a reas of Great B rita in Ita ly Greece Belgium and Holland. Wiıh ıh: 
~hem ersh ıp of Turkey in the future year~. both the bo;ders of the Union will expa~ıo 

e Southeast a oreat deal d h EU . th M'ddle· 
East d h Ar"" . an t e countries w ili bo rder the Caucasıa. e ı 

an t e abıan W o rld Th h·ı d h Middle· 
East, the B lack · us~ w ı e Turkey, brid ging the Balkans an t e . 
geopolitical Sea and the Medıterranean. a nd E urope and Asia. will add power ın 

aspect to the <>eo<> ra h f EU . . . · f ce ıo face 
the risky geo h f "' "' P Y o , ıt wıll brıng the EU countnes a 
not been overg:~pw~l~ the Caucasia and the Middle Ea t whose political conflicts ha'e 

The EU countries show i . . f tıoıh 
ethnic and rel· · d mportant dıfferences among themselves ın terms 0 

ıgıous emooraphic c h . . popula· 
tion dens ities and b . "". aracterıstıcs and population growth rates. 

1 
and demo<>raphı·c cuhraraancıtza~ıo.n characteristic . In brief, the EU. with it socicrculıuıa 

"" erı stıcs h.b. · dıver· 
sity and variety rat h h .' ex . ı ı ts a he terogeneous appearance reflecung ... 

er l an beıno ı nt ed d . fı d' o can l~ reached throuoh som "' egrat a n homo<>eneous. Thı ın ın, 
e e examples. o 
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Bulgaria and Greece where the Orthodox constitute majority; Poland, Italy, Slove­
nia, France, and Spain where the Catholic are dominant; Sweden, Finland and Denmark 
where the Protestant are the majority; Latvia, Estonia, Germany and Ha lland where both 
the Protestant and the Catholic and the Orthodox constitute ·a colorful religious mosaic 
all reflect the rich culture mosaic and the diversity of the EU in terms of religious char­
acteristics. In Hungary, Estonja, Lithuanja, Latvia and Rumania, white the proportion of 
the Muslim population wi thin the total population of the country is below 1 %, it is 
abov~ 3 % in France and Bclgium. But in Bulgaria, which has the highest Muslim popu­
lation ratio amo ng the EU countries, this proportion exceeds 12 % (Lukanov et. al. 
2005). Moreover, Bulgaria is the country having the lowest Christian population ratio 
(87 %) among the EU countries, and Pa land is the country having the highest Christian 
population ratio (%99,5). Getting the full membership to the EU, Turkey, with the Mus­
lim population ratio exeecding 98 % and the Muslim population mass approaching 70 
million, has a human potential to be able to modify the socio-cultural structure of the 
Christian Europe sea rather than being an isolared isiand in that sea. 

There a lso appear to be some differences among the EU countries in terms of not 
only religio us population characteristics but also ethnic population characteristics. 
Whi te some EU countries exhibit a ho mogeneous structure regarding ethnic structure, 
some others reflect a heterogeneous characteristic with their very different ethnic struc­
tures. When we examine the proportio nal distribution of the ethnic minorities within the 
country total population, this fact comes out very clearly. The most homogeneous coun­
tries regarding the ethnic struc ture, that is, having the Jowest minority ratios, among the 
EU countries, are Portugal , Potand and Greece. Only three of the total 27 EU member 
countries have a minority ratio below 5 %. In these countries, the proportions of the 
minorities within the total country population are 0,5 % in Portugal , 1,7 % in Potand 
and 4,4 % in Greece. White the proportion of the mjnorities in such countries as Aus­
tria , Slovenia, Hungary and Germany ranges from 5 % to 10 %, this proportion ranges 
from 10 % to 20 % in such countries as Rumania, Bulgaria, France and Latvia. The EU 
countries having the highest minority proportions are Latvia, Spain and Great Britain 
with the pro portions of 45,8 %, 29,4 % and 22,7% respective ly (Lukanov et. al. 2005). 

Regarding the urbanization and population density, the differences among the EU 
countries attract attention as well. While the urbanization rate is only 49 % in Slovenia 
and only 55 % in Rumania, this rate reaches 92 % in Luxembourg and 97 % in Belgium. 
The similar picture present among the EU countries shows itself in the population den­
sity. For example, white the number of people per kilo meter square is only 16 in 
Finland and 29 in Estonia, this number gets to 340 in Belgium, 386 in Holland, and 
even 1,247 in Malta. Regarding the geographical and demographic characteristics, many 
examples similar to those mentioned above, concern ing the differences among the EU 
countries, can be given. The following lines try to provide comparative analyses under 
di fferent s ubtitles regarding the population numbers, population rates, urbanization rates 
and human development indexes of Turkey and the EU countries. 
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2. Comparing Turkey and the EU Countries Regarding Population 
Number 

The total population of the EU countries was 485 millio n in 2003 and this number 
constituted 7,6 % of the world population. Like in the la nd area size, there are al so great 
differences among the EU countries regarding the populatio n size and these were gath­
ered under four groups in this study. 

Since the populations of Germany, France, Spain, Italy and Great Britain each ex­
ceeded 40 million, they are the most crowded EU countries and they have the greatest 
human power. Since the total populations of Paland and Rumania, which are in the 
second group, range from 20 to 40 million. these two countries constitute the mid­
populated states of the EU. Since the third group, which is called small-sized countries 
due to having populatio ns ranging from 5 to 20 millio n, cover 12 countries, they form 
the most crowded group. The number of the countries within the EU, having popula­
tions sınaller than 5 millio n, is 8 and these countries can be called "mini demos", that is 
the smallest ones regarding population number. As seen, the most crowded five coun­
tries in the fırst group with their total population of 300 million constitute approxi­
mately 62 %of the EU population. However, the countries in the third group and in the 
fourth group, which are mo re in number (total 20 countries) together, constitute only 26 
% of the EU population. 

Turkey, having the youngest and most d ynamic population among the European 
countries, and growing 900,000 people each passing year, constitutes the fastest grow­
ing country of the Europe at both absolute and pro portional population growth. Turkey, 
forming l,l % of the total world population with its population of 73,5 million in the 
year 2005 , places the 17th amo ng the most crowded countries of the world. Although 
Turkey is expected to be 89 million by the year 2025, its place in the world order is 
expected to fall to 18th. However, the population of Germany is expected to become 82 
million by the year 2025 (Juravlev, 2005). Thus, Turkey, overtaking Germany, which is 
today the most crowded country of Euro pe, will become the biggest country of Europe 
regarding population as well. As a conclusion, by the year 2025 , the biggest country of 
Europe will become Turkey, excluding Russia, in terms of both !and area and popula­
tion size. Moreover, we must no t forget about the Turkish c itizens, exceeding 4,5 mil­
lion in number, living o utside Turkey as well. There are 3,8 million Turkish citizens 
living only in the EU countries and 2 ,6 million of who m are residing in Germany. As 
seen in Table 2, after Germany, housing most Turkish c itizens come France, Holland. 
Austria and Belgium. In these fo ur countries, approximately ı millio n Turks are living. 
In countries !ike Denmark, Sweden, Great Britain, the number o f Turks falls below 
100,000. (Şen 2005). Taday the number of Turks becomino the EU c itizens has reached 

o 
1,5 millio n. Until the year 2020, the number is expected to exceed 2 million. Thus, 
Turkey, before becoming a member of the EU, has already proved to become a part of 
Europe with its human and cultural existence in the European countries. 

. It ~s expected that the biggest countr ies of the EU, Germany, French and Great Brit­
aın wıll enter the period of po pulation shrinkino durina the followino years andasa 

e o e 
result of this by the year 2050 the populat io n of Germany will decrease to 73. million. 
that of French to 6 1 millio n, that of ltal y to 50 millio n and that of Great Britain to 48 
million For example, if we consider the fac t that the total population of the total 25 EU 
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countries plus Bulgaria and Rumania, that is 27 member countries, was araund 484 
million in the year 2003 and the fact that the population of Turkey. on i ts own, was 71.3 
mill ion. it appears that Turkey, on its own, constitutes approximately 15 o/o of the EU 
population. In fu ture years, assuming that the decline in the total populations of the EU 
countries will continue while the population of Turkey will increase, it can easily be 
estimated that this 15 o/o of portion will increase more. Briefly, despite the fact that the 
EU will continue its expanding policies and geographical extension in fu ture years, 
great c hanges are likely to appear in both the EU's population's qualitative and quanti­
tative characteristics and socio-cultural s tructure ıogether with Turkey's EU member­
ship. 

Today there are clear differences, wh ic h continue to exist beıween the EU countries 
in both demographic and socio-cultural characteristics. These differences are unavoid­
able in such a large geography. With the membership of Turkey, these socio-cultural 
and demographic differences will become more evident. 

3. Comparing Turkey and the EU Countries Regarding Population 
Growth and Population Age Distribution 

The population of Turkey, which was 13,6 million in the year 1927, reached 67,8 
million in the last census in the year 2000, increased 54 million, that is, the number was 
multipl ied by fıve within a period of approximately 70 years. S uc h an increase was not 
observed in any European country during the same period. The principal reasons for the 
high population growth rate in Turkey are high birthrate, rapid decline in baby and child 
death rates, nutrition and increase in average li fespan parallel to improving health con­
ditions and imrnigration from foreign countries. Naturally, high population growth seen 
in Turkey has led to the increase in in-country immigration and unemployment, the 
insufficiency of houses, hospitals and schools, the use of agricultural areas with non­
agricul tural purposes, the e nvironmental problems, the growth of human pressure on the 
natural resources, the rapid but unplanned urbanization and particularly the restraining 
of economic growth. 

The population mass immigrated from foreign countries and settled in Turkey dur­
ing the Republic period has reached 2,5 million and the countries having the biggest 
portions in this are Bulgaria. sending 962,000 immigrants, and ex-Y ugoslavian repub­
lics. sending 562,000 immigrants (Şahin et. al. 2005). 

Despite some posi tive population c hanges in Turkey within the last 20 years, both 
the fert i 1 ity rat e and the population growth rate of the country are higher than those of 
the EU countries. For example, while the average fertility rates of Turkey are araund 
0.21 'k. theserates are areund 0. 11 o/o in such countries as Sweden, Portugal, Great 
Britain and Belg ium. and below 0,09 % in Bulgaria. Slovenia, A ustria, Germany, Italy, 
Hungary and the Baltic Republics. 

As known, by the year 2007 the number of the member countries wi ll have reached 
'27 fallawing the EU memberships of Bulgaria and Rumania. When we compare the EU 
countries regarding the population growth rate, a negative population growth is ob· 
sened in 12 of the 27 countries. that is population decrease. and the popu lation grow1 

rate is bel o w 0.50 'k in 1 O countries. the s tab le population growth period is approa· 
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ing. Briefly, in 22 EU countries, the population is either decreasing or increasing 
slightly. The annual population growth rate is above 0,50 % in only Ireland, Cyprus and 

Malta. 

The demographic future for the EU is full of pessimism. Among the most populated 
20 countries of the world by the year 2025 will place only Turkey (89 million) and 
Germany (82 million). According to the calculations by "The Economist", eight of the 
first fifteen countries having the lowest annual population growth rateduring the period 
of 2020 - 2025 will be from among the EU member countries. Estonia, Latvia, Lithua­
nia, Bulgaria, Hungary, Italy, Rumania and Slovenia are the leading countries having an 
average annual population growth rate ranging from- 1,4 % to- 0,40 %, losing their 
human powers with passing years, and having nations decreasing in number (Juravlev 
2005). The most important reason for this serious decline in the population growth rate 
is the decrease in the birthrates in these countries. According to the data from ''The 
Economist", the number of children per woman ranges from 1,00 to 1,25 in such EU 
countries as Bulgaria, Latvia, Slovenia, Spain, Estonia, Czech Republic, Hungary and 
Italy during the period of 2000-2005 (Juravlev 2005). Briefly, in great majority of the 
EU countries, even two children fall per woman. 

W ith the problem of the population decline, the young population rates have been in 
decline and the aged population rates have been increasing in the EU countries. In 25 of 
the 27 EU member countries, the proportion of the 0-15 aged group within the total 
population is below 20 % and only in Ireland and Lithuania; it is a bit above 20 %. 
While this proportion is 31,7 % in Turkey, having the youngest and most dynarnic 
population in Europe, it is around 15 % in Italy and Spain, and around 16 % in Bulgaria, 
Slovenia and Germany. lt has been observed that the population of the young aged 0--15 
in Turkey constituted a greater population than the total populations of Portugal and 
Belgium, exceeding 21 million. Thus, while the EU countries have been searching for 
the ways of increasing the fertility and solving the problem of aged population, Turkey 
has been searching for the ways of both meeting the basic needs, such as health, educa­
tion, sport, culture and employment, of the child and student populations which are 
great in number and lengthening the average lifespan. 

4. The Comparison between Turkey and the European Union Countries 
in Terms of Human Development Indexes 

. While the average per capita ineome reflects how developed and rich a country is, it 
ıs not enough to reflect the welfare of citizens. Therefo re, UN has been carrying out 
~uman Development Index measurements in order to measure the prosperity levels of 
dıfferent countries. Taking some particular coeffıcients in consideration, the Index is 
~esign~ to measure the life expectancy, baby death rate, average per capita ineome and 
lıteracy ın a country. In that way, different human development indexes are constructed 
and they are published in nurnerical values between O and ı. The countries with an 
index higher than 0,80 are accep~ed as well-developed, the ones having an index be­
tween 0,50 and 0,79 are accepted as partially developed and the countries with an index 
lower than 0,50 are considered underdeveloped (Juravlev 2005). 
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The data in Table 1 shows that the indexes are either 0,90 or high.er in such countries 
as Luxembourg, Germany, France, Spain, Portugal, UK, Belgium, Netherlands, Ireland, 
Italy. Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Austria, and this shows that the EU consists of 
developed and prosperous countries. While the indexes vary between 0,80 and 0,90 in 
such formerly socialisı countries as Hungary, Latvia, Slovenia and Poland, the indexes 
lower than 0 ,80 are met only in Bulgaria, Turkey and Romania. 

As it is seen in the table, Bulgaria and Romania, which are going to be the new 
members of the EU, have the lowest indexes among the European countries. The politi­
cal and economic destabilization during the post-socialist period has caused some seri­
ous social and demographic problems in those countries and kept them from reaching 
higher levels of prosperity. Besides these, while the Mediterranean countries such as 
Cyprus, Malta, Portugal and Greece and such new EU members as Poland, Hungary and 
Slovakia have lower indexes; Sweden, Finland and Denmark in the Northern Europe 
and Belgium, Netherlands and Luxembourg as the Benelux have high indexes. There­
fore, the socioeco nomic and demographic differences among the European countries are 
retlected in the human development index data. 

In the world rankings based o n the Index, Turkey was the 74th country in 1997, and 
fell down to the 86th position in 2000 and then to 96th in 2002 (Öymen, 2003). Despite 
being close to Ro mania in terms of the measurements, Turkey is stili at the bottom 
among the European countries, and it shows that the country has to push through com­
prehensive reforms in many fıelds such as education, health, nutrition, professional life 
and standards of li ving. As some positive signs during the last 25 years, the birth rate 
has decreased, the population growth has slowed down, baby and children death rates 
have decreased, life expectancy has become langer and average per capita ineome has 
decreased. These signs indicate that Turkey is walking on a right way and it might get 
higher positio ns in the Index in the following years. Some illustrati ve examples of the 
development could be gi ven here. In 1960, whi le 7,5% of the population w as working in 
the industrial sector, the rate for the service sector was 17,6%. In 2002, the rates in 
question were 24% and 43% respectively. While the urban population formed the 25% 
of the general population in 1950, the rate in 2000 was 65%. The population growth, 
which was 28,5 per 1000 in 1960, was reduced down to 14,0 per 1000 in 2004 (Atalay 
2004). Life expectancy was 66 years in 1990; but in 2005, it increased to 72 years. In 
1990, the death rate of the children between the ages of 0-5 was 78 per 1000. In 2003, 
the rate was 39 out of every 1000 (Bula tov, 2005). It is an undoubted fact that Turkey 
has to increase such positive examples in number to be a prominent member of the 
European Unio n. 

When the EU countries and Turkey are compared in terms of life expectancy, child 
death rates and literacy, some interesting results can be obtained. The EU countries do 
not show s harp differences among themsel ves in terms of life expectancy. While the life 
expectancies for men in Germany, France, Spain, Italy, Benelux and Scandinavian 
countries vary between 75 and 77 years. the female life expectancies are between 80 
and 83 years of age. Thus. these countries have the nat ions with the longest life spans. 
In the former Soviet republics such as Latvia. Lithuania and Estonia, and in Bulgaria 
and Ro mania. life expectancies are lower than the average of the Union. In Romania, 
the male li fe expectancy is 67 years. the female life expectancy is 75 yeilrs; and the 
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country is home to the lowest life expectancy within the EU. In Turkey, the values are 
74 years for women and 69 years for men.1t can be seen that there is a close similarity 
between Turkey and Romania in terms of life expectancy, and the demographic data in 
both the countries are mııch lower than the average of the EU countries. In France, 
Spain and Italy, the average female life expectancy is 8 or 9 years tonger than it is in 
Turkey. This shows that Turkey has not reached yet the !eve! of the EU in terms of 
health services, nutrition, standards of living and conditions of employment. 

In the prosperous EU countries, life expectancy is high and the proportion of the 
older people is much higher than it is in the other parts of the world. For instance, while 
the proportion of the people over 60 years old is 8% of the population in Turkey, 24% 
of the total population in Italy are olderthan 60. In 14 of the 27 EU countries. the pro­
portions of the people over 60 exceed 20% of the total populations and up until 2025; it 
is expected to exceed 25%. Thus, it is expected in most of the EU countries that up until 
2025, the people over 60 will be 25% of the total populations white the increase in Tur­
key is expected to be from 8% to ll %. In short , white the increase in the older popula­
tion is a serious problem in the EU countries, the problem in Turkey is having a large 
young population and a life expectancy tower than it is in the EU. Therefore, Turkey 
seems to have the potential to be a source of employment for the EU countries in some 
specifı c professions. 

The prosperous EU countries have the highest average median ages in the world. 18 
of the 20 countries having the highest medianagesin the world in 2001 were EU coun­
tries and the average median ages in those countries were varying between 37,5 and 
40,2. During the same year, the average median age in Turkey was 25. In Finland, Bel­
gium, Bulgaria, Greece, Sweden, Germany and Italy, the average median ages are be­
tween 39 and 40. They are comparatively tower in Great Britain, Czech Republic, 
France, Netherlands, Hungary, Austria, Slovenia, Latvia and Spain and between 37 and 
38 (Juravlev 2005). It is a fact that in almost all the EU countries, the averages median 
ages are much higher than the world average because of the low birth rates and large 
o lder populations. 

As the population growth has s lowed and life expectancy has become higher in Tur­
key during the last 25 years, the average median age keeps increasing. White it was 19 
in 1970, it exceeded 26 in 2005. 

Europe is called "the old-continent" because of having the lowest birth rate, the 
longest life expectancy, the smallest young population and the largest o lder population. 
Within that old-continent, the oldesr countries are the EU countries. According to the 
data in "The Economist Newspaper", ll EU countries are among the 20 countries in the 
~orld that have the most 80 years old or older people in their total populations. For 
ıns_tanc_e, the proportion of the 80 years old and ol der people was 5,1 lk in the total popu­
latıon ın Sweden in 2000, and it was 4,0% in Denmark and 3,9%: in Italy. (Juravlev 
2005). In Italy, Greece, Germany, Bulgaria, Sweden and Belgium, the proportions of the 
~eople over 60 in total populations vary between 21 lk and 25~ rises in these propor­
tıons up until 2050 is considered irrevocable. 

In today's Turkey, more than a half of the total population consists of the citizens 
younger than 30 and the o lder population in the country is much lower than it is in the 
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European countries. In 2003, the proportion of the people between the ages of O and ı 5 
was 32% wh ile that o f the people over 60 was hardly 9% Nonetheless, even though 
Turkey has a different posi tion among the European countries with its younger popula­
tion, it is not iso lated from the '"older population" problem. In fact, the problem is an 
immediale one but it is not emphasized as one of the national problems as the propor­
tion of the o Ider people is stili relatively !o w in the total population. It is thought that the 
traditional moral values and family structures in Turkey protect the elderly people and 
old ageis a problem for only the isolared ones who have no family or friends (TUSİAD 
2006). 

Having resol ved most of their educarionaJ problems, the EU countries do not have 
great d ifferences among themselves in terms of literacy rates. T he rates in 24 of the 
member countries vary between 98% and 100% and only 3 members have rates lower 
than 98%. Those countries are C yprus (97 %), Malta (93%) and Portugal (93%) and 
have the lowest literacy rates within the U nion. Having a literacy rate of 87%, T urkey is 
at the bo tto m among the EU countries j ust as it is in terms of life expectancy. The ur­
gem amendments and reforms needed to be adopted in the Turkish education system are 
the raise in the funds allocated fo r educatio n, providing longer years of school ing for 
especially girls and decreasing the number o f the ill iterale c itizens. 

White the literacy rate was only 19,25% in Turkey in 1930, it reached 32,37% in 
1950, 56,21% in ı970, and 80,46% in 1990. It is expected to have reached 88% in 2005 
(Karabağ & Şahin 2003). However, despite the increase in the rates, it is a fact that 
Turkey is stili far from the EU countries in terms of literacy and school ing. As the fami­
lies do no t usuall y let g irls go to school in the Eastern and South-Eastern parts of Tur­
key, the general literacy rate decrease and the balance between boys and girls in terms 
of schooling shifts to the disadvantage of girls. The socioeconomic imbalances between 
the regions of the country are s tili do mina nt, a nd correcting them would contribute 
much to solving suc h problems as the m igrations within the country, urbanization, the 
d iffere nces between the incomes and as well as the ones about education and school ing. 

Together with life expectancy and lite racy rates, child death rates are o ne of the cri­
teria that determine the development indexes. Just as there are in life expectancy and 
literacy rates, there are big differences between Turkey and the EU countries in the 
child death rates. The rate in Turkey varies between 39 and 40 per thousand and it is ten 
times bigger than it is in such countries as Sweden and Finland. In general. the child 
death rates in the EU countries are lower than 10 in every thousand children. There are 
rates higher than that only in 5 countries. Romania with a rate of 22 per thousand a nd 
Bulgaria with ı 7 children in every thousand are the countries tha t have the highest c hild 
death rates. It is expected that those rates will go down in the two Balkan countries 
during the process of adaptation to the EU and ensuring the c itizens' well-being. Having 
a child death rate that is two times bigger than the ones in Bulgaria and Romania, Tur­
key has to keep dea! ing with the qua lity of health services and standards of living. 

5. The Comparison of Turkey and EV Countries According to 
Their Urbanization Features 

Beginning from I 950s. Turkey has been experienc ing a rapid urbanization process. 
While in ı 927 urban population rate was 241# . in 2000 it raised to 65 lfr . In the same 
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period urban population raised from 3.3 million to 44 million, which in other words 
means that it rose 13 times (Özer 2004). Beginning from 1940, urban population growth 
speed has passed the general population growth speed. The rapid urban population 
growth tempo in Turkey can be presented in nurnerical examples. For example, while in 
1955 the general population growth speed in the country was 27,75 per thousand, the 
urban population growth speed was 55,67 per thousand. Again, whi le in 1990 the gen­
eral population growth speed in the country was 21 ,71 per thousand, the urban popula­
tion growth speed was 43,10 per thousand (Özer 2004). Factors that determined the 
rapid urbanİzatian in Turkey have demographic, economic, social, psychological, law 
and political sources. 

The fast but unplanned urbanization has brought many problems. Unhealthy and un­
planned growing cities, illegal buildings surraunding the cities, infrastructure, environ­
ment and traffic problems are the most significant ones. The loose of population in the 
villages and in rural areas, the fast but unplanned growth of metropolitan cities, the 
loose of population in small c ities and towns, and also as a result of interior migrations, 
the increase between the imbalance of population between regions and areas can be 
showed as other negative effects of the urbanization in Turkey. Today, in most of the 
EU states, the urban population proportion goes beyand 75%, moreover, in Britain, 
Belgium, Netherlands, Malta, and Luxemburg it goes beyand 90%. In the EU there are 
only seven countries, which have less urbanization rate than Turkey: Romania, Bul­
garia, Latvia, Poland, Hungary, Slovenia, and Slovakia. Although the growing speed 
will decrease in the following years, the urbanİzatian proportions will continue to in­
crease. In this sense, it seems !ike Turkey will reinforce its place in the mid-rank. 

When compared with the EU states, Turkey both remains below the urbanization 
rate and attracts attention with its crowded rural areas. Also, significantly differs from 
the _EU states in urbanization dynamics, urbanization causes, development and results. 
Whıle the attempts and progress in industrialization and service seetar has made the 
citie~ in the EU attractive centres, and given lead to urbanization, in Turkey the eco­
nomıc, employment, educatio n, and health problems of the villaoes have been the push· 
ing force in determining the urbanization factors. The urbanization in Turkey has been 
c~~sed more by the repulsi veness of the rural areas rather than the attractiveness of the 
cı t ı es, an~ as a res u lt, uncontrolled migratian and crooked urbanİzatian has caused big 
metropolıtans to be " b b · d" · be . . su ur anıze , whıch resulted in an unparallel development -
tween urbanızatıon and becoming a citizen of an urban. 

6. Result 

~s seen in the nurnerical data provided in the article and as it was seen in the dis-
cussıon related to these th ' . . _ 

. h. . ' e states of EU do not form a unıty in the sense of theır demo 
gı ap ı c and soc ıal features y h · · both 
oeoora h. d 1 · ery s arp and bıg differences are seen regardıng 
e e P ıc an cu tura! and a ls 1 · ·d · the 
P b bl b . ' 0 popu at ıon features of these countries. Consı erıng ro. a e mem ershıp of T -k · h 
0 1. . uı ey, very serıous chanoes will be seen in the geograp y, 
eeopo ıtıcs, economy and ı f · e ~ · ~ 
tures. Undoubtedl '. c~ ture 0 EU, as well as, in its social and demographıc ea-
hinde th . . y, tıme . wı ll show which of these chanoes will help and which wıll 

r e unıty, cooperation, a nd future of the EU. How:ver. it isa fact that both EU 
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states and Turkey have to overcome some d ifficulties, and sol ve many problems. In the 
lines below, these problems have been briefly summarized. 

Within the last guarter century, besides the politic, econoınic, and cultural problems, 
EU states have faced demographic problems, which have been considered as important 
and prior as others. The main social and demographic problems that the states of EU 
should sol ve can be stated as fo llows: 

• Decrease in the national population paraHel with the decrease in fertility prob­
lem, 

• Decrease in proportions of youth population, and increase in proportions of old 
popula tion, which means that societies are getting older problem, 

• Increase in abortion, and illegitimate birth problem, 

• Ascent in the age of first marriage and fırst birth problem, 

• Spreading of family life without marriage, and increase in divorcement problem, 

• Degeneration of the family, and loosing i ts importance problem, 

• Decrease in the active population quantity, and manpower problem, 

• Unavoidable refugee, and external migratian problem, 

• Ethnic-religious conflicts and minorities' problem. 

Turkey, which is the only democratic and secular Muslim country governed by a re­
publican system, is occupying a place in which Slavic, Arabic, Mediterranean, and 
Caucasian cultures meet, in a geocultural melting pot where di fferent civilizations em­
brace. Turkey, which is the isiand of peace in the slippery and dangero us geography o f 
Middle-East that is always in the spotlight because of economic and politic crisis, wars 
and conflicts, on one side, is a neighbor to Middle-East and Caspian countries, which 
have rich energy resources, o n the other side, is a neighbor to Middle-East Republics 
that have a promising future, and to Orthodox states of NATO and EU. While this fa­
vorable geopolitical location provides Turkey with many advantages, it also brings 
some s ignifıcant risks. Undoubtedly, T urkey will bring these advantages and poli tical 
risks when it becomes a member of EU. Among these advantages and disadvantages 
population matter is attention catching. 

When compared to the states of EU. Turkey is in the fırst place withouı a question 
regarding both birth proporı ions and population growth speed. The high population 
gro wth not o nly negatively affects different secıors like economy, health, educatio n, 
employment, but a lso hinders the natio nal development. However, negaı i ve characteris­
tics like the concern taking populatio n decrease in the states of EU, aborıion, the high 
rate of d i vorcemenı, iliegitimale birth, family life withouı marriage, the ageing of soci­
ety canno t be a demonstrat ing demographic model for Turkey. On the contrary, Turkey 
should prevent these damaging socio-demographic developmenıs of EU from flourish­
ing in i ts society, and avoid the demographic erisis that the states of EU have experi­
enced. 

Turkey is the European counıry in which baby and child death rate is the highest. 
Add itionall y, considering the average per capita ineome and average life length, it is 
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below the medium of the EU. Yet, among the European states, the youth rate is the 
highest and old population rate is the lowest in Turkey. Today, population growth speed 
has fallen by 14 per thousand, and is expected to decrease up to 8 per thousand ın the 
fo llowing 10-15 years. 

Turkey, which has the 17th biggest population and 36th largest area in the world, is 
among the fi rst 50 countries regarding human development index. Among the main 
reasons of this are the law rate of schools, and the high rate of illiterale people. The 
problem o f education is one of the most significant proble ms that Turkey should sol ve. 
Briefly, Turkey is to show effort and sacrifice in meeting the education expenses that 
will rise because of population growth, and in increasing the rate of schools and the 
quali ty of education. 

In the base of the internal migrations in Turkey, unplanned urbanization, spreading 
of slums, infrastructure problem, employment, education, and health problems, is the 
existence of imbalanced development and economy di fference between the areas and 
regions. On one hand migratian a nd settlement problems, on the other hand socio­
demographic problems will continue to exist as long as these economic imbalances are 
not eliminated. 

The changes in population that are go ing to be observed in Turkey within the fol­
lowing 20-30 years will make it more s imüar to European countries rather than Middle­
Eastern countries. We can li ne up the population tendenc ies items, which show that 
Turkey is becoming more and more European, and is nearing the similar social and 
demographic characteristics with the states o f the EU, as fo llo ws: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

Decrease in the rate of fertility and speed of population growth, 

Ascent in the age of first marriage and first birth, 

Increase in d ivorcements, and nuclear families with one child, 

Incre ase in the rates of urbanization and average per capita income, 

Increase in life expectancy, whi le baby and chi ld death rates fall, 

lncrease in population rate wo rking in the industry and service sectors, while the 
populat ion working in agriculture decreases, 

Increase in the number of un i versities and university graduates, 

Decrease in young population rate, while o ld populatio n rate increases . 

. The examples above can be varied. Howe ver, the hard questions to answer are these. 
Wıll decrease in economic, socia l, and demograph ic d iffere nces between Turkey and 
the states of EU bring partnership in scientific, intellectual, cultural, and politic fıelds? 
As a res.u lt o f these, can the image of Turkey in the eye of E uropean, and the image of 
Europe ı n the eye of Turkish change, and will Turkish be accepted and welcomed by the 
other members of the o ld continent? Will the ro le of demographic feat ures .o f EU and 
Turk~y be consolidati ve or disj uncti ve in the membership of EU'> It.seems that all these 
ques~ıon s can be replied within the fo llowing 10 years depending on Turkey"s member­
shıp ın the EU. . 
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APPENDIX 
Table ı. Some Characteristics EU Member and Candidate Countries 

Human 

Area Population 
Population Urbani- Population Development 

Countries (kınz) (1 000) 
Density zation G rowth l ndexes 

(personlkm2
) (%) (o/o) 

1. Gerınany 357 031 82476 23 1 88 -0,17 0,921 

2. France 549 087 60 144 l ll 76 0,35 0,925 

3. Spain 505 124 41060 81 78 0,06 0,918 

4. Ponugal 919 16 10062 109 66 0,12 0,896 

5. Greaı Briıain 244 101 5925 1 143 90 0,08 0,930 

6. Belgium 30 538 lO 318 340 97 0,04 0,937 

7. Neıherlands 35 5 18 16 149 389 90 0,27 0,938 

8. Luxembourg 2 586 453 175 92 0,31 0,930 

9. lreland 70295 3 956 56 59 0,67 0,930 

10. l ıaıy 30ı 338 57 423 ı90 67 -0.09 0,9ı6 

ı ı. Greece ı3 ı 957 ı0976 83 68 -O.O ı 0.892 

12. Denmark 43 094 5 364 ı25 85 0,08 0,930 

ı 3. Czech Republic 78 866 ı o 236 ı30 75 -0,17 0,861 

ı4. Hungary 93030 9 887 106 65 -0,37 0,837 

ı 5. Poland 3ı2 685 38 587 ı23 63 0 ,05 0,841 

ı 6. Malıa 316 394 ı 247 9ı 0.50 0,856 

17. Sweden 449 974 8 876 20 83 O,Q7 0,94ı 

ı8. Finıand 338 ı50 5 207 ı6 59 O,Q7 0,930 

19. Slovakia 49035 5 402 ı ı o 58 o. ı o 0.836 

20. Liıhuania 65 300 3 444 53 69 -0,24 0,824 

21. Laıvia 64 589 2 307 76 60 -0.62 0,8 ı ı 

22. Esıonia 45 227 ı 323 29 69 -0.42 0,833 

23. Cyprus 5 869 622 ı06 70 0,5 1 0,891 

24. Ausıria 83 858 8 ı ı6 97 67 -0.03 0,929 

25. Sıoveni:ı 20 273 ı 984 98 49 -0.09 0,881 

26. Bulg:ıria ı ı0910 7 890 70 58 -0,63 0,795 

27. Roınania 238 39 ı 22 334 94 ss -0, 15 0,773 

28. Turkey 779 452 71 325 92 66 1,2 0.734 
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Table 2: Turks Population in EU Counıries (2002) 

Turks Origin Turks (EU Citizens) 

Countrics Total Turkey Residence 
RatcEU 

Population Citizens Country 
Citizens 

Citizens 

Belgium ııoooo 67 000 43000 39,1 

Denmark 53000 39000 ı 4000 26.4 

Germany 2 642 000 ı 9ı2 000 730000 27,6 

France 370000 ı96 000 ı74 000 47,0 

Ncıherlands 270 000 96000 174 000 64,4 

Ausıria 200 000 ı20 000 80000 40,0 

S wed en 37 000 ı4000 23000 62.2 

Great Britain 70000 37000 33 000 47, ı 

Other EU Countries 20000 ı9ooo ı 000 5,0 

EU - Total 3 772 000 2 soo 000 1272 000 33,7 
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Table 3: Some Demographic and Social Characteristics EU Member and Candidate Countries 
(2002) 

Birth/Dicd Di cd Chil d Populaton (Age) 
Average Life Literacy Di ed 

Countries 
(Year)· (o/o) 

(per (per 0-15 60+ (per thousan) thousand) 
thousand) Age Age 

1. Gerınany E-76, K-82 100 8.7 10.6 5 15,6 23,2 

2. France E-76, K-83 99 12,8 9,3 6 18,8 20,5 

3. Sp:ıin E-76. K-83 98 9,3 9.1 5 14,6 21,2 

4. Portugal E-73, K-80 93 11 ,0 10,8 6 16,7 20,8 

5. Gre:ıt Briıain E-76, K-81 99 11 ,0 10,4 5 19,1 20,7 

6. Belgium E-75, K-82 98 10,8 10,0 6 17,4 22.1 

7. Neıherlands E-76, K-82 99 12,1 8,9 6 ı 8,5 18,2 

8. Luxembourg E-74, K-81 100 12,5 11,4 6 . 

9. lreland E-75, K-80 100 14,4 8,3 7 21 ,5 15,2 

IO. Italy E-77, K-83 99 8,8 10,9 6 14,3 24,1 

ll . Greece E-76, K-82 98 9,1 10,5 6 15,1 23,4 

12. Denmark E-75, K-80 100 11 ,8 11 ,3 6 18,3 20,0 

13.Czech Republic E-72, K-79 100 8,8 10,8 5 16,4 18,3 

14. Hungary E-68, K-77 99 8,8 13,5 7 17.0 19.7 

15. Potand E-70. K-78 100 9,6 10,0 9 19,2 16.6 

16. Malta E-76, K-81 93 ı 1.2 7,3 8 -
17. Sweden E-77 , K-83 100 10,3 10,6 4 18.3 22.3 

18. Finland E-74. K-82 100 10,8 9,8 4 18,1 19.9 

19. Slovaki:ı E-70, K-79 100 10,2 9,8 9 19,5 15,4 

20. Liıhuania E-64, K-76 100 8,8 11 ,6 12 20,1 19,3 

21. Laıvia E-64, K-76 100 7,8 13,6 13 18,0 21 ,2 

22. Esıonia E-64, K-77 100 8,7 13,6 l l 18,0 21,2 

23. Cyprus E-74, K-79 97 19,0 9,1 7 -
24. Ausıria E-75, K-82 98 8,6 9,9 6 16.7 20.7 

25. Slovenia E-72. K-80 100 8.3 9,8 s 15.9 19.2 

26. Bulgaria E-71, K-78 99 7,9 15,1 17 15,8 21.7 

27. Roınani:ı E-67, K-75 98 10,4 12.5 22 18,2 18.9 

28. Turkey E-69, K-74 87 20,9 6,0 39' 31,7 8,~ 

E - Average Li fe-Male K- Average Life- Female. 


