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Ferewerd

Thie Mational Human Development Beport
for Turkey is released at a time when the
country is facing many challenges. The
tinancial erisis marking the fiest quarter of
thii= year, exacerhates some of the challemjes
causcd by the human and material losses
meurred with the two devastating
cartheuakes of 1999, prompring a brosd based
national program for combating inflation
and reforming the state econommy

As national planners seek o implement the
reform policies = in both the financial and
administrative sectors, thene is a clear cifornt
on their side w transform bottlenecks tnto
apporrunities for Turkey's further integration
in global markets and o bolster s candidacy
status £ the European Union. This repornt
seeks o comtribute 10 this effore by presenting
an overview ol the natonal development
process from 1965 w 19U in Turkey.

The BMational Human Development Report
for Turkey for 2000 provides an in depeh
amalysis of what the Human Developnent
Index |HIM) reveals inoterms of Turkey's
sucgrsses and sethacks in providing a decent
standard of living for all. This analysis is set
against an international comparkson
hackground which has strong relevance for
Turkey's European integration objectives -
and significant implications for the
attainment of living standards in Turkey
that are comparable to those enjoyed by
people in ELE member and fully insdustiualised
conntries.

The HIM 15 a statistical index which gives
appraximately equal weighe to knowledge

anek lomgevity as it does to the income Tevels
of peaple. It is essentially a statistical wonl
o mizasure the level of well-heing of peogple
Wi i 0 ghven Country, TEgLan oF PIowvinge,

The general inclination among many,
hewever, i$ to focus on how countries are
ranked in the overall HOI lists as provided
i the global Human Developmens Beports,
Thas national Report crivically analyses the
ranking issuc, and advises researchers,
planners and managers ol development to
focus an what this mepsurement ool can
reveal inoterms of poverty and incquality in
A piven setting.

The HOT analysis as presented in thus repart
secks to capture hovw the HIN measures
national developmem pedormance and che
implications of this measurerment bor
assessing the sitwation of poverty, As policy
miakers try o balance sovial demands and
potential costs with the overall aim to life
the econmmy for international integration
ebjectives, the MNational Human
Development Report's analysas of the povesty
sitwsatiom in Turoey may come as o cauiinsly
oprimistic statement. Its analysis of the
sltuarion of inequalicy in Turkey, however,
g comeerted action from nadonal planners
and managers of developnaent.

This Report's analysis of Turkey's
development performance poine firse of all
at o trend of constant yet unhalanced
development, The Beport takes stock of
Turkey's huwman development progress by
offering trenad dista for the years 19651994,
This appreach, which extends in time, allows



for the readers to capture the trends in
Turkey's quite remarkable development
performance dicring this period, I this mend
can be mamtained, argues the Repary, Turkey
will enter into the ranks of "high
development” within almeost a deeade. The
trends captured in the Report also point chat
knowledge persists as Turkey's major
weakness in the race to attain high
development < at par with the European
Union member states,

The report argues further char despite the
several fimandial and economic sethacks laced
in the past decude amd onlike the prevailing
expenences of other developing countries,
Turkey has been able o prevent poverty
lewels azsociated with deprivation. This, in
turn, indicates that bo th the national
céonomy and traditional social stroctures
have been relatively strong and supportive
in ensuring that the people of Turkey are
not divectly impaired by the fuctuations of
the ceonony. Deprivation from food, shelter
or oither vital requirements has nuot anisen in
bl terms.

Om the other hand, the Report's analvais
signals caution for national planmers. The
amalysis argues that while deprivation per
se 18 not the case for the poverty situation
in the country, vulnerahility - cspecially
among reral populations, the uneducated
and the unskilled - continues o be 4 main
challenge. In other words, an important
segment of the Turkish society, and in
particular the rursl poor, is alarmingly
vulnerable 1o the threats of poverty.

The statistical analysis presented in this
vear's report docs not benefic from daga for
the past two years, when two major
earthyuakes inflicted devastavion on the
cowntry ansd an soonomic crisis caused great
difficulties for many - and especially
vilnerable population groups, A cursory
analysis of the consequences of these major
events confirms the conclusion of this repost
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that the already precarious livelihoeds af
vulnerahle groups ane further threatened,

A part of its internativomal mandate to baild
partnershups in the effort to combar poverty,
LIMNDP eooperates with oovernments and
their civil society partners w support the
design and implementation of policies that
will eliminate absolute poverry and
strengthen the capacities of the vulnershle
popularion groups. This manidate is pursucd
in Turkey through a marsix of programs and
puilicy analysis with key national instiutons,
Prosmoting regional development, combaring
environmentil degradation, strengthening
national and loeal good governance
mechanisms and the national machinery for
the advaneement of wormen e simme of the
areas in which UNDT huilds partnerships
1o reduce the vulnceability ameng selected
tiurget groups and to reduce déveloprment
ilisparities between genders and geographical
Tegions.

The analysis presenved in this and pass years'
Mational Human Development Reports as
well as in suecessive annual global Human
Development Reporis are utilised by UNDT
and its national portmers in shaping boah
omgoang and plinned technical cooperation
programs. For instance, i recent months
UNDP program interventions arc being
designed and in some places re-framied o
promate the wse of information and
commumecanen technologies. Information
and Communication Technologics are
cffective tonls lor spurning sockal development
anil especially tor supporting the natiomal
development actors in promuoting Turkey's
knowledge indicators while fostering gocsd

povernance schemes at local and nadonal
levels.

The Mational Human Development Report
for 2001, unlike the Reporta of prior vears,
has been avchored by a single expert. This
15 mainly due to the singularcy of the
statistical analysis the Report presents and
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the absence of sectoral or inter-segtoml
assessments called for by the contextual
coverage of this year's national Report, Prof.
Halis Akder, Ecomomist, of the Middle East
Technical University is an important
comatributer to the glohal Repon preparations
Prof, Akder has authored this year's Mational
Human Development Report. UMDP is
grateful tohim for his insigheful analvsis, his
coniriburions o UMD intemations| effons
to promiote human developmens concems
and for his authorship of this publication.
The report benefits from the editorial inputs
of Mr. Tom Hemingway who was seconded
1o UNDF b the Southeast Anatodia Regional
Drevelopment Admimistration [GAP RDA)
LIMNEAP thanks both Mr, Hemingway and the
GAP RDA hor this support.

We also thank the oifices of the State Planning
Cieganisation for the substangive direction
they have provided o the suthor in carly
preparatory stages and the Stace Insttute of
Stagistics for its kind contribution of moss of
the statistical data used in the report.

We believe that the analysis presenved will
he usehul in the comeext of the natinnal and
intemational effors developed 1o cope with
the effects of the coomomic crises. Thercfore,
we are certain that chis report will find an
audience mmong national policy makers and
civil society actors engaged in human
development work at all levels as Turkey
gocs through this period of challenge - and
OPPATETY.

Alfredo Witschi-Cestari

United Nations Development Programme
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Sinee 1990, Human Development Beports
have provided significant guidance bod at
international and mational levels for
development of societies worldwide. The
realistic presentation of develogment related
data sz well as the very concrete policy
recommendations emanating from these
Beports have foemed the basss of nacional
planning and policy making while
contributing greathy o the global sgenda for
developimien

These Reports aim at o process of
development which fosters cqual access 1
nppartunities by all and therehy an increase
in living standards ejeved by all in a given
sociery, The Reports advocate for a social
transformation in which men and women
have equal opporunites in socul, economic
anald political fields; where human rights are
reapected and peace prevails

The Manonal Human Developrment Repors
which have been prepared since 1992 in
Turkey are an impomant source (o poliey
miaking for gender equalivy in the connry.
Increased democratisation of daily lifedor
men and women alike-constitutes an
Imvpeartand part of the mamsbate of the General
Directorate for Wonmen's Starss and Probleims
which is under the State Minisiry, The
annual Human Development Reports
released by UNDP provide us with the
apportunity to binefit from the experiences
of other coumiries i ehis field Thes: Repores
direct policy makers and civil socicty actoes
to think about and to pcrru!um.' solutions for
developement problems and carry historical
sigmificance in terms of the effort t tanstorm
the global public arena in an equitable
manner.

FOREWDED ¥

1 wish to underline that the strong ties of
vur cooperation with the UMDP have had
important contributions to the social
developiment and democratsation process
in Turkey and take this opportunity to
comymatulate all who have compbured w dhe
pregaration of hach che global and the
national Homan Development Reports,

Hasan Gemici
Minister of State
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ERECUTIVE SUMMARY i

Executive Summery

Partnership to Fight Poverty

Povierty eradication is an important issoe in
Turkey's development agenda, The
government of Turkey and noo-sovernmenal
organisations ar¢ promoting national
strategies and participarory non-tradicional
approaches, sometimes in partnership with
LIDT and other intermational organisations.
This report was prepared to promote in
Turkey a mulbi-actor partnesshap o Gghe
poverty and should also serve to ennch the
debate on the relacionship berween poverty
and attaining developmenr objectives.

This repore uses the human development
approach as the main ool o monitor and
devise policies to fight poverty and presents
other mew measurements for imbermational
comparison. Doaea on trénds in human
development measwrements for 19651995
and disaggregared HD profiles for the years
1975 and 1997 are also presented for Turkey’s
provinces, along with the disapggregared
weraler-related development index (G, the
gender empowerment measure (GEM) and
the human poveny index (HDPT| for 19971
All Bemam developnent indices have been
caleulaed in accomdance with rovent revisions
v the Pjthat HDR, The TEPET sests ]'UEi.(."g.'
implications of these measurements and
highlights increasing inequality as a key
trend marking Turkey's development
pertarmance.

Tudaty's HIN has nceased
frowm (L3S in 1965

e 0.732 in 1997

Turkey passed from the low to the medium
human development category in the 1970s.

In 1963, Turkey's Human Develapment
Inckex was D438 ot of a maximum score of
100 A counery with chat rating oday would
rank as the 152 out of 174, In 1972, Turkey
moved into the medium human
development category. In 1998, Turkey's
HI was (.732, whach is 0,068 shor of the
threshold for the high human development
category. Turkey ranks now 85™ o of 174
countries,

From 1965 to 19948, adult literacy increased
from 533% to B4%., and the combined
eirolment ratio from 44.9%, 1o 61 %, Lile
expectaney has improved from 53 w693
ears aned per capita GLP at purchasing prwer
panity, from 5791 o 56,486 The longevity
and knowledge components of recent HDI=
cach comprised 34% of the HDI, and the
income indes comprised 32% of the HIM for
19T,

Turkey is among the fastest progressing
countries but has yet to reach the high
human development category.

There is mo direet felatonship between HIH
sl rank improvement. [n 1975, Turkey
ranked 545 among 100 counteies Tisted in
the global HDR 2000, Tn 1980, despite HDI
improvements, Turkey dropped in rank by
ome merement. Improvements until 955
were sufficient only to maingain Turkey's
ranking ak 55. The largest improvement was
observesd from 1990 w0 1998, when Turkey
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elimbed from 534% o 51 mnk. The index
increases show thar Turkey is progressing
i it= fight aganst poverty, Modest rank
improvements lor Tuckey ndicate that
countrics which had higher indices than
Turkey are dong ar least as well as Turkey.
Thevnly conmiries which had carlicr ranked
higher than Turkey, hot now vank lowver, are
Ecwuadoe, South Africa, Dominican Republic
ansl Gy,

If Turkey continues with the pace of
1988 - 1998 it may take eleven years to
reach the threshold of the high human
development category.

IEwaaled bee premature to fonccast the impacts
of the cument economic crises un Turkey's
Human Developmeny pesionsanes for the
opooring vears, Mevertheboss, if Turkey can
oriprove the qualicy and the effectiveness of
its public services ancd social suppore wo s
population, thgerher with a sustaaned level
of eoonimic guwth, there will be an aeerape
vearly improvemene of 007 s HDL Ax
this rate, ti meach the thoeshald value of
(L0 foor the gl heman development
categery will take abowr 1en years

WOy et

Wl Take Aot hen wars lor passng i

] ey

The recent extension of primary skl
ceucation from five to cighe years may add
1 e LS 1o Torkey's HI, ASHUTTINE
universal compliance?, Certainly many
policies such as the extersioan o compulsory
L'd.'l.h.'il[l.l.ﬂ'l will ['lll.IIJ.LIL'L' LR AR RN |.'|1i-||1|§4_-u in
Tuarkish sneiery, bt these changes will have
a very limited etieet on the HDL When
considering the costs of this sefoem i tefms
of puhlic myestments, the overall cost of
progress in human development for Turkey
becrema apparent, OF couwrse these costs e
nit be wnitoem for cach component of HIN
anal for cach perod o tinme, o they shoudd
not he wnderestimated. Equitable

development reguires adeguite resources
and the elimination of poverty is a vital
imvesstens for Turkey and its aspurations,

International comparison indicates clearly
that Turkey lags in the knowledge
component.

There are 38 countries |ranks| herween
Turkey (850 ank) and the high kuman
development threshold. Within the same
rAnge there 15 Twenty-six countries with a
lewer income: index than Turkey, Howeves,
there are only three countries (Saudi A sibia,
Libwa and Mawritiues! which have a lower
[ateraey rate than Turkey and only one
cadfiey [Saudi Arahia) which has lower
school enmolment than Turkey. These are
clear indieatlons that neome = the SETOMEST
and knowledge 1% the weakest component
of the three indices indicating the level of
haman development in Turkey.

The disaggregated approach indicates
important achievements concerning the
dynamics of human development in Turkey.

In 1973, low human development was
abserved in all regpomns of Turkey except the
wisstern Manmara and Acpean Begions, Five
provinees in Central Anatolia, seven in the
Black Sea Begaon, one wm the Mediteramean
Region, five in Southesstern Anatolia and
eleven in Eastern Anarolia jhour ose-tlind
of the population) were i the low human
developiment category, Within twenty-twa
yenrs ull these provinees, cxcept the new
provinee of Sernak, passed tnto the medium
human development catepory, Five lange
indvsinal provinees in Wessem Turkey, with
5% of Turkey's total population, passed
from the medium w high huwman
development category during the same
perieal, Howewer, these messurerents do
not consider disparities and the previlence
of low human development within
pHaNVIoes.



Turkey is progressing, but with persistent
inequality.

A wery simple measure of imegualiy, the
differenee between the HDIs aff Turkey's
provinces, suggests that inequalivy between
freances 15 growing. n 1975, the ditference
hetween the highest and lowest HIDE amon s
prwvinces was (1.324 HDI, but in 1997, this
rnge widened (L3485 HIL

[11 1975, the knowledge component was the
apparent reasun for megquality in HDD values
amwmg provinces in Turkey, From 1975 to
1447, the prmary factar in HDE mprovement
was Increasing income. Income increases
have plaved an important role in fighting
deprivation, however 1 more fundameneal
kacrow, uneven cducatwmal attainment, has
re=ulted in uneven incnesses inincome and
exsccrbated inegqualiny

Theretore, im addition two angoing regional
develupment policies, narrowly focused
shore-term policles trgeting the mase
deprived groups (the poorest of the poorl in
socfery may lead o hagher efficlency and
growrh and may shorten the period requiresd
foor et innes che Brigh honman developrment
COLEEOTY.

The tight against poverty is made om two
froms; against deprivation and agalnst
ineguality, Turkey seems to be suceessiul
omlby mn its fight agamst deprivation, Absolue
poverty s not widespread in Turkey,
apparently due o a crickle-down effece.
However, the same cannot be said [or
treguality. Inegquality i Tarkey cuts across
regioms, noomes, knwledge and human
development and gender, as well as across
honsehobds, age groups, and residence [uban-
rural}, Thas ineguality can resule an
inetficiency and trigger soctal problems such
as unconteo]led orhanization, crime and
social unrese,

ERECUTIVE SUMMART

[ 2003, severel stodivs on poverty in Turkey
were publishied, almost all of which were
hased on the howschold meome disterbutsn
survey il 1994, publishod m 1997 by the
Sute Instivate of Statwsocs (SIS, These studics
indicated - common concern ameng different
inseirutioms and otfered @ plothorm for g berer
conrdinated partnership to fight poverty,
which could certaunly increase the
effecrivenesss of related policies:

The World Banlk's “Social Welfare Stody
20081 compares data from SIS surveys m
1987 and 1994 (sec Box 3.1 ). Another study
publishied by TUSTATY in 2000 wses the same
data as the World Bank, however, the
heusehold income distrabation ix translated
here nes personal meome distribanion snd
comypares income discribution in Turkey to
gountrics of the ELL. Anceler sowdy wis
prepared by TESEY megarding Turkey's
cafvlidiey to the EU, with rural and urhan
pewverny stuslics focused on the state relmmms
resguibresl for membsership (see Bog 141 This
study différs from the first ewo studics in
iegaird tor the datd and spproach, m thait it
pilleves the buman development approach
instead ol emphasising income alone, vot
the muann resules of all susdics suppart each
otler with mo coneradiction SHTHATEL thie
resules and podicy implications.

Commion concerns and common resules ae
imterpreted i this study as an epporunty
fror ercarimg o partesship i the Gght agiinst
peverey. Podicies which may be denved from
these stodies will necessitare strong
pannerships: among cabiney membeys and
relevant public mstitutions, berween the
exgeunive and legislatve powers, betwoen
central and local authorities, between public
anad privite seceors and, in s ooy coordinaed
manmer, with bilateral and multilateral
representatives of the international
LTI Y.

3
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Trends in

Average Perspective

Since 1990, eleven global and five natiompal
(Turkiry] Human Deveboprment Reports have
heen published. The Human Development
Indes (HDT) was culenlaged in alingst every
feport by a difterent method. Progress and
sethacks n Turkey's mnkmg and index value
were not due as much 0 the achievements
or filures during that given period, as o
ditterences in assumptions, changes in the
number of countries reporting, and
refineniones in the caleulation methodobogy,
The secent Haman Development Reports of
1999 and 2000 have finalised the
methodolngy issue and published new long:
term erendd daga (1975-1998) for abour 100
conniries. These mgether now present a good
opportunity bor rovising past publication
recodds (Tables 1.1 and 1.2} and for assessing
Turkey's hurman development pedormance
by international comparison.

Table 1.1 Turkey's HDI by “old™ and “new"” Formulas

" HON (old formula) | HDH {new formula)
1995 REPORT 0.792 | 0.6%
1996 REPORT 0.711 0.689
1997 REPORT 0.772 0.711
1998 REPORT 0.782 0.714

Humen Develepment

The HDI values by the old formula are
taken from the global reports of 1595,
1996, 1997 and 1998, respectively.
The recalculations are done acconding
to the new formula introduced by the
1999 global Himman Development
Report. The new method has
decreased Torkey's index value
considerably, and Turkey lost 25
increments in rank because of this
change in methodology [See 1999
global report, page 165]. This doesn't
itan of course that human
development in Turkey has
deteriorated. On the contrary the data
series using the new formula reveals
that Turkey's progress up to 1998 has
bean continuous, without a setback,




The himan development index, hased on
three components, longevity, education and
et cpita incume, aims tw broaden the scope
of development analysis and is more
cutnpreliensive than the per capita income
appronch alone. The simplicity of the HDI
is at the same time its strengch, yor
wndirstanding and skilful use of the HD for
deh'rd]upi'u ent pulicy purposcs are not
necessarily simple. The following puidelines
for tnterpreting the indices might be useful.

HIN reflects the most basic achievements
in human development. With normalised
vaalues for three variables, life expectancy,
educational artsnment and income, the
witlue of the index ranges from Ot 1. {The
methodnlogy is discussed fully in the
rechnical notes),

The trend anilysis offered in this report
eovers 4 longer perind | 1965 to 1998, Tahle
121 than does the glohal report 2000 {1975
1998], Tt was warthwhile in this report o
imiclucle ehie perod when Turkey passed from
the low to the medium human development
CALEROrY,

Changes {n the HD value for each vear show
thie progress that Turkey has made towards
the muximum valne of 1. One may convert
this "achievement” approach to a “shortfall”
analysis, ton, defining the shortfall as the
distance between the maximum value 1 and
the index ivself [1-HDI), The shortfall may
be interpreted actually as the developmen:
challenge.

These indices are intermational by comparahle,
ver neither the HI nos any other composite
development index reflects the complete
picture of the development process, Rather,
this index has 1o be considered as a
supplement for other humaon development
indicators,

TRENDS iR SUMEH DEVELOFMEWT B

Box 1.2 The impact of recent economic crises on

the measurement of human development

The change of the index from one year to another does not
necessarily reflect the resulls of the policies within those
two years. That is, the sensitivity of HDI towards short term
policies and changes is low. For example, adult literacy and
lite expectancy are stock variables and change slowly over
fime, in spite of any immediate effect of “zood” or “bad™
policies.,

The recent economic crisis will have its most severe impact
on incomes. The HDI will be affected by these changes only
in proportion to changes in income. it is not likely that adult
literacy, combined school enrolment and life expectancy will
be significantly affected if the current crisis and its implications
can be overcome in a short period of time.

The HM puts more emphasis on guality of fife than on
econmic cyclés. However, the low sensitivity of the HDI
towards economic crises should not induce reluctance to
implement human development policies addressing the crises.
At any rate, human development policies target socially
weak, vulnerable groups, who will be hit most severely by
the negative impact of the crisis. Therefore, investments in
human development may be the most important strategy for
overcoming economic crises in an effective and socially
peaceful manner. In other wonds, those who are in partnership
to fight poverty should never accepl an economic crisis as
a justification for omitting investment in and reliance on
human development.
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Table 1.2 Trends in Human Development Indices for Turkey, 1965-1998

Gor
b A1 Rt % 1o s vaisn
1065 | 530 53.0 449 751 0457 | D503 | 0345 | D438
1966 | 537 538 47.2 919 | 0478 | 0516 | 0370 | 0485
1067 | 54.3 54.6 8.8 994 04R% | 0527 | 0383 | 0466
1968 | 648 | 654 500 | 1075 | 0498 | 0536 | 039 | 0477 |
1969 | 555 56.2 505 1173 | o508 | 0543 | o411 | o487 |
1970 | 561 | 6710 50.6 827 0518 | 0549 0372 | 0480
1971 | 567 56.2 50.4 1.007 0528 | 0556 | 0385 | 0490
1972 | 573 §9.4 50.8 1104 0538 | 0565 | 0401 | 0501
1973 | 578 60.7 509 | 1182 0548 | D574 | oMz | 0512
1974 | 585 62.0 50.5 1334 0558 | osez | o043z | oS
1075 | sa2 | e3a 505 | 1523 | 0570 | 0592 | 0485 | 053
1976 | &9.8 843 513 | 4,753 0.582 | 0600 0478 | 0553
1977 | 605 654 51,0 1896 | 0502 | 0608 | 0491 | 0563
1978 | 612 | 665 510 | 2030 | 0603 | 0613 | 0502 | 0573
1979 | 616 B7.5 51,4 2162 | om0 | 0622 | D512 | 0581
1380 619 GB.T 511 2253 E1S 0B28 0.520 0.588
1081 | 623 B8.7 512 2542 | 0A22 | 0635 | 0540 | 0.509
1982 | 626 0.8 528 2724 | 0527 | ©0B&T | 0552 | 0609
1983 | 630 71.9 555 | 2914 | 0633 | 0664 | 0563 | 0520
1984 | B35 730 559 3174 0642 | 0673 | 0577 | 0631
1985 | B40 | 7Ad §64 | 3340 | 0650 | 0682 | 0586 | 0639 |
1986 | 645 743 56.8 3,562 0658 | 0EB9 | 0697 | 0648
1g87 | 651 75.6 58.0 3965 | 0668 | 0697 | O6L4 | 0660
1988 | 658 76.4 58.0 4114 | 0677 | 0703 | 0620 | 0667
1989 | 659 772 582 | 4213 | 0682 | 0709 | 0624 | 0672
190 | 6.3 78.0 564 4691 | o688 | 0715 | D42 | 0682
1981 | 668 788 0.0 a822 0693 | 0725 | 0647 | o889
1902 | 669 768 610 5105 0698 | 0734 D656 | 0606
1903 | 673 | 804 620 | 68562 | 0705 | 0743 | 0671 | 0706
_ 1094 | 677 | 8132 625 | 6280 | 0712 | 0750 | 0862 | 0708
1995 | 681 | 820 62.4 S620 | 0TI | DTS5 | 0672 | 015
1906 | 685 82.3 B20 5,999 0725 | o755 | o®83 | o721
1897 | BES 832 B1.0 5463 0.732 | 0758 0.696 | 0.728
1998 | @9.3 84.0 BL0 6486 | 0738 | 0763 | 069 | 0733

Seniiad de sl st Insnin of Safists and Sk Ml Chigdisieen Ghdol ansm Chaghopanem e,
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Figure 1.5 Comparison of Human Development Indices 1975-1998
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Figure 1.5 compares Turkev's human
development performance with other
gountries, The data on chinges in rank wes
taken fronm the global HOE 2000, To make
the clart less crovwded and easier g read,
wily myedium income coumtries compacable
o Turkey, Eurapean Union and candidace
counirics were selected. The chan compares
the variahes of incremental changes in HIEH
rank and imabsolute HEH fos the [\'Tll.'ni 1975
1998, an order to help understand the
elynmics of HOH ranking for Turkey.

Increases in HIN are shown on the v axis
and chonges in HDI ranke on the x axis. The
first olservatiom is that all selecred countries
increased in D from 1975 10 1998, althwough
somie advanced and vehers dropped in mnk
Cummtrées on the feft half of the chr dooppes)
in rank even though ther HEA ine reased,
anil eountrics on the right-half advanced in
rank as well as experienced an increase in
HIDL Turkey s anvong this Lest group.

The diagonal line strenching frem bower left
to wpper pight 35 the mend line (Hnear
regreasion) which shows the "nverage"
arcunsd which che data points dre diseribused.
This lime groes through the dasa goint for Pene
just in the middle of the v axis, Pera's HIDE
mereased in ahsolute terms froam 1975
TS By O 1012, with a met change in faak of
zemy. Countries above the toend T anad to
the right of Pera experienced above average
irereises in HID and im FOE Gk (e average
HDI increase of 100 countries 1= arouand
0.9




Table 1.6 Changes in Rank and

HDI (1975-1998)

Changes in Rank | HDI Changes
11975-1998) [1975-1998)

Saudi Arabla 12 0,159
Malaysia 12 0.152
Indonesia 9 0.205
Thailand B 0.145
Tunisia 7 0.192
China 6 0.188
Manritius 6 0.135
Algeria 5 0175
Swarziland 3 0.150
Iran 3 0.143
i = DA
Brazil 2 0.108
Colombia 2 0.107
Mexico 2 0.097
5ri Lanka 1 0121
Dominican Rep. O 0.118
Peru 0 0.102
= : e
Bele 0O 0.077
Bolivia -2 0.131
Philippines 2 0.0%
Trinidad 2 0.074
Syria 3 0.130
El Salvador 3 0115
Ecuador -3 0.102
Gosta Rica 3 0.065
Honduras 4| 0.133
Venezuela 5 0.056
Paraguay ry 0.076
HNicaragua -8 0.062
Jamaica 11 0.049
Romania  -11 0.020
South Africa =13 0.052
Guyana -13 0.033

TREMDE N HOMAN BEVELOPMENT i1

The slope of the linear regression implies
that, on average, tor every increase of 0,006
in the HDOI bevond an initiel increase of
0102, a country may sdvance one increment
in rank. To apply thus to Turkey, we can
hypothesize that Turkey would advance in
rank if any of the following increases were
achieved:

B Anancrease in literacy by 2.7%,;

B An increase in school enralment by 5.4%.

B An increase in life expectancy at hinh by
1 wear; or

B An increase in per cipita GOPPPP) by
Uss 750000

HDI
MzR:l:
[—] = (-] =
_E = H B
These. couvifunies e a = E :E s

lower HOI inges thar Turkes

0.67T0

Syria

0.623

0.588

Marocco
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Box 1.4 There is a strong link between fighting poverty, attaining sustainable

human development and meeting EU accession criteria.

Thee Turkish Economic and Social Studies Foundation (TESEV) has published &
collection of conference documents entitled “Regional Development and Rural
Poverty”. The focus of the conference arganised by TESEV was nol only on
poverty but also an accession to EL, with an aim to present the regional
development policies of the EU and candidate countries. Discussions focused
on the relevance of these policies for mabilizing Terkey's own polential at local
and national levels.

Turkey will approach regional development policy within the accession context
at three levels: subnational, national and transnational. Elimination of regional
disparities within Taurkey is important, but Turkey's rapid growth is probably jist
as important, since the accelerated development of the economy will improve
European economic and social cohesion. Trans-national policies such as the
common agricultural policy and common transport policy will make up the thind
level of regional development policy.

The EU's reglonal development support to Turkey will most likaly be similar to
the pre-accession support offered to other candidate countries. The aim of such
pre-accession support is usually to assist a candidate country's government in
adapting its legal and institutional structures to the necessities of the acquis
communautaire, and to provide financial support for pilot projects that could
precede future projects and programs under the Union's structural funds
directives. The European Unian has no explicit policy favouring decentralization
or deconcentration, and attainment of 3 certain regional development level is
not a precondition for accession o the European Union.

Contrary to some evaluations, economic critoria will not pose the greatest
challenge towards accession for Turkey, if one looks ot the picture from the
human development perspective. Turkey has among the candidate countries the
lowest HOI birt not the lowest income (see Tahle 1.7). While Turkey's living
standarnds have indeed improved, the analysis made through all methodologies
applied for the calcolation of the HDI indicate that there |s still need for
considerable effort for Turkey to meet the minimum social and political
requirements for EU accession within the not too distant futare.




Table 1.7 Development Indicators for Turkey and
Other EU Candidate Countries

Real GNP

Bulgaria 0772 | 1372 | 4809
Crprus 0.886 | 12857 | 17,482
CeechRepublic | 0843 | 5142 | 12362
Estonia 0.801 3,951 7,682
Hungary 0817 | 4920 | 10232
Latvia 0171 | 2328 | 5728
Utwaria | 0789 | 2197 | 643
Malta 0865 | 18620 | 16,447
Poland 0814 | 3877 | 7619
Romania 0770 | 1310 | 5888

Soks | 085 | a2 | 9699
Slovena 0361 | 10637 | 14,203
TURKEY 0732 | 3167 | 6422

Table 1.8 Met Change in HDI for Terkey and
other EU Candidate Countries

1975-80 | 1980-85  1985-90 | 1990-98
Bulgaria . | 0.020 0001 -0.010
Cyprus - wl = -
Crech Republic | .. 0.007  0.013
Estania . | 0.008  -0.006 -0.005
Hungary 0.016 | 0.012  -0.001 0.019
Latvia . | 0012 | -0.001  -0.026
Lithuania - ol .| 0020
Matta 0035 | 0.027 | 0.035  0.053
Poland 0.004  0.006  0.029
Romania 0.033 | 0.006  -0.018 | -0.001
Siovakia .| .| o006 0o13
Slovenia - - | 0021
TURKEY 0024 | 0.037 | 0.032 | 0.049

TEEWDE M HUMAN REVELOPMENT i3

B Rl GRE PP
B oarrEs

W oy e

eoTEnis
Sliwahia

Thurkoey

shwenn

A mare simple interpretation of this rule,
however, may be that relatively small increases
in HD! may resule in g loss in rank, while
relatively lange increases in HD may result in
advances in rank, In facr, changes in rank do
not depend only on absolute HDI changes but
also on hisw countries at meare or less the same
level of HIDM have pertormed. In 1998 chere
were 46 countries in the high development
category, spread over o range of less than (.20,
Likewise, there were 35 countries in the low
developament citegrry, Although the caregory
18 defined by the range (U0 to 0,500, the
countries in this category were actaally spread
over 4 ramgee similar in size to countrics in the
other catepories,  Consequencly, excepr for
coumntries that are clustered around a particular
HI value, it usnally requires a higher than
average HOD improvement in order to also gain
a rank improvement, since rank changes do not
depend only on how one country fights
depravation but also on how this 1s pedormed
relasive 1o countries of similar rank.
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Policy Perspective

T churify the podicy implications for the
abirer analysis, the following question may
b asked: “How can Turkey pass oo the
high-hwman developimene category?”

In 1998, Turkey achieved an HDI value of
0.732 To pass o the high development
category, Turkey must increase iis HDL by
at Jeast (1068, This of coumse isa simple and
mechanical reply. With an average vearly
increase of 0.007 1 s HD, i will sequire
ahout 1en years lor Turkey w reach the
threshaold ot the high development carepory.

Hewwever, Turkey cannot increase its HDI
by (U064 il there is no improvement in the
three faetors that comprise the HIDI,
especially the income component. The
ineome index is based on real GDP, so
widklivional increments of the same value ane
proportionally smatler when compared to
the toeal. For Turkey, o keep ingreasing the
HIH at a constant rne, a0 increasing amsount
of tneomie must be addesd cach year

Imcome increases in the last decade
comtributed (0025 goothe HI 35% of the
wotal increasel. I income continugs o
merease a1 the same rate for the next decade,
the contributicn by the veas 2008 would e

Table 1.9 Comparative Impact of Selected Development Targels

Average Improvement in Coefficient Impact an HE
lﬁmhﬁl‘hﬂ‘_ﬂ;- ooz
lﬁmhﬂlﬂm 0.00%
lyau-ileu-uh_ﬁhm 0.006
Hﬂﬂhhfmkﬂl‘ﬂﬂhrlﬁ!lﬂﬂlim, 0.006

a mu_
0.006
0.004
0003

only about 05017 HO, meaning it would
ke at least one maore vear for Torkey to
reach the high-human development
threshold. Table 1.9 shows the relagive
impm;,t o Turkey's HINM nf 'irn.rn'rwr.'rnr:nl::
in the different FID components, for the
s of um!-l.:rsrandlng_ the meam ng af
percentage increases of FIDI

Given these coefficients, various
comhinatioms and scenanos may be worke:d
ot o wotal the 0068 needed to reach the
high developiment category, but eme should
oot forget that the threshald values or
variahles for measuring high human
development or any other category may be
Tevisesd u|1wur|.] i the forure. Plans which
are extended vwo far inte the futere are in
risk of not being realised av all under these

eTms.

one should not confuse
measurements of human development
[oasteome} with haman development podicy.
The goal of policy should be human
development, and mor simply an
improvement of the HDIL Haman
development emphastses knowledpe rather
than the ltcrsey rate or enrolment, but for
the purpases of internatienal companson,
knowledpe i= micasured by these indhicators.
I the literacy measured is mot functional
literacy, then 1t is questionoble whegher it
measures human development ot all. So it
is niog appropriote to define a hrosd policy
comncEpt hased o a wery sq'u.'ll"ir warihle. Foe
example, there cannat be a specific policy
for increasing life exXpeChancy at herth for a
certain amwant of years, Rather, a collection
of palicies addressing matersal and child
heealshy, the cnvimmment, sale water, Incoime
andd education and many other issues may
result i an increase of Uic expectancy.

Bosides,

e shienald also nos understimate the cost
of such ncreases in the measures w armam
higher human development. Turkey has
realised 115 most important homan




development policy change by extending
compuilsary pramary school education from
fiwve to eight years in 1997-1994. This was
passible only by the additlonal taxation of
various income groups. If fully realised, this
may add 0010 —te 0015 to Turkey's HDI
and may help Turkey awain the threshold
HDI for the high human development
category. However, even a very small
percentage increase has its costs and
somnetimes it might be unrealistic to set high
Lingets.

Since in the long run almost all countries
progress in their HDL, does international
comiparison present any human development
policy implicagions for Turkey? [n fact, yes,
Comparison indicates clearly that the
knowledge component of the human
development index in Turkey is lagging
behind other countries, and if Turkey
‘serinusly wants 1o catch up, this anca has o
be emphasisesd much more than it was in
the last decade. The improvement in
enrelment may be considiersd & good stare.

The HDR also shows the difference between
a country's GDP rank and its HOY rank, in

TRIMOS IN AUMAS DEVELSFMENT

order o contrast countries af sumilar rank.
There are 38 councries ranked betweon
Turkey (850 rank) and the high-human
development threshold, Within this range
Turkey has the highest GDP-HIMN difference
except for Saudi Avabia, which suggesis thar
human development is not progressing at
the same rate as income. For example,
Twenty-six countries in the sune caregory
have a lower income index than Turkey, and
yet they rank higher than Turkey in their
HIDL However, there are anly three countries
|Sawdi Arabia, Libya and Mauntius| which
hve a lower literacy rate than Turkey and
vnly ome eountry (Sandi Arabia) which has
a lower enralment ratin. These are clear
indications that income s the strongest and
knowledge is the weakest component of
Turkey's human development index.

This perspective based on national averes
indicates o policy makers in Turkey the
achieverents af the past, the new challenges,
a time perspective and which component &
target. This policy perspeetive may be
enhanced by the “deprivation” and
“imequality” perspective of the next chapter.
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Box 1.5 Policies for reducing disparity/inequality

The Eighth Five Year Development Plan of Turkey describes the Turkish government’s regional development
and poverty eradication programs. Chapters seven and eight are devoted to issues directly related to
hurmian development, and refers to most of the problems stated in this report, especially regional disparities
and inequality in income distribution. The will to fight poverty is present in the Eighth Plan, which may
form a platform for creating partnerships to fight poverty.

The key issue of better targeted government spending is still an important problem. Social assistance
schemes in Turkey are sparse and divided, and the social insurance-pension system does not reach the
muost vainerable groups. The agricultural support system distributes subsidies towards richer regions
and larger farms. The education system is extensive yet the poor groups still have the least access lo
education opportunities. Many regional programs become diluted over time or spread too thinly. In 1968,
there were only 22 provinces in regions designated as development priorities. In 1999, the coverage had
been extended to 50 provinces.
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Diseggregated HD1 as
@ Cumulative Distributien

Functien

If all individuals in Turkey were completelv
equal in their HIL, the distnbution of the
HIM across the population would look
somiecthing [ike Figare 2.1, which depics the
1975 national HDI of 0,330 in uniform
distribution.

Of course, the HD is noe distrbueed equally
acress the population, Toges a berwer picture
of the variation in the HDE across Turkey,
these values were disaggregated by provinee.
In 1975, there were sisty-seven, and in 1997,
s.c.'wnr'rtighl. provinces m Turkey of different

|\|:||'|u|.|t|4|r| annl area sizes,

Figure 2.1 Average HDI Profile, 1975

Ciamilanive
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An ideal disaggreeation could be achieved §
one could caleulate the HDI of cach
individual in a country. Relevant statistics
are, however, availsble in Turkey only a
the prowimer level, Therefare this is the level
that will be used o approximate the e
profile. I the share of population |y axis), at
or helow g given HIH (x axis) is presened
praphical lv inascending order, the HIDE profile
may be presented as a cumulative
distribwition Fumction (Figene 2217, Displaying
human development information this Wiy
may be helphul toanderstand some aspeces
of inequelity,

The disagpregated FID profile in Figure 2.2
displays a curve which represents the
distriburion of provinee level HDE values
and the cumulative proportbon of Terkey's
total population. The curve starts at 0343
om the x axis, where the Iovwest provincial
HIN valuee: was observed m 1975, Looking at
the intersection of the curve with ehe FIDI
valwe 0,500 (the low medium human
development threshold) and reading from
the ¥ axis, one can see that almost 32% of
the popalation at that time was in the low
human developoment cavegory, Thie end point
il the profile touches the ceiling ar the
maxanmny HEH valoe of 667, implying thac
the majoricy of the population was within
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Figure 2.2 Disaggregated HDI Profile for Turkey, 1975

the mediom human development category
in 1975; there was no province in the high
human development category at that time.

The maxtmum HIM value is 1.00 and
maxmum popubation is alse 100%, or 100,
501 the total area of Figure 2.2 is equal to ene
{1x1=1}. The arca to the might of the curve
then represents the relative lack of

development, capressed as |-HDLL

Figre 2.3 depicts the uniform distribution
for Turkey's 1975 HIM from Figuse 2.1 and
abwo for the 1997 HDL The arca between the
two profiles represents the progress attainesd
in Turkey over twenty-two years, and the
area to the righe of che 1997 profile is che
rerenining deprivation. The analysis of these
two sectings muy be considered an “average-
deprivation™ analysis.

The index value of the area bevween the twis
profiles is around 0198 HOL 40%, of this
inerease occured becavse of increases in
moome, 32% because of incredses in life
expectancy and 18 %because of increases in

litgracy snd enmolment.

The area o the right of the 1997 profile,
which represents the remaining amount of
deprivation, has an dndex value of 0,27, 33%
uf this deprivation is because of deficiencies
in longeviry, 30% for knowledge deficiencies
and 37% because of insufficient income.
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Figure 2.3 Average HDI Profile for Turkey, 1975 and 1997
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Figure 2.4 Average and Disaggregated HDI Profiles for Turkey,
1975 and 1997
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Figure 2.5 Disaggregated Income and Literacy Indices,
1975 and 1997
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Inequality Perspective

Figure 2.4 shows the disaggregaced HD
protifes for 1975 and [997 superimposcd on
thiz average profiles. The disapgzregated profile
may be interpreted as a clockwise motation
ol the vertical average profile, and the
triangnlar arcas created by the positive slope
ol the profile and the average profile as the
amount of inequalicy, expressed as the
devintion of ane provinee's gverage from the
national average. The mange of province level
HIMs fromn least to greatest 15 also a simple
messure of meguality. [tis imponant o
visualize that there can be several
disapgregated profiles with the same average

bur with ditterent degrees of slope, with a
fatter disaggregated profile indicating greater
imcguality.

The fight against poverty has two imporiant
componenta: the hght aganst deprivation
and the fight against incquality. Figure 2.4
presents 1975 and 1997 results cogether and
summearizes the deprivacion and inequalty
components of Turkey's performance, The:
rightward shift of the average and
disaggregated HD profiles are elear steps
against deprivation, However, the gap
berween the maximum and minimum
provinge level HIN's increased during the
sanmee period, from (0324 in 1975 100,345 in
1997, In the figure, one can see that the
share of the population living below the
miticmal HI average has increased, and thar
the lowest ranks are further behind the
average fn 1997 than they were in 1975

The steeper part of the curve TEpresenting
the population abuve the national average
HIDA showws that these s less deviation from
the national average, This is parcly because
higher ranking provinces also have high
population and these provinces are
represented by thoir averages,

Thee source of thas inequality may be ohserved
in Figure 2.5, which depicts disaggregated
ingomre and literacy index prafiles for 1975
angd 1997, For 1973, both profiles start at
about the same point on the x asis, bat cven
though income deprivation was much greater
than literacy deprivation, it appears to be
distrituted more equally, with a range from
minimum to maximum of 0316, as
comgared ra range of 0517 for literaey. 1n
1997 the range for both the breracy and the
incomse indices increased, with the lireracy
gap widening mare than the neosme gap.

At the lowest level of development, the
prowinces with HDEs between 049 and 059,
b an average deprivataon (1-HIDH of 0,434,
An A% of this deprivation is due w illiteracy
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and low enrlment, 35.6% due to insufficient
ineome and 27.6% duc to shor life
CXPECLANCY.

Provinces in the high level human
development category show a different
pattern. Here toral deprivation is 00190, with
only 26.7% of it due o illiteracy and low
enrolment, but 40.4% due to insufficient
income and 32.8% due to  short life

EXpectaney.

If development policy aims to fight the
inequality companent of poverty, emphasis
om eiducational amainment at low levels of
human development is critical.

The Dynamics

The disaggregared approach produces
valuahle results concerning the dynamics of
human development in Turkey, In 1975,
there were 29 provinees out of 67 in the Jow
Human development category. It was only
in the westem part of Turkey, in the Marmara
and Acgean Regions, wherne low human
development was not observed, There were
e prowinces in Central Anamolia, seven in
the Black Sea Region, one im the
Meditertanean Region, five in Southeastern
Anatolia and eleven in Eastern Anatolia in
the low human development category,
eomprising almost 33% of Turkey's total
population. Thus, roughly one third of
Turkev's population was in the low heman
development category and two-thinds in the

medium human development caregory.

Within twenty-two vears all of these
provinces passed (nto the medivm human
ﬂewiuprrwm caregory, with the exception
if one new provinee in Southeastern
Anarolia, Sornak, with an HDI of 0.492,

Dauring the same period, five lanme indusrrial
provinges in western Turkey, whose
combined population constitates 23% aof
Turkey's total population, passed from the

medium to the high human development
categnry,

Adiyaman, a province in Southeastern
Anatolia where the GAP Prsject is underway
{see Box 2,11, has yielded the largest increase
in HIDE 0.213, This performance has brought
Adsyanen froim the 570 up o the 520 mnk
The next largest increase in HDI was
ohserved for provinees in southwestern
Turkey, The HD of Mugila has improved by
0212 and by this perfonmance Mugk climbed
from the 120 o the th rank. Nigde in
Central Anatolia, Trabzon in the Black Sea
and Bileeik in the Marmara Region were the
next best performers. The HDI far cach of
thesie provinces has increased by maore than
0.200.

The provinces with the smallest HEOI
improvement were Mus and Agrin the East,
followed by fstanbul, whose HDI inercased
by only 0,145, fgel, in the Mediterranean
Region, dropped in rank by twelve
increments in spite of an mcrease in s HD
by 0.160, making it the provinee with the
barpest mee drop in rank.

An analysis of the provinces grouped into
regions produces similier resules, As seen in
Table 2.1, with Turkey's regions listed in
HIDI tank order, Eastern and Southeastern
Anaralia had the lowest HDIs in 1975, and
although they moved from the low 1o the
msdivm human development caegory, they
remain at the bottom, As these regions'
improverents wens simaller than the average,
meguality in the geographic distribution of
HDI values has increased. The Marmara
Region, however, expericnced a moderite
umprovemnent, yet it passed into the high
human development citegory®

The Black Sea and Cental Amstolian Regions
experienced the greatest improvement in
their HEN

If cleveinprmerst policy
aims to Aght the
mequally Sl o
ooy, ermpiass on
Soucatiana aitaryenl
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Nurman development
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Bax 2.1 Southeastern Anatolia Project Sustainable Development Program

The Southeastern Anatolia Regional
Developmant Administration (GAPF RDA]
is unigue in Turkey for being the only
government institution which focuses
solely on regional development. Since
its establishmant in 1989, the GAP RDA
has promoted a sedes of integrated
regional development strategies and has
cooperated since 1995 with the UNDP
in the management of a Sastainable
Human Development Program Largeting
tise people of this less developed region,
Iin adkdition to pilol projects scattered
throughout the GAP Reglon, the Program
is supporting the formulation of an
updated reglonal development stralegy
for Southeastern Anatolia. This strategy
takes vulnerable groups as ite locus and
proposes a string of public and private
investment approaches that will serve
to lift HDI values —the living conditions
of the people - in this region to national
levels.,

In order fo mobilize employment creating investments,
the UNDP and the GAF RDA have also been operating
Entrepreneur Support Centres in Adiyaman, Sanhurfa,
Gariantep, Diyvarbakor and Mardin, In addition,
participatory approaches to bocal development planming
and project implementation are fostered through
grassroots level projects employing Local Agenda 21
modalities and principles of good governance.
Participatory approaches also seeh to mobilise the
cultural and non-material assets in the Region's
historical cities, such as Mardin,

The GAP RDA's work and its cooperation with the UNDP
in promoting sustainable human development
approaches is considered by many as an imporkant
step in aligning Torkey's reglonal development
strategies with those in EU member countries. However,
further policy puidance and improvements ane AECESSAryY
both for establishing the optimal institutional structures
for regional development and for the mobilisation of
the necessary public, private, national and local
resources to [t the human development levels of the
people in this region.
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Ry hlice Table 2.1 Human Development Index by Region
It might be uscful to ask, “What would REGION 1975 1997 Change
happen if Turkey increased its national e =
human development average to 000, that
is, 1o the high human development cateanry Marmara 0.627 0.801 0.174
threshold in about a decade, but without A 0.573 l]T 184
changing the geopraphic distribution of the — 2 : 5?_ L
HOI in 1907 Central Anatolia 0.549 0.736 0.187

3 Mediterranean 0.528 0.713 0.185
Thas may be viswalisied casily by shifving the
HD prodile in Figure 2.5 to the right by about ﬂ?ﬂi Sea : ﬂm 0.694 .\.I.j.'lgﬂ
0077 HDL Accordingly, only 24 out of 80 Southeastern Anatolia 0.447 0612 | 0.165
provinces will pass imto the high homan Eastern Anatolia : 0.446 0612 0.166
developient category, leaving 56 provinces — 2 it e R | e 3
hehind within the medium homan i |
developrment categrry. In other words, shouat TURKEY | 0.520 0.720 0.190

53% of the population would be living in
provinces in the high human development
categery, while abour 47% would remaimn m
provinces in the medium human
develvpment category. All provinces of the
Marmara Region would pass into the high
human development category, and almost
ill the Acgean coastal provinces [Mugla,
Aviin, fzmir, Denizli, Manisa) and
Mediterrancan provinces [Antabya, Burdur,
beet! would also make this transition. The
western scction of Central Anatolia,
Eskigehir, Ankara, Konya, and the westem
Elack Sea provinees of Fonguldak and Bola
would also pass into the high human
development category,

Although the level of development would
change, the disparities hetween Eastern and
Western Turkey would remain. Turkey is
progressing, bt not by the most desirable
pactern, Progress with ineguality 1s winnimg
anly half the battle sgainst poverty.
Improving the national average for a
particular meazure of development does not
eradicate all poverty problems. Failing w
sddress inequality now will only increase
the cost of futune remedies,

[RHATR ]
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Whet de the Humen
Develepment Indices Reveall

fer Turkey?

To stress the incquality in the distribution
of human development. this report provides
three additional disaggregated, composite
indives for all provinces, which are the
Cender-related Development Index (GDI,
the Gender Empowerment Measure (CEM],
and the Human Poverty Index (HP1, The
first rwo quaalify the HDI by indicating gender
inegualiny and the HP indicages the presence
and magnitude of poverty independent of
the national HIOL

The GO s measured by the same variables
as the HDM: life expectaney, educational
drtainment and income, but adjusted for
disparitics betwesn women and men. I the
averages were the same for h(j[l]__ the G
and HIN values would be identical. For EVEry
provvines m Turkey the GDE value 15 [ower
than the HDI value, indicating gender
ineguality in Turkey, Bursa and kemir, which
are within the high human development
category, fall inte the medium human
development category when gender
inequility s considered.

This incgquality may be assessed also in
relative terms by comparing the HDI and
0] ranks of the provinees. Seventeen
prevwances have the =ime rank in both HDE
amd GDL In chirty-six provinces the GDE
zank is higher than HD rank. This suggests
a relatively more eguitable distribution of
average human development achicvements
than in the twenty-seven provinces whire
GO ik is lower than the HDI rank. fged,
in the Mediterranean Region, Konya in

Central Anatolis, Afvon in the Acgean, and
Bartin and Karabiik in the Black Sea Region
show marked gender mequaliey relative o
thetr human development indices.

The Gencer Empowerment Measure (GEM)|
i= intended 1o measure gender mepualinty in
key arcas of economic and political
participation and decision making, This
index focuses more on oppartunities rather
than on capabilitics. The GEM has been
caloulated for the 73 provinces in Turkey for
which data was availahle, although this dats
15 not untform in time. Data on
admintstritive and managerial positions are
from the 19890 coensus, Seats held in provineial
and municipal parliaments are from che 1993
electinns and income data is from 1997, The
tndex is specific ta Tutkey and is hased on
data that is not saitable for international
comparizon, 1t is mest informative to
compare the GEM and HDI ranking of
selected provinces.

Ankara 15 the top ranking provinee tor the
GEM. Bursa's GEM ranking is eleven
increments helow its HDI indicating that
while Bursa has been able v promoete social
and cconomic opportunities for its
ropulation, woren in Bursa have not had
the oppormunity w advance in professional
tields, The Black Ses provinces of Risee,
Trabeon and Gimishane have GEM
rankings significantly lower than their HDT
rankings. However, the highest disparity is
m Komya, where the mnk difference between
HDM and GEM is twenty-three. Sakarya
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the Marmara Region, Afyon in the Aegean,
anil Kayserd in Central Antolia also show
comsiderable disparities in their anking for
HDI and GEM.

The third compasite measure presented in
this report i the human poverty index (HPI).
The HDI is designed o measure national
average in achievements, whereas the HPI
iz intended to measure deprivation, using
the following indicators:

Figure 3.1 Components of the HPI

Table 3.1 Provinces with the same HDI but differeni HPI

HDI (%) HPI (%]
Ardahan 62 16
Diyarbakir 62 29
Bartin 68 9
Sivas 68 15

Table 3.2 Provinces with the same HP but different HDI

Index Deprivation measure HDI [%) HPI (%)
Lomgevity | Percentage of people not Kayseri T 12
expected to survive to the Afyan &9 12
age of 40
Bilecik 76 5
Knowledge | Adult illiceracy e Hartin 68 9
Income Percentage of people without
access vy sate water 1L HIT HI HiE 2
— i L
Percentage of people without LB *nﬁ'm —
access o health services - .-
Percentage of children under ] d Kﬁi
5 who are moderately or K B Bartmgly .. .
severely underweight T- "
= R | ] __'._ S l-;d:-hm .
d o Snas 'Y B
Like the HD, the HPI ranges from O o 100, Lh
bur with higher scores denoting greater E&I N i I i
@ Bartn

deprivation, HPT among Turkey's provinces
ramges from &% in bstanbul 1o 359% in Simak.
Eleven provinees out of seventy eight have
am index value of less than ten. Only thirteen
provinces have an mdex higher than twenry
anil three af them have an index value higher
than 30%.

There are considerable differences in HIDI
rank and HI rank among the provinces, but
thiere is o automatic link between the HI
and HF. One may assume that, bérween
pavwvinces of similar HDIs, the provinee with
a lower HPI value has a more equitable
distribution of achievements,

L

For example, Ardahan and Divarbakar hasl
the same HDE level in 1997, but MHyadhabor
had a higgher poverty incidence than Ardahan,
implying that human development 1s less
equally distributed in Divarbaker than in
Ardahan. The same is orue for Sivas and
Bariwn, which also had the same HDI in
19907, Compared o Barting, the achievemenits
in Sivas indicare higher incquality, Kayserd
and Afyon have the same poverty index yet
Afyon has a lower FIDL This indicates a less
equitably distributed human development
i Afyon as compared 1o Kayserl
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Policy Implications

The question asked in chapters one and two
may apply here as well: Is v possible for
Turkey to pass into the high development
category in bess tham a decade! As already
shwown, Turkey's overall human developmens
index 1s progressing guite well, yet
achievements are ot distrbuted egually
and there f5 oo sign of impaoverment in that
respoct, Economic meguality Coss scrmes nol
anly regioms, income, knowbedge and gender,
biait aliso aeross houscholds, age, residenoe
(urhan-rurall. Tnequalivy results i coonomic
treficiency and waste, a5 well as social
problems such @5 crime, wincontrolled
wrhanization and soctal wnrese Tn acdditiomn
tur angoing regional development policies
thas target; for example Southeastem o
Eastern Anatolia, carefully targeted shor-
term policies toward the most deprived
g in soclety ~4s part of 4 latger program
for mnne cquirahle snd sustainable human
development- may lead i highes eficiency
and growth. This may shorten the period
required for passing imo the high haman
develapment Canegory.

The Workl Bank, Poverty Reduction and
Economic Manazement Unit, published a repet
o Turkey in May 2000 : “Economic Reforms’
Living Standards and Social Welfare Study.”
Thie data and approach of the study ane differs
fram the Mational Human Development Repord,
et the results seom to support and complemet
each other. The following highlizhts are of
imterest:

#_. While Turhey has been successfil In
muost of the recent period, it has been less
successtul at generating employment.
Employment to working-age population rates
have declined sharply since the 1970,
suggesting that a much smaller fraction of
Turkey's potential labor force is economibcal
active aml employed today than it was 20 yen
ago...During 1981-97, total employment gre
by only 1.5% per year, while the working agt
population grew by over 3% per annum.




WHAT B0 THE BUMAN

DEVELOPMENRT INBICES REVEAL FOR TURHEYY 28

Report from the World Bank on Econamic Reforms, Living Standards and Soctal Welfare

Turkey is a counbry with large and entrenched
inequalitics. Income differentials across regions
and social groups are wide and persistent. A
significant share of total inequality in Turkey
is explained by diferences in endowments,
geography and opportunities taced in the labor
market. Two critical variables, education and
employment status, each explain between a
fifth and a quarter of all observed inequality.
Rural/urban differences suplain more than 10°%
of the total inequality in the country. Regional
factars explain another 11%.

Comparisons over time sugzest that ineguality
between regions is growing. We find that the
share of overall inequality explained by
differences in regional means has grown by
10%. Similarly, using provincial-level data on
GDP for the 1975-95 period, we find that
productivity differences between provinces are
getting bigger; nol smaller. This is true not only
for productivity levels bul also for productivity
growth rates...while provinces in the middie of
distribution show some mobility over the 20-
year period of observation, those at the top or
bottom of the distribotion do not change very
much at all. Of the 13 poorest provinces in
1975, 10 were still in the bottom quintile 20
years later. And of the 13 richest in 1975, 11
remained in the top quintile in 1995,

Absolute poverty in Turkey is low based om an
international standard. When we use the
internationally comparable “One-Dollar-a-Day™ fine,
we find an extremely low incidence of poverty. Only
2.5% of the population have monthly consumption
below this level...However, unlike absolute poverty,
economic vulnerahility is a widespread problem. A
substantial number of households (31%) and an
important fraction of population [36%] have
consumption below the economic vainerability line
[equal to the food line ples an allowance for non-
food #ems).

The main factor driving the worsening of the
distribition of money Wcomes appears to be l'.ha
laber market, and specifically the emergence of
growing wage differentials by educational attainment.

Government spending needs to be better targeted to
the economically valnerable and key elements of a
strategy to improve living standards and reduce
poverty: Provide a macroeconomic environment that
Is conductive to growth and price stability... Remove
biases against employment creation cutside of
agriculture. .. Facilitate the outflow of resources from
agriculture and provide a basis for productivity growth
in the sector..., Invest in the education, and especially
in that of poor children. .. Reallocate government
expenditures sa that they are better targeted to the
economically vulnerable...”

sympers Worsdid Wik A0 Turkeryy Fovssniie Refiems, Lvieg Sondonds and Soonl Weifase Sy, Boepon 5o SEETT
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In conclusion:

Human development measuremenes place
critical emphasis on income. Hivwever,
income can be- and often is a misleading
measure of overall development, Rapid
ingreases in income have oftcn been
paralleled with nsing inegqualities ar even
increasing levels of absolute poverty. Turkey
is @ good example of this scheme. Despioe
rapid progress in income, disparities have
widened, However, there are also opposioe
examples: i some eountries inequality has
diminished with rising income. It is therefome
evident that w understand che relanonship
between income and inequality in general
is a complex endeavour thas requires
demuanding research effons. For the specific
case of Turkey, we know only very Little
about the relatiomship between ineguality
and per capita income growth trends.
Inequality is often the outcome of
interdependent forces such as markets,
inatitutions and demographic changes,
Unierstanding this complex relationship is
a challenge. Yet, steps in this direction
prodmige to open up new policy options.

The 2001 Human Development Feport and
this Mational Human Development Report
both point e the critical role of cducation
in bostering Turkey's development
performance. The former does so by
presenting Turkey's overall development
perormance in an itermatcmally comparable
index, leading to the conclusion that
eiducation is the lead human development
component which keeps Turkey from
attaining higher development levels, The
latter makes the same argument on the
comtrality of sducstion by pointing ot costing
disparities and widening inequalities in
Turkey. Focusing on education for attaining
rapsd human development offers more insight
and operational policy options. Improving
people’s wocess wo systematically progressing
ciucation possibilivies will dmatically
imypact om people’s abilivy e improve their
health and living eonditions. 18 will also
crisure & e exual distribution of national
IRC L.

Future human development reports...

The comeern of human development is moch
sheeper and nicher than the four updated sets

of indices i this report, Future wopics on
human development presented will surcly
include sefinements of the human
development index and the design of a
political freedom or human righss index
{Strecten 1999). Anocher area for research
will be the explonation of the precise meaning
anel mtepretation of some of these indseaton.
Enowledge (s messared by Btesacy mates, hug
it could have been measored by the number
of published books, the number of scientists
or the functional literacy rate. Which measure
ks besa for Turkey? Are the increasing sumber
ol divorees or single parent families positye
indicavors of developmenti The choice,
weights, interpretacion and causal links of
relevant indicators for Turkey are fur the
most part unexplored.

Regional disparities in Turkey will make
and liberalsation important ioplos, Thesae
will gain additional lmportance with
segration w U peglonal policles,

The role of women in development is
annther area where research hos staried
o wlll continuse, Primmising arcas of reszarch
include the development of gender-sensitve
metheds of cost benefit analysis, national
and social accounting, micro-based
examination of differential patrerns of
expenditure, consumption, use of savings
and lessere tirme by men and wormen, This
in turn has implications for the differences
in howmsehold welfare, including the welfare
of children

Research inw poverty amd social exclusion
will alser bocome important topios, Ivcome
group-specific research, for example ineome
group-specific prce indices, and the impact
of public expenditar: on poverry redustion
and ineoame diseribugion will beoome nelevant
rescarch arcas.

Pollicles which mury e derived from these
issues will necesshaie strong paninershd ps:
ameng cabinet members and rebevamt public
institutions, between the executive and
legislative povwers, between central and local
awtharities, between ehe public and private
SECITNS, el i n I::|'|.|'|1\..I coordinated TLEANTET,
with hilateral and multilareral representatives
of the intemational community.
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I For more details on how these indices are calculagsd, see the technical note,
2 This Is strictly a mechanical exercise with the factors of the HDI

 The differences are mainly due (o income data. The income figures of the global report
ate eatimated by 2 certain methodology and this method produces overestimarted income
tigures when comypared to official Turkish staristics. This in tum under-represents the rapid
progress Turkey has achicved. Table 1.2 18 4 more suitable source for evaluating Tuekey on
its own, The trend series in the global report are, however, more adegoate for intermatonal
eomparison. That report has vsed the same methodology for all countries, Al biases may
be in the same direction, theretore the comparisons may be more consistent. As resules for
recent years are almost identical in both reports, final conclusions for the existing sitaation
will o difber no macter which source is used.

The range for low (0-0.499), medinm [0.500-0.799) and high human development {0800 -
10000 were defined in 1990 when the first global report was published, These limis wene
set by conpirical observation and common sense bot without any theoretieal justification.
In other words, they wiere set according to the rnking of countries ar that time rather than
avcording to critical levels of the index value. The methodological changes which altered
the index values several times have not been folleswed by revisions of those critical values.
Cine may abways keepon mimad that these development levels reflect the standards of o specific
period of time, that is, the 1990%, This may be accentuated by the following observation:
The HIDT value for Turkey in 1965 was 0,438, which today would rank onlv a Jow 15209 aoe
of 174 countrics, According to this interpretation it is obvious that Turkey has progressed
from Ioaw w0 medinm human development. However, one can not know what Turkey's actusl
ranking weld have been during the 1960s with the same HDL{DA33). 1 development levels
were defined the same way during the sixties, that is, relative to the mnking of the countries
ar thar rime, the barderline of low-medium level of human development could have been

sed toat a different point than (L4999,

3 Turkey sanked in the middie pasition among 174 countries in 1998 and among 100 countries
fromy 1975 1o 1995,

#Time series data on life expectancy for Turkey was ohtained from the web site of the State

| Planming Organization of Turtkey (www dptgov.ar). There s only one life rable for Turkey,
published in 1989 by State Institure of Statistics. Aysel Alpay (1969 presented another
abridged lite table in a publication on Turkish demography |see references],

k
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T As provinees are not ol equal size they are weighted here by their share of Turkey’s wial
ppulatiom. Actoally the overall HDE of Turkey cannot be buile up in o strictly consistent
munnes from the daca sboue the subgroop index values and population shares only, The
average fife expectincy at hirth and the averige liveracy rave for the national populaton ase
not secessanly the population weighred averages of life expectancy and liveracy at province
level However, the weighted average is a uschul statistic for the discussion of disparities
AMOEE PReVinees.

B Diata uned for this discussion docs net include 1999 and after, The impact of the major

carthquakes 6 August amd Movember o 1999 are not considered in this document.
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WUMAN DEVELOFMENT |NBICATONS a3

GEMDER-RELATED

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT i | i o R e
INDEX i iooment i hath (e snTpEeT i1

P ':';' i i % [ i~ ™ )

e i 167 TR = 17 9T 1

HIi Rasi Ferin Adwts Famaln gy ForTadn (] Formin oo
4| Raraman 43 LG8 638 SR8 BODG 935 465 AiLl 6,531 BO73
42 Kurschin 40 684 635 LB 758 Y30  &L4 Tum 1858 6,343
43 Afyon all N.682 Tie o664 Te4 940 ALn  s81 A690 4963
B Magde 41 D678 66 A1L5 DO 931 Sla I 4641 6412
45 Corum 47 LN 98 656 A94  BAT dl6 A27 4,187 A 114
46 Malarya 4z 0678 5 MY 606 911 L1 &AE 651 4,554
47 Bartin 5§ A7 J07 36 W02 L1000 ap9 573 2237 3364
44 Sivas 45 (1674 T 657 a5 R 480 &7l 3347 4049
44 Giresun ds QL56E G6F.T 628 a7 9L 508 AlT 4073 6,105
S Csimandiye 49 1LAT2 877 &LT° 735 T3 54K Ta 2512 4867
51 Elszp Ay L2 651 A1 &15  R94 Sl0 KA 4500 5549
52 Kastamsomni 51 (655 654 623 43 H5 ] 457 pa7 4446 6385
53 Tokat ] [Li5E 6r5 &2 60K 8TH 426 hHaw 3449 5134
54 Sinop Bl OLiR0 el &9  Tad 861 461 4R ANG3 4488
55 Canlan 50 Oy 611 B3 TAL 907 da% 521 LEZ2 4016
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68 [gdir L0 0,583 REIR SR4  AF9 9)7 355 564 1M 2749
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73 it T4 10.551 B65 624 JAT0D TF2 143 464 Lok 31213
T4 ¥an T3 1,551 8 640 392 TRO M3 57TH LT 2485
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T7 Mk T 0514 651 606 304 HLG L5 380 1482 1801
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GENDER EMPOWERMENT
MEASURE

HO| Rank
High human development

1 Rogach

3 Istanlal

A Bursa

4 lzmir
Medium human development

5 Ankara

f Mgl
7T Rakarya
8 Eskayehir
4 Hilecik
10 Tekirdap

11 Dalikesir
11 Antalya
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14 Awchin
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17 Edime
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1% Bolu

M) Burdur

21 fgel
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32 Hatay
A lsparts
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HiMaM BEVILOFPMERT IMBICATORS 3as

GEMDER EMPOWERMEMT
MEASLIRE —_— . Mty PG v

m::::l!.. ::T:I i ln:.'-lr:*l frisis CERS el

II____J i  weorr| ] 1% 1 wormen|
HE Rank
41 Migde az {LTH] 7 S 43.5 0124
41 Corum Bl 03 10 4.1 422 K181
45 Malarya 42 (i 1.5 5 410 0,186
44 Sivas 56 .0 1.5 157 4.5 0173
A5 Giresun 43 4 48 80 40LA 0186
46 Elang 49 0. 1.7 1564 45,1 n.1s2
47 Kastamonu 57 .0 26 31 424 Darz
48 Tokat A% 0.5 1B 2 4.9 0191
49 Sinop a3 . a9 M 418 n.aee
50 Cankin a3 n.n A4 MUK 41.5 074
5l Aksaray a7 .o i 5 443 019z
52 Ordu 45 0.6 26 6 409 D183
A3 Ciimiughane m 0.0 15 0.1 413 0.135
54 Erzlmcan AT L5 24 .l 41.7 .82
55 Yomgat iy 0.0 e 223 473 0147
56 Bayhur e o0 nr 124 40 LRET]
57 Erzurum 48 LR a0 ik 442 0.8
S8 K.Miray 58 1.0 L 25.1 Ml nivi
59 Divarkalar aQ o a7y .7 4.5 0180
ol Tuncel: A4 a0 1 342 437 1195
6l Adiyaman 59 o.n 23 244 452 LR
G2 Kars 51 07 18 284 443 11RO
63 Batman T2 . 12 18.3 435 134
4 Mardin Ha a0 22 155 451 0,147
65 Sanhuria [5] o.n 15 al4 LER 0.1
6 Sii 67 [ili} 1.8 194 449 143
67 Van ] .0 1x 254 EER {1154
68 Bingol [ oo 0.4 244 433 0142
6 Bitlis al 04 7 251 42.9 150
O Mus 62 L 1.0 65 a4, {1150
71 Hakkari 71 on 14 196 A%z Q135
T2 Agn &4 0.0 0.8 264 .7 (AR EL

Low human development

73 Simak 73 o4 13 146 414 o3

Mote: Artlaban, Bartan, Igdae, Karabitk, Kilis, Osmanive and Yalova are not included due v insufficient data,
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HUMAMN MOWERTY
INDIEY
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High huimsan development
I Kocacli 1
1 Istanhul 1
3 Bursa 4
1 lzmir 3
Madium buman development
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9 HMilecik 1
10 Tekandag 5
11 Balikesir I8
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14 Awihin 1
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41 Kirgehir
42 Afyon
43 Nigde
M Comam
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TREMNDS IN
HUMAMN DEVELOPMENT: Lila
HiM 1975 P
ol
i
Mediam human development
1 Betanbal &1
2 Kocaeh 55
3 lzmir 4.1
4 Hursa ]
5 Ankars 588
6 Eskisenit 585
7 BHahikesir [
H Sakarya ]
9 feel S48
10 Apdin .t
11 Tekirdag 614
12 Mugla 3.9
13 Anualya 632
14 Bilecik LT
15 Mumnisa e
16 Denxzli (R
17 Canakkale @00
18 Eomguldak LR
19 Kurklarch 74
20 Edime 877
2| Bolu BLS
2 Usak il.8
23 Kawsen 548.9
24 Adana a7
25 Burdur aTR
26 Konya 585
27 Bparta |
28 Kirahys Lo
o Arntvin S0
A Gasantep B2
Al Mevgehis 573
&1 amsun kg
A1 Rize G4
3 Hatay B
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Ay Amasya 57.1
37 Trabzon B
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HUMAN DEVELOPMENT:
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POPLILATICN
STATISTICS
i)
| i b
High human development
I Eocaeli w2009
2 Yalova 1345
& lseanhul TASH
4 Bursa 1,556.2
5 femie TR
Meediuim hisman develogment
6 Ankora 31364
7 Mugls S0R
& sakarya AHA.3
W Eskigehir 6413
1 Bilecik 1755
11 Tekirdag MER B
11 Balikesar U743
13 Anvalys 11321
14 Kuklareh MELE
15 Awdin RIAE
Ifi Camakkale 4313
17 Denizh 509
15 Edimme AG
19 Manisa 11544
3} Talu 53R 3
21 Buirdluie 2549
22 g 12673
23 Fonguldak G517
24 Konya L7507
25 Anwin 2118
26 Usak 29014
27 Adana L5402
18 Kayseri EELE
29 Samssum L1612
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A1 Mevsehir 1985
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POPULATION
SEATIETICS AL LREAN FOPLLATIIN P FITFLATION
arrued N el vl
LLal=d] 1aregar PR
TE0 5.4 [ ] = 1y uie L 19 ilp
T e fis 100004 i 2000 (5 i 00 w1004 - Grld00E  [le 1000 b
41 Karaman 2152 2144 53 1061 136 M3 1081 iy 229
42 Kurgehir 156.7 2415 M6 1261 (BN} 14.1 12ue lold 344
43 Afyon 700 TITA 107 62 ame A 4318 4267 LD
4 Nigde 00T 359 fh 973 123 an.7 M4 15466 55
45 Conm AR T L. T 2538 AHRA 186 3548 B 30
A6 Malatyn TRa #aIs2 20 aTr1 HET #H43 A0A  ansd -0
47 Barun 2058 187.0 -135 487 454 5. 1622 1414 -9
44 Sivas Thl .0 =132 And 355 .8 3RLD - 3oee 318
& Ciresun 4G 468 104 2221 23914 liva 715 18 315
50 Osmaniye ELCN 4384 186 23r.8 2984 ale I#6a 1400 <11
51 Elazig 49RI 5184 S IrD 3343 209 1342 1842 -27.6
52 Kastsmani 4232 A637 214 [ELRY 1576 4.0 1743 2061 403
53 Twkar TLHE 6959 i amo  33sl 1.4 HdER 3608 -178
54 Sinop 26532 2149 15 B4 315 1.7 ITRY 1274 476
55 Cankar 2403 2486 Al 1.1 Lrs 1ra 1452 1308 -l46
56 Abksaray B R A47.2 6.9 T 2 1ol 24 IB64 178 G4
5 Oy Blhe R4l 12 3413 A94.0 (TR B4RA 4463 116
4 Gigmishane I6H.E 154.0 <130 aen 632 L HIE.E 908 -Ins
59 Erzincar 1 0.1 23 1dd.1 1589 13.7 I55.1 1212 347
B Yozgat Sl 590.7 49 NR9 2660 340 " 1 S & S P
#1 Baybur 1073 R [ 413 470 182 A la 3L%
&2 Erzunum B82  ETI3 4.1 an 5118 344 473 3614 300
63 K.Marag e 1008 169 4072 551.% 428 4B7.0 4564 B2
A Arndahan s 1186 320 340 334 -12 L35.7 wan 504
65 Diyarbakar 1 (64 12527 1Ll .9 8ate ara SIle 4500 152
66 Tunceli 1336 fnd . AL5 S8 f54 123 E1H T LR e
&7 Adiyaman 5131 ATH 394 23 A3 any WLn 2847 Al
&8 lgdir 1426 1454 7 519 [i ] R w7 THA XN
8 Kars 394 SXA0 12 L0 14491 123 AleR 1738 330
I Batman Ma 4004 113 194 2750 478 I487 1273 -1LR
71 Mardin 5583 G5 bl v 624 32.8 el IR44 -1LB
72 Banlwarta Lots Aok A% 5516 PH4Y 495 4498 5187 0D
T3 Slirt 2454 a3 d 105 1102 1588 alAa 1333 a5 354
74 Van #374  TALT 153 91 31 543 i783.  3BL7 13
75 Hangil 2av.1 ETi A4 Bff 1275 544 l6l4  MOTH SR
T Batlis Aal EECN 40 1429 198.3 an. 1872 pdlE: 3aS
7T Mus ares 4111 161 1938 1530 555 1735 32 2.7
T8 Hakkard 1725 93 AR LA 1288 fx4 12114 M5 (153
T Agn 4371 466,10 a0 IR 2179 ane ITHA  ME] 16,2
Lew human development

Al Simak 620 3l6A 184 1253 1870 & 36T 1295 737
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EDUCATION PROFILE G eevolmant ratics 1985-1996

Prirmany achonty Earial pEv bigh wchinis Ganata gk sl

ke il ek Ml L hemilie
[ IESTT

High human developmend
1 Encseli o4 R T34 566 541 454
X Yalowa . = = i 1 ¥
3 lstanhul 0D 102 LT 1 A
4 Bursa 1LE Lo TER ATE 5.7 435
5 lomde LT (1 £ 1) N | 475 488
Mledivm hman develo pment

6 Ankara 1L w2 871 T7R ] 65,6
7 Mugha 983 107 633 555 8.7 406
& Sakarya are AR s8R 5.7 431
9 Eskigehir LT | A9l 700 684 550
10 Balecik 205 A9 775 50 61 LN
11 Tekirdag oR2: 952 67 &7 564 Sl
12 Balikesis 1054 13 756 SE& 50,7 4F0
13- Antalya ga9 985 649 54 40 386
14 KirkRarcli D& g AT6 TG A 6,1 alia
15 Aydin 25 AT 5757 407 416  ABO
16 Canaklkale 5.0 LN a4 &40 ETH 456
17 Denizli 84.8 &2 570 4] #11  Ara
18 Efirme BhE o5 L S e 56 402
19 Mamnisa oA A7 568 454 MO 303
3 Bolo loz.0 9e.3 63k 451 494 s 4
21 Burdur b B w52 635 B4 462 435
12 Igel H9 5 B5.9 559 d47H 0 352
23 Fonguldak 89,7 BRI H6.E 439 564 363
24 Kinya 841 32 b1 . S .. 384 134
25 Arcvin W52 oE4 957 91 B
26 Usak 1. 1015 664 513 0.8  ArD
27 Adana 8.1 #1.6 611 494 4TE 874
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Map 1: Province and Reglons of Turkey

Black Sea Region

Mediterranean Region

Disparities in regional development

Using cdheta from the eables presented in this
repuart, the pronvances of Turkey were ranloed
actomding to the sverall HI and also for
cach of the EOIpaaieig inchices. This r.mh.ln].',
wits divided ine guanglis, ansd e provinoes
Duintile  were shaded accordingly on the maps
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s B Map 2: Rank distribastion of province HDI values by guintile, 1997




Map 3: Rank distribution of GDI values by quintile, 1997

Magp 5: Rank distribution of Life Expectancy Index values by quintile, 1987




DEFIMITIONS OF STATIRTICAL THAWS

DEFINITIONS OF STATISTICAL TERMS

Combined gross enrolment ratio: The number of stedents crrolled in a level of education,
regardless of age, a8 a percentage of the population of officinl school age for that level, The
combined gross petmary, secondary and ertary entolment ratio refers to the number of
stidents at all these levels as 2 percentage of the population of official scheal age for these
levels

Edueation index: One of the three indicarors on which the human development index is
budlt, It is hased on the combined primary, sccondary and tertiary gross enmlment eatio and
thie adult reracy rare

Enralment ratio, age group (adjusted): The praimary school age group cnrolment ratao is
the enmulments of primary schoal ape (regardless of the educarion level in which the pupils
are enrplled) as a percentage of the population of official primary school age. The secondary
scheal age group enmlment ratio s the enrolments of secondary school age (regandless of the
eduzation level in which the pupils are ennolled) o= o percentage of the population of obficizl
secondary school age: The term adjusted indieates that the age groups used to caleulate the
ratins correspond te the structure of the education system in cach country,

Functional ilifteracy rate: The proportion of the adult populatson aged |6-65 scoring at level
1 om the prose literacy scale of the Incemational Adult Literacy Survey, (IALS)

GDP index: Cine of the three indicavors on which the human development inides is built, i
v baised on GDP per capita [PPP US 81,

GDP per capita [ppp USS): The CDP per caplis of & country converted ine 1S dollars on
the hasis of the purchasing power parity. [PTF) exchange rate

Gross domestic product (GDP): The total ourpue ot gpods and services for final wse produced
by an cconusmy by boch nesidents and non-residems, negandless of the alloeagion to damestic
and foreign elaims: It does not include deductions for deprivation of physical capital or
depletion and degradation ol natosa) resources,

Gross national product (GNP] : Comprises GOP plus net factor inerme from shrosd, which
1 the income residents seceive from abroad for facter services (labor and capital], less similar
rayments made to non-residents who contribute to the domestic coonomy.,

Gender empowerment measure [BEM): A composite index using variables constructed
expliciely to measare the relative empowenment of wemen and men in political and economie
spheres of activity, Three indices - for economic participation and decision makimg, for
political participation and decision making and for power over economic resaunces — are
adided m derive the final CEM saluse.

Gender related development index [GDI): A composite mdex using the same varahle as
the human development index. The difference is that the GDUadinss the averge schicvernent
o each country in life expectaney, educational attainment and meome in accordance with
the: disparity in achievement hetween women and men.
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Human hvdupuunthdn IH.NI: A LTI u wrke index based on theee indicators: !lrnm'\-'uyl
a8 mieasured by life oxpectancy at birth; educational aztainment, as measured by o combination
of adult literacy (owo-thirds weighe} and cthe combined gross primary, secondary and tertiry
enrolment ratio jone-third weighe|; and standard of living, as measured by GDP per capita
(PPP LISSL

Human poverty index [HPI: The human poverty index for developing countries [HPL-1)
measures deprivations i three dimensions of haman Life - longevity, knowledege and a decen
stamdard of living, The FIPI for industrialized countries (HP1-2] includes, i addition to these
three dimensions, social exelusion

Miteracy rate (adult): Calcelaed as 100 minus the lireracy rate (adult),

Life expectancy at birth: The number of years a newborn intant wouold live i prevailing
partems al mortality at the dlme of bivth were (o stay the same throughout the child's like

Life expectancy imdexs Ooe of the three indicaors on which the human development index
is built. For deals how the index is calenlared, see the technical note,

Literacy rate (adult): The percentape of people ased 15 and above who can, with undesstanding,
hosth read and write a short, simple statement om cheir everyday life.

Probability of surviving o aze 40 [60): The probability of a newhom intant surviving to
age 40 {601 1 the prevailing patterns of age-specitic morcalicy at the tme of birh reman the
same throoghout the chald's Tife,

Purchasing power parity [PPP]: Ar the PPP rate, omi dollar has the same purchasing power
over dimestic GDP as the LIS dollar has over US GDE. PP could also be expressed in vther
national currenckes of in speclal drawing righes SDRS, PPP rates allow a standar] comparison
of real price levels bBitween cobntnes, just as conventional price indices allow compatison
af real values over thme; normal exchange rates may overs or undervale purchasing power.

Safe water [access tol: The proportion of the population using any of the following types
ol whater xu|'||l-|}' lovr dﬂ'll'lkll'l:l', rlif-u! walkcr, |'lu|.1Ji.¢ T, hoeehole or i, weell |_[h.|'|.r1|:|.'|!l_'|.| &1}
cowvered) or prowected spring

Sanitation [access to): The proporion of the population who bave, within their dwellmg
or compound, 4 toiler eonnected o 0 sewerage systemn, any other flush soiler; an improved
pit Lvtring or a tradicional pat latrine.

Seats in parliament held by women: Fefors o scars held by women ina lower or single
howse and an upper howse ar senate, whene relevane

Underweight children under age five: The percentage of the population under fve years
of g with moderate or severe underweeight, dihinesd as 2 weight below minus two standand
deviations from the median weighe,



