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ABSTRACT

Middle-income trap is a status of slowing down and stagnation in economic growth when countries reach middle-income levels. Countries
have to restructure their economies fundamentally in order to get rid of this trap; and they restructure national resources, particularly
human capital for higher education, technological production and innovation systems. Under realities of the global economic system
innovation capacities of nations along with knowledge production have gained extra importance. Fresh perspectives share the view that
competitiveness of national economies is founded on innovation; and formulating a national innovation policy especially in developing
countries seems to be essential for economic growth and development. In this light a crucial role governments are expected to assume is
reforming research institutions, technology transfer institutions and higher education systems in general. In this paper, | will analyze these
perspectives with a specific focus on Turkey’s national innovation efforts and higher education system.
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1.INTRODUCTION

This paper analyzes the concept of knowledge economy with a special focus on Turkey in light of developments in the global
political economy. While analyzing the knowledge economy this study borrows from the newly emerging middle-income
trap literature. Having defined the main character of the international political economic system as the “knowledge
economy” it would be easy to expect that nations compete with each other to amass intellectual property, knowledge and
know-how as much as possible. In the international relations discipline realist argument highlights that since all politics
among nations are a zero-sum game, states brutally compete with each other to ensure their own benefits outweigh that of
others. In the global economy of the 21% century the most important tool is knowledge, which means intellect plus
technology. Therefore, the primary goal of all state leaders would be to gain advantage in terms of the knowledge economy
against all other competitors. The balance and distribution of power among states in the global political system could
change if one state constantly accumulates more knowledge than others. Thus, the possession of knowledge is an important
indicator in the global political system.

Another major concept that this paper employs is the middle income trap. This study analyzes the concept of middle-income
trap in the context of international relations and the global political economy by focusing on the Republic of Turkey. In light
of macro economic performance of Turkey in the past decade, this study tries to find out whether there are indications of
the middle-income trap or not. Additionally, technology and human capital investments along with education policies are
emphasized as the most important reform area to get rid of the middle-income trap and move to the high income levels. It is
important to note that particular concentration is on the reform needs of Turkey’s higher education system.

A middle-income trap is essentially characterized by a slowdown in the pace of economic growth as well as productivity.
Countries that grew to middle-income levels subsequently stagnate and fail to grow to high income, advanced-country levels
(Kharas & Kohli, 2011). In other words, the “middle-income trap” is a phenomenon of hitherto rapidly growing economies
stagnating at middle-income levels for extended periods of time (Aiyar et al, 2013). In other words, overwhelming majority
of mid-income countries have remained in the same range of income for extended time periods. Probably most of them will
remain as such for many years to come (Gill & Kharas, 2008; Wilson, 2014). The World Bank estimates that of 101 middle-
income economies in 1960, only 13 have become able to achieve high income status by 2008 (Agenor et al, 2012 ).

There is no commonly agreed definition of the term, middle-income trap, in the literature; however, the phenomenon is
generally described in terms of relative “catch-up” with the United States’ per capita income levels or in terms of the
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number of years a country takes to move from one income level to one step upper level based on threshold numbers (Felipe
et al, 2012).

A close examination of all macroeconomic data would show that advanced countries have consistent developmental
trajectories. Accordingly, in this paper Turkish economy and its structural problems are analyzed with an eye towards the
concept of middle income trap. Looking at economic conditions and the position it occupies in the global context in terms of
the knowledge economy one might ask whether Turkey would remain stuck in the middle income trap. By employing several
parameters and indicators such as competitiveness, productivity, innovation capacity etc. this paper tries to have a better
understanding of Turkey’s propensities to fall into the mid-income trap or alternatively attain high income levels with
innovation-driven knowledge economy.

A particular attention is paid to the Turkish higher education system as a potential policy area with which Turkey might
achieve to reach high income category. Thus, experiences of country cases are essential for Turkey in order to design a
suitable development program in which higher education and innovation systems are crucial. In the following section a
theoretical and conceptual sketch about the middle-income trap is given. There is also a historical tour about the South
Korean development model and particularly investments in the higher education system. In the following sections major
developments in the global economy and political system are highlighted; moreover, some negative side effects of
development trajectories in light of the global future are also mentioned here. Major points regarding the Turkish economy
and higher education system are touched upon and some concluding remarks are also presented.

2.LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Middle-Income Trap Literature

After World War Il an extensive literature has emerged about economic growth and development. The most notable model
was designed by Robert Solow whose model was extremely simplified. The Solow model, which attempted to explain the
determinants of long-run economic growth by means of capital accumulation and labor growth, has become very popular in
this body of literature. Solow model has built on four variables: output, capital, labor and the effectiveness of labor. The
main assumption of the model was that there are constant returns to scale with regard to capital and effective labor. In the
following decades new studies have been introduced. The goal of these new studies was to explain productivity increases
that were not revealed by the Solow model. Later scholars turned their attention so as to explain the causes and variations
in long-term growth. Thus, new economic growth studies concentrated on expenditures for research and development
activities.

Scholars compared country cases in terms of their growth differentials. For example, Robert Lucas (1993) asked why South
Korea has achieved a tremendous numbers in its growth of national income while the Philippines could not attain such a
success. However, in 1960 both countries had about the same standard of living, as measured by their per capita GDPs of
about $600, population numbers, urbanization levels etc. From 1960 to 1988, in the Philippines average annual per capita
GDP growth was about 1.8 percent; in S. Korea, over the same period, this number was 6.2 percent.

So the critical question is why did Korea, Singapour and Taiwan achieved sustainable development records and higher living
standard, and not in the Philippines, Mexico and Brazil? In other words, the obvious question “given the fact that while
some countries have made a difference and jumped into the camp of the advanced industrialized countries with high per
capita income, why have other countries remained as middle income countries for an extended period of time?” still needs
a coherent answer with a basic theoretical sketch.

In the economic growth studies, “middle-income trap” is a relatively new phenomenon that stands for countries where
rapidly growing economies stagnates at some points in their economic growth history. More specifically, middle-income
trap is growth slowdowns that are identified as large sudden and sustained deviations from the growth path predicted by a
basic conditional convergence framework (Aiyar 2013).

As of 2016, low-income economies are defined as those with a GNI per capita of $1,025 or less; lower middle-income
economies are those with a GNI per capita between $1,026 and $4,035; upper middle-income economies are those with a
GNI per capita between $4,036 and $12,475; high-income economies are those with a GNI per capita of $12,476 or more.
As of 2016 Turkey sits in the upper middle-income group with its approximately $ 9500 per capita income.

As of 2016 among its 188 members, the World Bank classifies a country as an upper middle income country if its per capita
income is in the 4,036-12,476 dollars range. The issue faced by many middle-income countries is whether or not they are
able to advance towards the high-income group. It should be noted that the World Bank classifies countries based on
estimates of gross national income (GNI) per capita for the previous year. The World Bank data indicates that as of the year
2015 middle income countries make almost two third of the global population (5 out of 7,5 billion) and gets almost one
third of global income (Gill & Kharas, 2015).

There are many common issues faced by middle-income countries, they all struggle to advance towards the high-income
levels. Characteristically, these countries have remained stuck in middle income growth trap because they are unable to
either attract sufficient funds from domestic and/or outside sources, political instabilities, poor educational and health
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standards, low levels of human capital, inadequate physical and institutional infrastructures, lack of diversification in
manufacturing and exports and the most importantly total factor productivity.

In Table 1 below human development indicators could be seen for some selected countries. All these countries in the Table
(except Turkey) achieved to get rid of middle income trap in the past decades. Figures for Turkey can be seen in the last row
for comparasion purposes. It is clear that socio-economic indicators of those countries are significantly better than Turkey.
Common characteristics of these achievers could help trapped countries. Six countries in the list remained in the “very high
human development” group. Economic and social indicators are balanced. All of them have splendid education and life
expectancy figures; average schooling is generally above 10 years for their population.

Table 1: Human Development Indicators for Some Selected Countries (2016)
Countries Population HDI rank Per Capita | Life Average
(in million) Income $ (PPP) | Expectancy | Schooling
. 5,5 5 85,382 82,6 10,2
Singapore
4,6 8 68,513 81,1 11,7
Ireland
7,3 12 56,923 83,9 10,1
Hong Kong
126,9 17 40,763 83,6 11,6
Japan
50,6 18 34,647 82,1 11,9
S. Korea
. 46,4 27 34,906 83,0 9,8
Spain
78,6 71 20,008 75,3 7,9
Turkey

Source: “Human Development Report-2016;” For Population Numbers “World Development Indicators-2016"

The middle-income-growth trap is related to the transformative difficulties of the national economies. As a country
becomes richer the structure of the national economy evolves from economic activities with low productivity into relatively
high-productivity ones. At the early stages of development history labor migration from rural areas to urban centers are
observed. This creates abundant pool of cheap labor and comparative advantage for low technology manufacturing sectors.

At the early stages of their developmental efforts these countries experience an input-driven production where the
achievement of a moment of growth is not difficult since labor is cheap and abundant. These countries provide large
productivity gains at first through a reallocation of rural labor from the agricultural sector to the relatively high-productivity
light industrial manufacturing activities. After a certain time has elapsed, these new urban classes reach middle-income
levels, the pool of low wage workers diminishes and wage levels gradually rise. Wages increase as this economy evolves
from low-skilled labor intensive activities into relatively advanced and sophisticated ones. As discussed in the literature the
progression from middle to high income is not an easy and guaranteed destination in a linear growth path (Felipe et al.,
2012; Berg et al., 2012). The types of goods and services produced and exported would not have the same impact for
further growth and development in this economy. At some point it becomes harder to increase the per capita income.
Hence, the original cost advantage erodes and as time passes relative competitiveness decreases.

In the development literature it is well documented that hardships for countries in their mid-income stages are essentially
due to productivity issues. According to a World Bank research 85 % of the slowdown in the rate of output growth in mid-
income economies is explained by total factor productivity growth (Agenor et al, 2012). In other words, the growth of the
economy should be coupled with improvements in the total factor productivity. In order to be able to compete successfully
in the global market a mid-income country must be equipped with high quality human capital, labor pool and technological
advancements. In these countries factors and advantages that contribute to extraordinary growth records during early
periods of developmental efforts would fade when middle- and upper-middle-income levels are reached. Hence national
governments are supposed to conduct additional reforms in the political and economic spheres. It is clear that governments
are required to extend reforms so as to improve infrastructure, health and education to supply a well educated, healthy and
trained labor force for the transition to higher income levels.

A middle-income trap is essentially characterized by a slowdown in the pace of economic growth as well as productivity. So
what is required for a country to avoid the middle-income trap? In order to answer this question for the Turkish economy
we could look at the experiences of countries that recently achieved high income status such as South Korea, Spain, Ireland,
Portugal, and Singapore. These countries had managed to overcome the middle-income trap and in recent decades
managed to reach the high-income level. A simple answer is that these countries had concentrated on their total factor
productivity which accounted for the national economy’s transformative dynamism in regards to its comparative advantage
in labor, capital and technology. Gains in efficiency may come from all economic factors or inputs into the production
processes. Thus, improvements in labor (human capital and education), technological advancements (innovation) and
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efficiency gains in capital (saving and investment) are all important so as to catch the total factor productivity. For instance,
in order to avoid the trap, South Korea strengthened its education system in order to provide for the essential standard
required of its human resources. It also prioritized research and development and improved its institutional system leading
to a dynamic private sector.

3.DATA AND METHODOLOGY

This study aims to combine middle-income literature with comparative higher education policies with an eye towards
evolution of the global political economy structures. Methodologically, comparative policies and country cases are
employed with qualitative approach. Despite numerous theories, models, and researches in the social science fields
interdisciplinary studies are relatively shallow, and they still faces enormous challenges. At the center of the paper the
Turkish higher education system resides. In this context, several parameters are collected from official sites regarding
enrolment rates, faculty and student compositions, publication records, university rankings, public expenditures, research
and development activities, and they are analyzed so as to provide policy recommendations. Comparisons with successful
developers and other countries, OECD members and their macroeconomic and developmental figures are provided to
depict the relative position of Turkey. Several official and private data sources are used from national institutions such as
Turkish Statistical Institute (TUIK), Turkish Higher Education Council (YOK), and The Scientific and Technological Research
Council of Turkey (TUBITAK). Additionally, data also obtained from major international organizations such as OECD, UNDP,
and Worldbank.

4.FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS

It is useful to analyze the main characteristics of the middle income nations such as Brazil, South Africa, Thailand, Malaysia
and Mexico. By comparing these cases it is possible to derive some lessons and identify the difficulties they face in the
social, political and economic areas. Brazil, Mexico and South Africa are among the most prominent examples of countries
that have been associated with the middle-income trap. What should not be done can be learned from these countries. It is
also useful to analyze successful cases in the recent decades: Japan, South Korea, Hong Kong, Taiwan and Singapore.

In the last decades there are very limited countries that achieved high income status. South Korea is the most appropriate
case for Turkey. South Korea, which had similar developmental level with Turkey at the beginning of the 1980s, made a
great transformation throughout the 1990s and following years.

In the 1990s, which are the lost years of Turkey’s development record, South Korea has completed the infrastructure
necessary for information society and innovation. According to 2015 figures, South Korea’s economy has a size of 1.2 trillion
dollars while Turkey has 800 billion dollars; South Korea exported goods and services of about 550 billion dollars, 120 billion
dollar trade surplus, and it is the world's sixth largest exporter; Turkey exported goods and services of 152 billion dollars
value, 48 billion dollars trade deficit, and it is the 30th exporter in the world rank. More importantly, 27% of South Korea's
exports are advanced technology products while it is 2% for Turkey. The share of advanced technology products in exports
is around 10% for Indonesia, Greece and Brazil, 15% for Germany and Japan, and 25% for countries such as South Korea,
USA and China.

Table 2: Proportion of Advanced Technology Products in Manufacturing Industry Exports (2015)

423

Source: World Bank, "World Development Indicators-2015"

It is obvious that there are some preconditions to gain competitive advantage in the world markets. Six key points are
highlighted in the process of transforming national economies in successful countries (Kharas and Kohli, 2011). First, while
the primary criterion for achieving the middle-income level is diversity in production, the goal of being able to move to a
higher level of income is to focus on specific areas and specialize in the manufacturing and service sectors. This is the rule of
scale economy. It would be wise to direct national energies (savings, investments, human capital and all other inputs) to
some special products and sectors in order to be able to move from middle-incomes towards high income levels. Especially
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after the East Asian crisis, South Korea focused on a couple of selected sectors: the electronics and automotive industries.
As giant corporations of S. Korea went bankruptcy the remaining ones conducted serious restructuring processes. The East
Asian Crisis was seen as an opportunity for the transition to high-efficiency sectors.

The second important model which emerges from the process of national economic transformation into high-income level
in successful countries is related to total factor productivity. Undoubtedly, the key to total factor productivity is education
policies. The third point in the transition from the middle incomes to the high income levels is expressed as decentralization
principle (Kharas and Kohli, 2011). More specifically, power, authority and responsibility are to be distributed in a
coordinated manner in macro economic management. Local governments are both weak in terms of capacity and pressures
against private interest groups. For that, political power and responsibility should be distributed proportionally.

Another major recommendation for middle-income trap and development is to change economic philosophy or mentality.
In particular, policies on social programs need to be formulated independently. With a simple statement, a demand-
oriented production structure should be targeted for transition. In this regard, we can give populist practices in Turkey such
as the elimination of student fees at universities and distribution of free milk to elementary school students.

The main objective of the economic development strategy should be quality and innovation-based production that can
address the world markets. On the other hand, the states should deal with the distribution - redistribution policies, as the
government’s main task, in separate circles in order to be able to meet the need for social justice. Although education is
regarded as a public property, higher education is more like a private property since its rate of return is quite high for the
owner. The compulsory education in South Korea is 9 years (6 + 3), but the fact that Turkey’s introduction to 12 years-
compulsory education is a controversial subject.

In sum, a high quality education system, especially the higher education system, should be restructured in a rational
incentive-based system. Rewards and punishment have to be inserted in the institutional codes. In order to get rid of
middle income trap, Turkish education system must be focused on productivity rather than equality.

In order to escape from the middle income trap and to achieve high income status, Turkish authorities should design a
comprehensive reform project prioritizing total factor productivity at all levels and stakeholders of the system. Without
radical reforms it is impossible to position Turkey amongst the top 10 economies of the world by 2023 or even by 2050.

As it is frequently expressed by scholars and experts, Turkey needs to focus on the technologically advanced products. The
kilogram value of Turkey's exports is around $ 1.5, while in advanced countries such as Germany and Japan this figure is
around $ 4.5. One of the preconditions of high technology production and export is quality-oriented universities and other
research institutions.

There are certain requirements for producing high technology products. For example, Drori (2010) discussed about these
requirements. There are three essential factors on the matter. First, there is a social geography of innovation: Silicon Valley-
like technology clusters have been emerged around the world, and the vast majority of them are concentrated in a few
regions or countries. It is becoming increasingly difficult to enter into the league of world tech giants. As of 2008, almost
half of the 4,000 innovation centers around the world are in the United States. The vast majority of worldwide patents are
concentrated in five centers: the United States, Japan, South Korea, PRC and European Patent offices, which signed about
77% of the 727,000 patents registered in 2006. The second factor mentioned by Drori (2010) is the innovation
infrastructure. From the financial aspect of R & D activities to legal protection infrastructure, many factors have been
examined in this group. The third important factor mentioned by Drori (2010) is the socio-cultural dimension of innovation
or ecosystem. Taking social values and norms into account, the overall picture of entrepreneurship, risk taking and business
administration and similar activities should be examined.

To support Drori's (2010) major parameters for innovation and development there is a trend in the structure of higher
education globally. Quality of universities now is associated with their rank in the world league. Besides, higher education
institutions tend to cluster around "university hubs". As the center of gravity shifts towards the Asia Pacific region, Asian
universities are also on the rise globally. Of the top 200 universities in the world, there are five from the PRC, three from
the South Korea, and two from Singapore and Japan.

Moreover, the concepts of innovation and knowledge economy become more meaningful together with sociology and
geography. Innovation has a geographical dimension along with sociological dynamics. Techno-parks, global cities, "smart
cities", "competitiveness of cities" and "viable cities index", all these novel concepts are related to innovation ecosystem. In
order to be able to attract talent it is necessary to provide for a livable environment to scholars and research personnel (Gill
and Kharas, 2015). For example, Mercer's Quality of Living Index has been evaluating and ranking 230 cities of the world
over 39 parameters including politics, economy, environment, safety, health, transportation for almost ten years. According

to this ranking, Vienna is at the top of the list as the most livable city.

Although the deficiencies in Turkey's education system and in particular the higher education system are partly referred to
as inadequate resources, the most important problem is the lack of an all-inclusive system. In Turkey, both the number of
universities and the number of enrolled students have experienced a huge increase in the last decade; the number of
universities, which was 73 in 2004, reached 180 by 2016. While the number of students enrolled in universities and colleges
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was approximately 2 million in 2004, this figure reached 6 million by 2016. The schooling rate, which was 31% in 2004,
approached 80% by 2016; It is worth noting that the OECD average was 70.2% in 2014 (Tekneci, 2016).

One of the most important indicators of educational quality is government expenditure per student figures. It is striking
that Turkey is one of the lowest-ranking countries among OECD countries in terms of education expenditure per student.
According to the OECD data for 2015, when the expenditure per student is examined, Turkey with about 2,500 euros is in
the last places of the list (OECD, 2016). It is observed that the share of education budget in Turkey has increased in recent
years. The ratio of the amount of public resources spent for the national education system (including public universities) to
GDP has reached 4%. However, the OECD average in this area is around 5-6%. According to 2011 figures, public spending
for higher education institutions is 1.63% of OECD average GDP, while this figure is 1.32% in Turkey (Tekneci, 2016).

In addition, approximately 80% of the tuition allocated to the education system in Turkey is allocated to personnel
expenditures. The funds received by the top ten universities of Turkey from the national budget are around 2.4 billion
dollars. To make a comparison, let us recall that the US public budget allocation for Harvard University in 2013 was $ 4.2
billion. In addition, as announced by Harvard University, the amount donated to college by graduates and other
beneficiaries at the end of the 2013 budget year was $ 32.7 billion (Harvard Magazine, September 24, 2013).

Universities in Turkey are not still accustomed to generate financial resources. By Abbas Guclu's statement, "Universities
should produce part of their own resources. The world's advanced universities provide one-third of the budgets from the
state, one-third from the students, and one third from their own fund raising activities. In Turkey, almost 95% of the
resources are coming from the public funds for state universities (Milliyet, July 3, 2015). While the ratio of administrative to
academic staff in the prominent world universities does not reach 5%, in Turkey the number of administrative staff is
almost the same as the academic staff in Turkish universities (Milliyet 3 July 2015; Ozoglu et al., 2016).

Another problem area regarding the input structure of the Turkish higher education system is the relative weakness of
internationalization. While there are approximately 150 thousand academic personnel in Turkey, the number of foreign
academics is 1703, representing about 2% of total (Seremet, 2015). Moreover, the vast majority of foreign faculty members
have been clustered at several major universities, such as Bilkent and Kog Universities. In a comparative study of the global
higher education systems by the British Council (2016), the major deficiencies of Turkey are highlighted in
internationalization, institutionalization areas and more importantly in quality assurance and international recognition.

One of the most important inputs of the higher education system is related to the academic staff. According to a study
conducted by TUBITAK (2015) using 2004-2014 data, the number of publications addressed in Turkey was 228,856 and
1,517,691 cited works. The first three universities ranks according to impacts of publications were Bogazigi University,
Bilkent University and iTU. Another data suggests that publications in only 17 fields out of the 250 Turkish universities were
ranked above the world average in terms of impact factor.

In South Korea, the top 10 universities have been selected by the government and bureaucratic authorities and these
universities are planned to enter into world class universities by providing serious incentives. The Brain Korea 21 project
and World-Class-University-WCU projects were influential (Byun et al., 2013). Another project, "Work in South Korea
Project" aimed to attract talented students and researchers. The South Korean Advanced Institute of Science and
Technology (KAIST) was established to attract Korean scientists from developed countries to the homeland (Michalski et al.,
2012). In the period between 2003 and 2011, 10 universities of the South Korea entered into the top 500 universities in the
world rankings (Michalski et al., 2012). In China it is observed that the 11th economic plan allocated a special section for
university education and university system. With the 11th Development Plan, the PRC government aimed to have a
sustainable development strategy for all educational institutions, especially universities. The PRC issued the 13th
Development Plan (2016-2020) and the second section is "Innovation-Driven Economic Development." In the most recent
plan, the goal is developing worldwide universities, enabling PRC to become the world leader in certain disciplines. The PRC
government has identified a specific number of universities in the elite university category.

5. CONCLUSION

Taking into consideration Turkey's financial limittaions, resources allocated to universities and R&D activities should be
used wisely. Firstly, higher proportions of budget should be allocated to the education and R&D activities. Secondly, the
existing source should be used in the most efficient way. Making the Turkish economy more innovative and more
competitive is only possible by high quality knowledge production system.

The necessity of producing high-tech products in Turkey has been understood and a number of incentives and measures
have been included especially in the 9th and 10th Development Plans to achieve this aim. Furthermore, in the National
Science, Technology and Innovation Strategy (2011-2016) prepared by TUBITAK, the areas with high innovation capacity
including of automotive, machine manufacturing, information and communication technologies, defense, space, health,
energy, water and food sectors are invested and it is accomplished in the form of university — industry cooperation.

The most critical step Turkey needs to take is construction of a commonly shared strategic vision. All stakeholders should
agree on this vision. All public institutions predominantly the YOK must be redesigned in a holistic policy. The
entrepreneurship and innovation index produced by TUBITAK for Turkey’s universities is an important step. To move into
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high income league Turkey must focus on the concept of elit universities. In order for Turkey’s universities to reach global
standards, at least some of them must operate in autonomous status.

It is necessary for Turkish decision-makers to focus on productivity and efficiency oriented economic reforms. This is a
reform program that must focus on educational reform in general and engineering and science programs that will provide,
in particular, human capital for Turkey’s elite universities and a few selected sectors for high tech export advantage. It is
necessary for Turkey to construct a development model that is appropriate for its culture, history, demographic structure
and all other socio-political realities.

For the basic principles of this model, it is necessary to pay attention to some of the problems that are present in the
current development levels of these countries as well as the important features such as efficiency, innovation and research
development from South Korea, Singapore, PRC and Japan models. Also, such issues as demographic sustainability,
consumption-waste-saving relationships and social capital sustainability should be taken into account while planning and
implementing reforms of higher education development. For example, South Korean experience of getting rid of the
middle-income trap can be used as a model in this regard, but it also has alarming points in some aspects: South Korea is in
the first place according to the World Health Organization for suicide cases. According to 2013 data, the number of deaths
due to suicide per 100,000 population is 28.5 in South Korea, and 21.4 in Japan, while this figure is around 4 for Turkey
(WHO, 2014). Likewise, in terms of population growth rate, South Korea, PRC and Japan are expected to face serious
problems like all other developed countries. In short, in the course of planning and implementation of Turkey’s economic
growth and development policies, attention should be paid to other important social and political parameters such as
fertility, suicide, divorce, social capital, in addition to economic parameters such as productivity.
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