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ABSTRACT
BELONGING TO THE CITY:
RURAL MIGRANTS IN MODERNIZING CHICAGO AND ISTANBUL
By

Pinl H. Atabay

Chicago in the early twentieth century (1910s) and Istanbul later in the century
(1950s), each experienced an influx of rural migrants, a process that challenged the
ability of the city and its residents to cope with the ensuing problems. Though separated
by time and place, Chicago and Istanbul faced some of the same problems stemming
from the migration of tens of thousands of rural people into these already large urban
centers. An examination of the different ways Chicago and Istanbul initially dealt with
some of the same problems such as housing shortage and health of the city reveals the
significance, for urban development, of empowering newcomers with a sense of
belonging in the city.

In welcoming fural newcomers into their communities through official and
unofficial campaigns to “urbanize™ newcomers, Chicago and Istanbul drew on the

prevailing concepts of a shared urban culture and civic obligations. Chicago residents,

whose active partici in social, ic, and political community matters shaped

the city’s future, set up institutions specifically aimed to address the needs of newcomers.
Most community organizations at this time were segregated by race. Driven in part by
the fear that migrants from the rural south would reflect badly on their standing in the

city, and partly due to the racial uplift ideology, African American “old settlers,” (the

leaders of the African American community that was in Chicago prior to the Great



Migration) extended similar services to African American newcomers. At times these
efforts brought future oriented groups of blacks and whites together. “Old settlers™
imbued newcomers with a sense of belonging in Chicago by encouraging newcomers to
invest in housing, to improve their health/living conditions, and to participate in local
politics and organizations. African American Chicagoans facilitated this process also by
educating newcomers about proper urban manners and by raising consciousness across
the city about communal urban living. In this way “old settlers” illuminated for the
newcomers the ways they could work towards belonging or fitting in their city.

The efforts of Chicago residents who organized collectively and worked with
their city government to aid the adjustment of newcomers in the modernizing city was
very different from what transpired in Istanbul. Because rural migration to Istanbul was
brought on by the Turkish government’s deliberate modernization project, directed from
the capital in Ankara and aimed to showcase Istanbul, city residents’ ability to influence
the migrants’ place in Istanbul was crippled. “Original” Istanbulites (Istanbulites who had
been in the city for generations) were also still going through the process of becoming
citizens after having been subjects of the Ottoman Empire for centuries. When faced with
the problems that resulted from migration, they turned to the institutions of the central
government and expected the local and national governments to take measures to help
newcomers adjust. As a result, Turkish state’s attempts to provide housing or increased
and improved curative facilities may have satisfied the state’s vision of modernization,
but they did not necessarily create a sense of belonging to the city, nor raise

consciousness about urban communal living.
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Belonging to the City: Rural Migrants in Modernizing Chicago and Istanbul
“Dogal olarak eger kendimizi dig sehre p hisseder, onun da
bize ait oldugunu igimizde duyarsak, hem ona yapilan hizmetleri daha iyi
takdir eder, hem de onu en iyi bigimde korumaya ¢aliginz.”

In English the above quote reads: “If (when) one feels as if one belongs to the
city, and feels that the city belongs to him/herself and feels its deep down inside, one
appreciates the services provided to a larger degree and attempts to protect them.” This

was an opening statement of the then Mayor of Istanbul, Ali Miifit Giirtuna, in his

ion to the Kentim Istanbul Campaign in April 2003." Having studied “similar
E
experiences of other world metropolises,” icipal officials projected that the p &
would deepen city affiliatio: 2 in bul resid 2 The first of its kind in its 4
-

scope and publicity in the history of the city, the projected success of the campaign
remains to be assessed. However, it is at once revealing of contemporary conditions in

1 and symbolic of the missing ingredient in the evolution of those conditions. To

those familiar with the history of the largest and rapidly growing industrial cities in the

U.S. Progressive Era, the i ions and activities of the Istanbul campaign are

reminiscent of similar efforts undertaken by the reform minded residents in their efforts
to “Americanize” foreign immigrants and “urbanize” internal migrants from rural areas.

Yet the paign undertaken by the Istanbul icipality is also very different from the

activities of Chicago reformers: it was after all, initiated by the municipality, not by

Istanbul resid, many decades after the waves of rural-to-urban migrations had left

their mark upon the city.

! Ali Miifit Giirtuna, “Biz Istanbulluyuz ve Istanbul’u Seviyoruz,” in Istanbul Biilteni, April 2003, No. 167,

i
P //www.ibb.gov. inisif imi: /b 2/index.htm Last accessed 04/30/2004.




My dissertation examines the effects of rural to urban migration in two cities
Chicago and Istanbul—separated by time and place, but undergoing similar
transformative modernizing experiences. Chicago in the early twentieth century (1910s)
and Istanbul later in the century (1950s), each experienced an influx of rural migrants, a
process that challenged the ability of the city and its residents to cope with the ensuing
problems. The migration of tens of thousands of rural people into already large urban
areas raised serious questions about the conditions of the built environment, most
especially over housing for the newcomers and providing for health and sanitation. In
focusing on the problems accompanying these migration movements, my dissertation has
three objectives. It explores the role played by the community organizations and the city
governments in each city to provide solutions to problems such as housing and health
services. Second, it also considers how both official and unofficial campaigns to
“urbanize” the migrants were rooted in prevailing concepts of a shared urban culture and
civic obligations. Third, by comparing how the Turkish state’s modemization process
affected Istanbul with the efforts of Chicago residents who organized to aid newcomers
to the city to adjust, and thereby make the city more modern, my dissertation contributes
to the literature that examines the differences in urbanization processes in the so-called
dichotomous industrialized and industrializing, developed and developing, modemized
and modernizing nations. This dissertation’s focus on the role played by a centralized
state, prevailing conceptions of the appropriate use of municipal power, and the presence
or absence of an urban civic consciousness investigates the processes of urbanization and

modernization in order to understand how the city is conceptualized as a community, who



is taught to belong to this community, and the significance of “*belonging™ in the lasting
success of cities.

At first glance, Chicago and Istanbul may seem like an unlikely pair for
comparison, especially given the comparison also comprises different time periods. After
all, in the 1910s, Chicago had only been a city for less than a century, whereas Istanbul
had been an imperial capital for about sixteen centuries. During Chicago’s infancy,
dﬁven by the belief that “empire moved west” Chicago’s future-oriented boosters aspired
to create a city in the image of classical sites such as “Babylon, Thebes, Athens,
Alexandria, Carthage, Constantinople, and Rome.” Constantinople, the imperial image
to which Chicago boosters encouraged city builders to aspire, has had its share of
admirers who glorified it and made it appear to be an ageless and effortless gem.
Accounts of Chicago, historical and current, accentuate Chicagoans’ civic consciousness
while celebrating the technological, financial and political innovations that built Chicago.
For their part, accounts of Istanbul, especially in more recent memory, emphasize the
lack of a civic consciousness while mourning something lost in what Istanbul has
become.

Once established/ set in motion, Chicago grew rapidly and successfully, and
became modernized while it grew, which may again cause some hesitation for a
comparison to be made with a metropolis of the developing world that became
modernized a long time after it had been in existence. A swampy gathering place through
which a series of American Indian tribes passed in the 17" and 18™ centuries, Chigagou,

“the wild garlic place,” became a remote fur trading post in the frontier of the 1700s-

? William Cronon, Nature’s Metropolis: Chicago and The Great West (New York: W. W. Norton and
Company, Ltd., 1991), 42.




1800s, and slowly took shape as Chicago the city, incorporated as such in 1834.*
Following the efforts of the boosters who drew Eastern capital and immigrant labor to the
city, Chicago grew steadily through the next half century and became an industrial center
with a reputation that reflected the economic conditions memorialized in the famous Carl
Sandburg p()em.5 Chicago became the city of big shoulders, a city of extremes, a city that
lacked culture and sophistication. In their determination to catch up with the imperial
visions they had set for their city, Chicagoans had, by the late 1910s, succeeded in

changing their 1850s’ reputation as the “contempt of American East,” to one as the “most

6

civilized city in America.”™ By then, as H. L. Mencken drew everyone’s attention to the

advances made in Chicago’s artistic and cultural scene, the city had reached its
“maximum potential as a center of power and culture” having gone from “desolate
trading post” to “skyscraper city” in little over half a century.” Chicago also became the
“most typically American of the nation’s big cities, a scene of boiling economic activity
and technological ingenuity, American industrialism’s supreme urban creation.™ This is
not to say that the fruits of all this growth and progress were distributed evenly, but

Chicago’s reputation, or the idea of Chicago, had improved significantly.

* Robert G. Spinney, City of Big Shoulders: A History of Chicago (DeKalb: Northern Illinois University,
2000). See pp. 5-12 for more detailed information about American Indian tribes and French missionaries;
and pp. 13-30 for more detailed information on passing from French control to British authority to
American control between 1754-1784. See also Cronon, Nature'’s Metropolis, 23-31; Donald L. Miller,
City of the Century: The Epic of Chicago and the Making Of America (New York: Simon & Schuster,
1996), 24-47; John C. Hudson, Chicago: A Geography of the City and Its Region (Chicago: The University
of Chicago Press, 2006), 71-101.

* Carl Sandburg, “Chicago,” in Chicago Poems (New York: 1916); See also As Others See Chicago:
Impressions of Visitors, 1673-1933, Bessie Louise Pierce, ed. (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1933, 2004), 207-365.

© William Cronon, “To Be the Central City: Chicago, 1848-57" in A Wild Kind of Boldness: The Chicago
History Reader, Rosemary K. Adams, ed., (Chicago: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1998),
21

7 Miller, City of the Century, 16.

* Miller, City of the Century, 17. For the contrasts that Chicago presented to the eyes of observers see
Arthur Meier Schlesinger, 4 History of American Life Volume X, The Rise of the City 1878-1898 (New
York: The Macmillan Company, 1933), 86.



In contrast, Istanbul had been seen, experienced, and ranked as an imperial city
for centuries. From its nearly thousand-year-long existence as Byzantium through its
imperial capital status as Constantinople to its becoming Istanbul, the city’s history is as
varied as the titles of the books on it.” Throughout the Middle Ages Constantinople was
the “biggest, richest, and most sophisticated city in the world.”" Constantinople
continued to be a symbol of “culture™ and of “civilization,” and increasingly of the
“modern” in the last century of the Ottoman Empire. In the 1850s, Istanbul was the
“political, cultural, and educational capital of a multiethnic empire,"” Throughout the
last century of the empire, sultans of the Ottoman Empire undertook a purposeful
modernization project for which they turned to the West for guidance. The empire’s push
for modernization entailed borrowing from the institutions and cultures of the West,
which the empire identified as superior in military technology and structure. Judging
Istanbul through the eyes of the West, the imperial Porte attempted to structurally
modernize the city by Western standards even while it attempted to increase its control

over the city and its subjects.'” The first at ing a municipality in

) P y

Istanbul date back to this period and are a good example of the deliberate turn to Western

institutions."

? John Freely, Istanbul: The Imperial City (London: Viking, 1996); Philip Mansel, Constantinople: City of
World's Desire, 1453-1924 (London: John Murray, 1995). A quick library catalogue search would yield
about 500 titles with the word Constantinople, and about 300 with the word Istanbul in various different
languages encompassing scholarly studies as well as novels and travel narratives, etc.

' Mark Girouard, Cities and People (London: Yale University Press, 1985), 3.

"! Gaglar Keyder, ed., Istanbul: Between the Global and the Local (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, Inc., 1999)

12 Stefan Yerasimos, Tanzimat’in Kent Uzerine, in Moderni iirecinde Osmanl Kentleri,
Paul Dumont and Frangois Georgeon, eds. (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yaymlari, 1999), 2-7.

'3 For the first few attempts at a modern local government in Istanbul see Bilal Eryilmaz, “Osmanh Yerel
Yonetiminde Istanbul $ehremaneti,” 331 333 and llber Ortayli, “Osmanh Belediyeleri ve Kent
Hizmetleri,” 396 in Islam Gelenegis N i ve Yerel Yonetim (Istanbul: Ilke Yayinlar,
1996).




Following the founding of the modern Republic of Turkey, Istanbul’s association
with this imperial past briefly tainted the city’s chances for future national significance.'
Republic-minded officials swiftly turned their attention and national funds towards the
new Turkish capital, Ankara. Over time, Istanbul regained its status as a cultural center,
but the state’s modernization project was by then being directed not from Istanbul but
from the capital. The early contrast with Ankara, though short-lived, haunted Istanbul,
resulting in an endless cycle of tensions and oversights in the ways Istanbul has been able

to deal with its problems and become a modern city.

As ized by political scientist Dankwart Rustow, “modernization” as a term
has been used by social scientists “to designate a cluster of historic changes, including
industrialization, rationalization, secularization, bureaucratization, and many others.”
Rustow found “modernization” useful as a term because it could be used to “look at
change throughout the tapestry.”"® Unlike many social scientists, I am using the term
“modernization” as a historian who is brought to the term strictly by her sources and
evidel}w. “Modernization,” thus, provides a framework through which to compare

Chicago and Istanbul despite differences of time and place. From this historian’s

perspective then, “modernization” is a time and place specific process to which Chicago

and Istanbul responded in very different ways. As mentioned earlier, Chicago was

'* Sibel Bozdogan, Modernizm ve Ulusun Insaas:: Erken Cumhuriyet Tiirkiyesinde Mimari Kiiltiir
(Istanbul: Metis Yayinlari, 2002), 17; Freely, Istanbul: The Imperial City, 299-300; Dogan Kuban, Kent ve
Mimarlik Uzerine Istanbul Yazilar: (Istanbul: YEM Yayin, 1998), 231; Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of

Modern Turkey (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 260-261; Ilbeyi Ozer, Avrupa Yolunda Batilasma
va da Batililasma: Istanbul'da Sosyal Degisimler (1stanbul: Truva Yaymlan, 2005), 100-103; Michael
Pereira, Istanbul: Aspects of a Clry (London Geoffrey Bles, Ltd., 1968), xvii.

' Dankwart A. Rustow, “The M ion of Turkey in Historical and C P

Social Change and Politics in Turkey: A Structural-Historical Analysis, Kemal Karpat, ed. (Leldcn E d.
Brill, 1973), 93.




considered “American industrialism’s supreme urban creation.”"® Industrialization
preceded large-scale population increase or immigration in Chicago. Even though there
were Germans and Irish in the city in the 1850s, these groups had come during the
construction boom. Industrialization initiated a new wave of immigration to Chicago. In
tﬁe 1880s Chicago was also a transportation hub, where commerce met. Boosters” efforts
to attract capital and investment created conditions for industrial greatness which fueled
immigration, an increase in the city’s population, and rising problems. When city
institutions could not keep up with the speed of change and rising problems, Chicago
residents stepped in to help create some sense of urban social equilibrium.'” In the
process of Americanization, the earlier settlers themselves modernized the immigrants. In
the process of solving political and social problems, these reform minded Chicagoans
also forced their city government to modernize. The push to modernize also coincided
with the time period in U. S. history known as the Progressive Era. In Chicago, it came
about as a result of reform minded Chicagoans’ efforts to deal with the problems brought
about by industrialization, immigration, and urbanization.'®

In this process, Chicago’s moderization fits the model of European
modernization, which Rustow defined as “a process of discovery and invention rather
than of response and adaptation,” and one that “spread to other continents in the wake of
European expansion, as a result of colonial rule and ovérseas settlement.” On the other

hand, as a part of a “comprehensive and deliberate” Turkish project, Istanbul's

' Miller, City of the Century, 17. See Schlesinger, The Rise of the City 1878-1898, 86.

' Dana F. White, The Urbanists, 1865-1915 (New York: Greenwood Press, 1989), 207.

'® Maureen Flanagan, Seeing With Their Hearts: C hicago Women And the Vision of the Good City: 1871-
1933 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002); Flanagan, Charter Reform in Chicago (Carbondale:
Southern Illinois University Press, 1987); Louise de Koven Bowen, Growing Up With A City (Urbana:
University of lllinois Press, 2002); Charles Edward Merriam, Chicago: A More Intimate View Of Urban
Politics (New York: The MacMillan Company, 1929).



modernization was state initiated and directed.'” While Paul Hohenberg and Lynn Hollen
Lees cautioned against too general an application of the concept modernization to this
process, more recent work on European urbanization situates its analysis within this
concept. Helen Meller, for example, uses modernization to examine how “specific
changes, commonly experienced across Europe, influenced particular places™ as she
explores what modernization meant in a variety of European cities in the period 1890-
1930.%° Turkey was not colonized by Europe but it was impacted by the West towards the
end of the 18" century and Ottoman military reform paved the way for modernization
throughout the 19" century. Military reform eventually expanded into cultural
transformation.?' Under the initiation and direction of the Turkish state, modernization
which began in the 19" century Ottoman Army reforms continued through the early
republican and post World War Il eras. From its earliest stages it connoted a desire to be
more like the West, and its people more like Westerners.?> From manners to dress, from
education to secularization, from industrialization to rationalization, Atatiirk’s reforms
swept the nation. Atatiirk has been criticized because of the “undemocratic” and

.

“authoritative” fashion in which some of his reforms were conducted and enforced, but

.

he aimed to “modernize” the new Turkish nation by leaps and bounds as quickly as

possible. He believed in the modernizing power of the bureaucrats of his time.

'Rustow, “The Modemization of Turkey,” in Social Change and Politics in Turkey, 94.

2 paul Hohenberg and Lynn Hollen Lees, Making Of Urban Europe, 1000-1950 (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1985), 178; and Helen Meller, ed., European Cities, 1890-1930s: History, Culture, and
the Built Environment (Chicester, UK: John Wiley & Sons, 2001), 1. See also Robert Colls and Richard
Rodger, eds., Cities of Ideas. Civil Society and Urban Governance in Britain, 1800-2000 (Aldershot, UK:
Ashgate, 2004).

' Rustow, “The Modernization of Turkey” in Social Change and Politics in Turkey, 94-97.

2 Sibel Bozdogan and Resat Kasaba, eds., Tiirkive'de Modernlesme ve Ulusal Kimlik ( Istanbul: Tarih
Vakfi Yayinlan, 1998); Michael N. Danielson and Rusen Keles, The Politics of Rapid Urbanization:
Government and Growth in Modern Turkey (New York: Holmes & Meier, 1985), 10; Levent Koker,
Modernlesme Kemalizm ve Demokrasi (Istanbul: Iletisim, 1990); Jacop M. Landau, Atatiirk ve Tiirkiye 'nin
Modernlesmesi (Istanbul: Sarmal Yayinevi, 1999); Ozer, Batilasma ya da Batililasma; Muharrem Sevil,
Tiirkiye 'de Modernlesme ve Modernlestiriciler (Ankara: Vadi Yayinlan, 1999).



In Turkey, urbanization became “widely equated with modernization,” and cities
were “seen as the economic and social vanguard of a modernized society.™” But if
urbanization‘ was equated with modemization, it was not “an explicit development
objective.” That objective was industrialization. Atatiirk and his allies regarded
industrialization as “the key to modernization.”** As part of the economic goal of
modernization plans initiated by Atatlirk and carried on by his followers after his death, it
was expected that rapid industrialization would draw rural migrants to the cities and lead
to urbanization. In the 1930s, Atatiirk’s “nationalistic economic policies named etatism”
grew in parallel with the growing troubles created by the world wide economic crisis.
From the 1930s until the end of World War 11, the Turkish state encouraged the growth of
private undertakings while it established some state economic enterprises such as cement,
glass works, iron and steel, sugar, food, and textile industries. Scholars have argued that
most of the state funds were spent toward the construction of roads and railroads, so the
state’s contribution to industrialization actually remained modest. But the construction of
these roads facilitated travel by tying Anatolia, hence future migrants, to urban areas.

Meanwhile the state continued to enable the growth of small private undertakings.?* In

2 Richard D. Brown, Modernization: The Transformation of American Life 1600-1865 (New York: Hill
and Wang, 1976), 21. Brown argued that the parts that constitute the modemization process (such as
industrialization, urbanization, political transformations) may advance at different times. Sometimes the
same period may include some modern parts and some traditional ones. Brown shows how this was the
case in colonial America: Even though initially the colonies became modern due to economic conditions,
soon upon settlement they converted back to their old country political ways until the Revolution.

2 Danielson and Keles, The Politics of Rapid Urbanization, 10.

% Erol Tiimertekin, Istanbul Insan ve Mekan (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yaynlari, 1997); and see also the
Istanbul Ansiklopedisi; Zilkif Aydin, The Political Economy of Turkey (London: Pluto Press, 2005), 83-
89; and Roger Owen and Sevket Pamuk, A History of Middle East Economies in the Twentieth Century
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1999), 18-20.



the post World War Il era, Turkish government adopted a liberal development model,
Keynesian in nature, and affected by international plans, policies, and aid.®®

What constitutes the basis of a comparative study of these two cities is that for all
their differences, Chicago and Istanbul suffered similar transformative modernizing
experiences, albeit at different times, due to population increases over short periods of
time. My comparison takes a moment in each city’s history when the preexisting order of
each was disrupted by the entry of rural newcomers. In Chicago, the particular group
under the lens is the African American citizens who arrived in the late 1910s. They
entered the city over a short period of time, well announced and expected, even
welcomed by some. They were not the first group that crowded into Chicago. Immigrants
from Europe had preceded them by decades. 1 focus on African American rural-urban
migrants to Chicago for comparison with the rural newcomers to Istanbul because, like
their counterparts in Istanbul, they were citizens; their adaptation and assimilation in
Chicago did not require language acquisition; they did not come to Chicago to create a
minority religious community; and they could (and did) participate in.the political
processes. White American migrants to Chicago from rural areas would have been
another likely group, but resources on this group of rural newcomers for the time period
under study is scarce. A recent study pointed out that historians have fragmented the
subject of southern migration to Chicago along “lines of race and time period,” but it is

also the case that, until after World War 11, so did city residents.?” In Istanbul, I focus on

% Tansi Senyapili, “Charting the *Voyage’ of Squatter Housing in Urban Spatial ‘Quadruped’”, European
Journal of Turkish Studies, Thematic Issue No 1- Gecekondu, http://www.ejts.org/documet142.html Last
accessed 10/17/2007.

77 James N. Gregory, The Southern Diaspora: How the Great Migrations of Black and White Southerners
Transformed America (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2005), 6.
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the rural Turkish migrants. They entered the city in increasingly large numbers, over a
longer period of time--unannounced, unexpected, and increasingly unwelcome.

Based on their unexpected entry into the city, coupled with the steeper rise in
actual numbers of people, one might expect that rural newcomers to Istanbul were more
visible, hence more problematic for Istanbul residents than African American newcomers
were for Chicagoans. This was not the case. In terms of percentage, the increase in
Chicago’s African American population was almost twice that of Istanbul. In twenty
years (1910-1930) Chicago’s African American population increased over 200 percent,
as did Istanbul’s population (1950-1970). Yet actual numbers tell a different story: in
twenty years Chicago’s African American population increased by a little over 65,000
newcomers. Istanbul’s population, on the other hand, increased by about 700,000 people
in just ten years.”® Yet compared to the reception of African Americans in Chicago,
newcomers’ arrival in Istanbul was silent, uneventful, and hardly made the newspapers.

Once these newcomers entered each city, however, their presence posed a series
of problems. These rural migrants arrived at a time when each city was undergoing
modernization, yet the modernization project of the central state in Turkey and that of the
city-centered residents in Chicago created different communal ideals in these two cities.
The devastating fire of late 1871 had nearly destroyed the city of Chicago. Once the
city’s political and economic leaders recovered from their initial shock, they set out not

just to rebuild the city’s structures, but its essence of community. Economic and social

2 Chicago’s African American population was 46,226 in 1910 and 112,536 in 1930. For Chicago figures
see, Statistical Abstract of The United States, 1924 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1925), 45.
Istanbul’s population was 1,077,000- 1,166,477 in 1950; 1,368,000 in 1955; 1,882,092 in 1960 and
3,019,032 in 1970. For Istanbul figures see, Ash Duru, “Apartmentalization and MiddleClassness: Urban
Socio-Spatial Change in the Period 1950s-1970s,” (Unpublished MA Thesis Submitted to the Atatiirk
Institute for Modern Turkish History, Bogazigi Unniversity, 2006), 18.
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order, they believed, could not be applied to a city that had grown without such order in
the previous four decades of settlement. Within two decades, the city showcased its
progress in the World’s Fair in 1893. In the following decades, attention turned to
reorganizing the municipal governing system so as to create a more orderly, healthy, and
economically prosperous city—all hallmarks of urban modernization. Newcomers would
be instructed as to how to fit themselves into such a city.

The two groups of rural migrants differed in the social contexts that pushed them
out of their original places. Racial, social, and political violence lay behind African
American migration out of the American South. In comparison, the initial group of
Turkish villagers that came to Istanbul in the 1950s had faced no such violence. On the
other hand these two groups were very similar in their expectations from their future
residences. Both groups expected the opportunity for a better life in the cities to which
they were headed. For all of their differences in the historical record and the scale of their
rural-urban migrations, Istanbul and Chicago drew rural-urban migrants for the same
reasons, and they underwent similar transformative experiences.

On the other hand, who was in charge of the modernization process affected each
city in very different ways. Chicago’s modemization process was directed from the heart
of the city, which meant that its residents felt that they were in control of the future of
their city, that they could shape Chicago’s future and their place in it. The fact that
modernization was a state initiated and directed project in Turkey took local power and

control out of Istanbul residents’ hands. Since Istanbul’s projects were directed from the
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center, this practice continued the process of dependency on the center.?’ In order to
explain the effects of who directed the modernization process I will examine some
specific problems such as housing, health, political participation, and voluntary
organizations in each city. The ability of older/original residents already in each city to
transform newcomers into Chicagoans and Istanbulites in the fashion that they desired
was reflected in the different ways each city faced these problems.

Chapter One shows that the economic conditions in these two cities differed in
ways that demonstrate they were at different stages in their industrialization processes.
Chicago was a heavily industrialized city, and it is true that racial hiring practices limited
employment opportunities for African American newcomers. On the other hand,
following the decrease in European immigration due to World War I, African American
southerners were recruited to fill positions in certain Chicago industries.*® Recruitment
efforts and processes gave Chicago’s old settlers a chance to prepare for the newcomers
and plan for their incorporation into the city. This type of awareness led to community

organization and creation of a new institution specifically aimed to help newcomers to

 For Ottoman tradition of subjects’ dependence on the Empire and the transition of subjects into citizens
see Dankwart A. Rustow, “Turkey: The Modemity of Tradition,” in Political Culture and Political
Development, Lucian W. Pye and Sidney Verba, eds. (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1965).

3 Chicago Commission on Race Relations, The Negro in Chicago: A Study of Race Relations and A Race
Riot (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,1922), 95. St. Clair Drake and Horace R. Cayton, Black
Metropolis: A Study of Negro Life in a Northern City, Vol. 1 (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc.,
1945), 24-57, and 58 for discussion of labor agents. “Occupational Changes Among Negroes in Chicago”
in Vivian G. Harsh Research Collection of Afro-American History and Literature, 122 at Chicago Public
Library. “Servant class” classification for men meant elevator tenders, janitors and sextons, servants,
waiters, and porters; for women it meant charwomen and cleaners, janitors and sextons, laundresses (not in
laundry), servants, and waitresses. On stockyards see Gareth Canaan, “Part of the Loaf: Economic
Conditions of Chicago’s African American Working Class During the 1920s,” Journal of Social History,
35: 1 (Autumn 2001): 149-150; Paul Street, “The Logic and Limits of Plant Loyalty: Black Workers, White
Labor, and Corporate Racial Patemalism,” Journal of Southern History, 29:3 (Spring 1996), 600; and
James R. Barrett, “Unity and Fragmentation: Class, Race, and Ethnicity on Chicago’s South Side, 1900-
1922” Journal of Social History, 18: 1 (Autumn 1984): 37-55. On recruitment see Allan H. Spear, Black
Chicago: The Making of a Negro Ghetto, 1890-1920 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1967), 140.
Paul Street, “The Logic and Limits of ‘Plant Loyalty’: black Workers, White Labor, and Corporate Racial
Paternalism in Chicago’s Stockyards, 1916-1940” Journal of Social History, 29:3 (Spring 1996), 661.
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the city: the Chicago Urban League.’' Istanbul’s economy was undergoing some radical
changes that paralleled the national trends when rural migrants began flocking into the
city. The nation was switching from an étatist period into a more liberal economy that
supported the increase in private establishments. Istanbul’s industries would grow
through the subsequent decades, but newcomers in the 1950s found mainly small-scale
manufacturing and industrial jobs, or entered the marginal sector as peddlers.’> And they
entered Istanbul like unexpected guests.

One could eventually move up the employment scale, but possibility of good
housing was a different matter. Chapters Two and Three each deal with a pressing
problem caused by drastic population increase over a short period of time. In both cities
housing was a significant problem, which both reflected the existing urban culture and
affected newcomers’ lives. As dwelling, housing provided a roof over newcomers’ heads

in Chicago, even if that roof was decrepit and overcharged. Housing also was property,

3! This is not to suggest that all African American leaders in Chicago agreed with the method with which to
praceed; Chicago’s old settlers, or African American community leaders who were in Chicago prior to the
Great Migration, were initially divided over this issue. Some believed that opening separate institutions
such as the African American YMCA would further segregate and alienate the African American
community, and instead desired a more integrated community. However, as Spear has shown “by 1915,
most Negro leaders in Chicago were committed to the idea of separate Negro community with civic
institutions, businesses, and political organizations of its own.” See Spear, Black Chicago,1-8, 167-179.

32 Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey, 279-281 for the early failure of opposition, and 303-309 for
“the coming of democracy.” Aydin, The Political Economy of Turkey, 25-29. See also Osman Okyar,
“Development Background Of the Turkish Economy, 1923-1973,” International Journal of Middle East
Studies, 10: 3 (August 1979): 325-344. Okyar discusses what he sees as the rise of an “economic
consciousness” and the public discussions of this during the 1930s. Alec P. Alexander, “Industrial
Entrepreneurship in Turkey: Origins and Growth,” Economic Development and Cultural Change, 8: 4 (July
1960): 350 in footnote. Dogan Avcioglu, Tiirkiye 'nin Diizeni: Diin ~ Bugiin ~ Yarin (Ankara: Bilgi
Yaynevi, 1968), 333. Andrew Mango, The Turks Today (New York: The Overlook Press, 2004), 47. Ayse
Bugra, Tiirk Isadamlan ve Liberalizm, in Modern Tiirkiye 'de Siyasi Diisiince 7: Liberalizm (Istanbul:
Iletisim Yayinlari, 2005), 386. See also Okyar for an earlier discussion of this. Kemal H. Karpat, The
Gecekondu: Rural Migration and Urbanization (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976), 20-22;
Danielson and Keles, The Politics of Rapid Urbanization, 6; Istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi, Istanbul 'u
Bekieyen Sosyal Riskler Arastirmasi- 2: Istanbul 'a Muhtemel Go¢ Dalgalar: (Istanbul: 2004), 144. Alan
Dubetsky, “Kinship, Primordial Ties, and Factory Organization in Turkey: An Anthropological View,”
International Journal of Middle East Studies, 7: 3 (July 1976). Dubetsky looked at Giizelbahge in 1970.
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though, and private property was also an investment. By being restricted to Chicago’s
Black Belt, newcomers not only paid more rent for bad housing, they were excluded from
owning better property elsewhere in the city. So they were denied the central tenet of
Chicago, which had driven people to Chicago in the first place since its inception:
promise of property, real estate and booming returns. Old settlers knew about the
increasingly common ideas and fears among the rest of Chicago’s homeowners that
having African Americans move into one’s neighborhood depreciated property values.
To mitigate this handicap, the old settlers instructed newcomers in ways that would show
the rest of Chicago that they did not depreciate property.* In Istanbul, the “illegality” of
the gecekondu made it a political concern, which involved the hand of the state. The state

met the housing shortage by passing a series of laws that legalized the gecekondu

1 A local problem handled by the central government divided the issue of
housing by legal and illegal statuses.* Chapter Two then shows residents old and new,
original or not, further divided. As living space, the black belt could be tolerated by

newcomers as a temporary dwelling, but when African Americans could not leave this

area, probl followed. The gecekondu was tol d by original Istanbulites as a

* Chicago Commission on Race Relations, The Negro in Chicago; Drake and Cayton, Black Metropolis;
Spear, Black Chicago; Thomas Lee Philpott, The Slum and the Ghetto: Neighborhood Deterioration and
Middle Class Reform, Chicago 1880-1930 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1978). Alzada P.
Comﬂock, “Chicago Housing Conditions, Vl The Problem of the Negro,” The American Journal of

18:2 1912); B. “The Color Line in the Housing Problem,”
Survey, Feb. 1, 1913 in Illinois Writers Project Box 37, Folder 4.
M Istanbul Ekspres, 1950-1958; and Hiirriyet 1950-1955. Mehmet Oztiirk, “Tiirk Sinemasinda
Gecekoudulur" in European Journal of Turkish Studies, Thematic Issue No. 1- Gecekondu,

4. last accessed on 10/17/2007. Sema Erder, Istanbul a Bir Kent

Kondu. Ummmye (Istanbul: Iletisim Yaymlan, 1996); Oguz Isik, and M. Melih Piarcioglu, Nobetlese
Yoksulluk: Sultanbeyli Ornegi (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlan, 2001); Karpat, The Gecekondu; Giilten Kazgan,
ed., Kustepe Genglik Aragtirmasi 2002 (Istanbul: Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yaymlar, 2002); Orhan
T Istanbul Gecekondu Kimligi : 1Q Kiiltiir Sanat Yaymncilik, 2006); 75 Yilda Koylerden
Sehirlere (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yaymlan, 1999); Istanbul ve Gog: Bir Sehrin Karakter Degisimi
Konferans Bildirileri (Istanbul: 1995).




temporary measure, but when gecekondu dwellers or contractors began building
gecekondus for the purpose of renting them out, and then moving into apartment
buildings in the city, measures taken by the central government led to hostilities in
approach and commentary.

Chapter Three deals with health. In Chicago, working classes and the poor mainly
lived in tenements by the 1910s and this meant congestion and worsening living
conditions, both of which facilitated the spread of diseases. Chicago’s reform-minded
residents organized around the issue of tenement conditions and pushed their local
government to take measures. Along with the association of congested living conditions
with spread of disease, germ theory of disease led to new understandings of how to live
healthily which required changes in people’s daily lives. Chicagoans’ efforts, couﬁ]ed
with the city’s Department of Health campaigns emphasized preventive measures, but
since African Americans were separated from the rest of the city by racial segregation,
the old settlers again instructed them in ways that would lead newcomers to change
certain practices that they brought. with them from the south and adopt new ones—hence
modernize.*® In Istanbul on the other hand, the central state had taken over health
provision as well by the time newcomers came in such large numbers, so they met rising
need by opening more curative facilities in areas within the reach of gecekondu

dwellers.*®

3 Thomas R. Pegram, “Public Health and Progressive Dairying in Illinois,” Agricultural History, 65:1
(Winter, 1991): 36-50. On Americanizing the immigrant mother see Lynne Curry, Modern Mothers in the
Heartland: Gender, Health, and Progress in lllinois, 1900-1930 (Columbus: Ohio State University, 1999).
On efforts to improve milk quality and educate mothers see Jacqueline H. Wolf, Don’t Kill Your Baby:
Public Health and the Decline of Breastfeeding in the 19" and 20" Centuries (Columbus: The Ohio State
University Press, 2001).

3 Ceren Giilser Ilikan, “Tuberculosis, Medicine, and Politics: Public Health in the Early Republican
Turkey” (Unpublished MA Thesis submitted to the Atatiirk Institute for Modern Turkish History, Bogazi¢i
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Chapter Four looks at political participation in each city. For a long time leading
up to Progressive Era political reforms, city government meant patronage relations
between political bosses and their constituents in Chicago. In the Progressive Era, there
was a turn towards reforming this practice and instituting expertise-based civil service
reforms. Residents’ political participation revolved around mobilization for local
elections. They held their city officials accountable and in the event that they did not like
what a city official did, Chicagoans had the power to mobilize and vote him out of office
in the next election. Local politics divided Chicagoans as much as they brought them
together, but in the end, ever-changing issues and frequent local elections facilitated
ihteraction among Chicagoans. Further, the political culture among Chicagoans again led
to old settlers’ taking charge of the newcomers politicization process.”’ Whereas
municipalities in Turkey were initially conceptualized as entities responsible for carrying
out local communal needs and some democratic measures were instituted to ensure local
power, such as elected positions in the City Council, citizens were discouraged from

becoming too politicized. Istanbulites then missed yet another chance to band or disband

University, Istanbul, 2006). On the state’s vision to moderize and Westernize higher learning institutions
and the contributions of émigré professors sée, Arnold Reisman, "German Jewish intellectuals' diaspora in
Turkey: 1933-55 ” The Historian 69:3 (Fall 2007): 450. Christopher Dole, “In the Shadows of Medicine
and Modermity: Medical Integration and Secular Histories of Religious Healing in Turkey,” Culture,
Medicine, and Psychiatry, 28:3 (September 2004): 255-280.

%7 Eric H. Monkkonen, America Becomes Urban: The Development of U.S. cities and towns, 1780-1980
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988), 90-93; Flanagan, Charter Reform, 21-23; Emest S.
Griffith, A History of American City Government: The Conspicuous Failure, 1870-1900 (New Y ork:
Praeger Publishers, 1974); and Griffith, A History of American City Government: The Progressive Years
and Their Aftermath 1900-1920 (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1974). For reform movements in the US
society see Maureen A. Flanagan, America Reformed: Progressives and Progressivisms 1890s-1920s (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2007), vi. For women'’s increased involvement in city politics see Maureen
A. Flanagan, Seeing With Their Hearts. See Brown on elections: *...elections were major engines for the
integration of localities into the larger state and national organizations. They demanded a larger measure of
cosmopolitanism, of awareness of supralocal concerns during the colonial period,” 97. Here he is referring
to nationwide elections and increasing election rights of the people in America as opposed to their political
rights and importance in Europe. But elections were very important in the local too: in Chicago during the<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>