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ABSTRACT

THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE 1923 GRECO-TURKISH POPALION
EXCHANGE UPON TURKEY

Alpan, Aytek Soner
M. Sc., Department of Economics

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Onur Yildirim

August 2008, 167 pages

The Convention Concerning the Exchange of GreekTamklish Populations signed
on January 30, 1923 at Lausanne resulted in tis¢ dompulsory population
exchange under the auspices of an internationanagtion, namely the League of
Nations. The Greco-Turkish Population Exchange exhrla turning point for
Greece and Turkey with regard to its demograplacia$ political and economic
effects. Although the multifaceted effects of theckange upon Greece have been
extensively studied by the scholars of differersicgilines, the Turkish scholarship
is very limited in terms of documenting and anatgzihe role of this event in the
history of modern Turkey. The present study aim§ltaehis gap by assessing the

economic effects of this event upon Turkey.

This thesis fulfils the above task by examining thensformation of the basic
sectors in the Turkish economy during the post-Brge period. We argue that the
Population Exchange had significant effects upoa frurkish economy. For
example, in the agricultural sector the capitgtistperty relations on land were
reinforced and the production patterns in certgmcaltural crops were subject to a



considerable degree of change. As far as the indisstoncerned, the production
of certain commodities deteriorated due to thengsiompetition between Turkey
and Greece over the manufactured goods. The waigeniernational economic

conditions exacerbated the effects of this comipetiipon the Turkish economy.
Lastly, with the transfer of the Anatolian Greekrofants to Greece, Anatolia’s
commercial links with foreign markets weakened mutehthe detriment of the

Turkish economy. The intermediary position of thee€k merchants was gradually
substituted by the newly-emerging Turkish mercantilourgeoisie after the

Exchange.

This thesis consists of five chapters. Chapteitrbduces the subject and provides a
survey of the related literature. Chapter 2 examitiee effects of the Exchange
upon agriculture and land tenure system. Chaptex @esigned to evaluate the
transformation of the industrial base inheritedrirthe Ottoman Empire by certain
factors including the Exchange. Chapter 4 dealb wie effects of the transfer of
the Anatolian Greeks and the arrival of the refisg@gon the commerce. Chapter 5

presents general and specific conclusions in gie bf previous chapters.

Keywords: The Greco-Turkish Population Exchangep®@an Greeks, Primitive
Accumulation, Turkification of the Economy, Turkidbconomy, Early-Republic

Period of Turkish History, Greece
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1923 TURK-YUNAN NUFUS MUBADELES$NIN TURKIYE UZERINE
IKTISADI ETKILERI

Alpan, Aytek Soner
Yiksek Lisansjktisat Bolimii
Dangman: Dog. Dr. Onur Yildirim

Agustos 2008, 167 sayfa

30 Ocak 1923 tarihinde Lozan'da imzalanan Turk venah Halklarinin
Mubadelesinelliskin S6zlgme uluslararasi bir orgitin, Milletler Cemiyeti’nin
yonetiminde gercekéen ilk zorunlu nifus mibadelesi ile sonuglandi.KRdunan
Nufus Mubadelesi, demografik, toplumsal, siyasi ikBsadi etkileri agisindan
Turkiye ve Yunanistan igin bir donim noktasiskieé etti. Mubadele’'nin
Yunanistan’a olan cok yonlu etkisi farkli disipkantien bilim insanlari tarafindan
genk bicimde cakiimis olmakla birlikte Turkiye’'de bilimsel ¢caimalar bu olayin
modern Turkiye tarihindeki rolinin belgelenmesitalili agisindan ¢ok sinirhdir.
Su anki calgma, sO0z konusu olayin Turkiye'ye olan iktisadi kkni
deserlendirerek bu bdugu doldurmayi hedeflemektedir.

Bu tez yukaridaki amaci Turkiye ekonomisindeki teraektorlerin Mubadele-
sonrasi donemde gecigdi dontsumi inceleyerek gercekl@mektedir. Nufus
Mubadelesi’'nin Turkiye ekonomisi tzerinde anlantkilerde bulundgunu iddia
ediyoruz. Orngin, tarimsal sektorde toprak tizerinde kapitalistikiy@ét ili skileri

guclenmg, belli tarimsal Grlnlerin GUretim kaliplari 6nemdlcide dgisime

ugramstir. Sanayi acisindan, belli metalarin Utretimi Tyek ve Yunanistan
arasinda mamul mallar Gzerindeki rekabet nedegigtdedi. Kotulgen uluslararasi
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iktisadi sartlar bu rekabetin Turkiye ekonomisi Uzerindekurabuz etkilerini
artirmstir. Son olarak, Anadolulu Rum ticcarlarin naklingou Anadolu'nun
yabanci piyasalar ile ticari pantilar Turkiye ekonomisinin zararina zayiflgtm.

Mubadele sonrasi, Rum tlccarlarin aract konumksei yieni ortaya c¢ikan Tark

ticaret burjuvazisi tarafindan tedrici bicimde daidimustur.

Bu tez be bélimden olgmaktadir. 1. B6lim, konuya bir giryapmakta ve ilgili
literatird incelemektedir. 2. BoOlum, Mubadele’nimrim ve toprak sistemi
uzerindeki etkisini incelemektedir. 3. Bolum, Osmnarimparatorlgu’ndan
devralinan endustriyel temelin Mubadele’yi de icet@r dizi faktor tarafindan
belirlenen dongimind incelemek Uzere tasarlagmm 4. BoOlim, Anadolu
Rumlarinin nakli ve mdibadillerin geinin ticaret Gzerine olan etkilerini ele

almaktadir.
Anahtar Sozcikler: Tirk-Yunan Nifus Mibadelesi, @sm Rumlari, ilkel

Birikim, Ekonominin Turklgtirilmesi, Turkiye Ekonomisi, Turkiye Tarihi Erken

Cumhuriyet Dénemi, Yunanistan
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CHAPTER 1:

INTRODUCTION

Nationalism was shaped and found its class baseruhe umbrella of mercantilism
in the late-seventeenth and eighteenth centbrigfier the French Revolution,
history witnessed the actual rise of nation-statesnternational political order
which was accompanied by the conceptual rise ofidnal economy” in political
economy, especially among the followers of the GarnHistorical School.
Friedrich List, one of the pioneers of the conaafptnational economy”, critiqued
classical political economy for ithimerical cosmopolitanisnits dead materialism
“taking account neither of the moral nor of theipcdl interests of the present nor
of the future, nor of the productive power of theion” and for its Separatisrh or
“disorganizing individualistnneglecting nation-based organized humabnityist

explains his grievance towards classical politsanomy by saying:

But between the individual and the whole human theee is the nation
with its special language and literature, withdtgn origin and history,
with its manners and habits, its laws and instingi with its claims to
existence, its independence, its progress, itstidaraand with its
distinct territory [...]. As an individual acquiresiefly by the aid of the
nation and in the bosom of the nation, intellectualkture, productive
power, security, and well-being, human civilizatiaman only be
conceived as possible by means of the civilizatiod development of
nations’

! Immanuel WallersteinModern World-System — Capitalist Agriculture and tBrigins of the
European World-Economy in the Sixteenth CentiNgw York: Academic Press, Inc., 1974), p. 146

2 Friedrich List,National System of Political Econopr{hiladelphia: J. B. Lippincott & Co., 1856),
p. 262

% Ibid., p. 263



According to List, the formation of a national eoany was the result of the
transformation of theconomy of peopley means of which the state embraces the
whole natiort Even if List hardly suggests any nationalistic redge other than
protectionism for the latecomers of capitalist depment, the advocates of the idea
of the national economy created their ideologicadl golitical program called
nationalism and the idea of national econgray sebecame a facet of this program.
List’s ideas are of special importance for the coghpnsion of Turkish nationalism
in the early-twentieth centufyAs it will be discussed below, the trajectorystrdite-
nation embracemenin List’s conceptualization, had a definite effecthe fate of

the Ottoman Empire.

As the latest in terms of the national awakeningsetbnic groups within the
Ottoman Empire, Turkish nationalism did not harbaridea of national economy
as an antecedent to political nationalism; buteiatheir development went hand in
hand. Turkish nationalism was shaped against Serb@reek, Bulgarian,
Armenian, Albanian and Arab nationalisms, and adiogly, the economic
component of Turkish nationalism was shaped asdanension of the reactions to
the particularistic goals of these ethnic grofiiscould also logical to claim that
the aspiration for a national economy was owinthtorelative economic decline of
the central subject of the discourse of Turkishomalismvis-a-visthe non-Muslim
elements of the Empire, particularly the Armeniansl Greeks who are of special
importance for the purpose of this study. The eodnodecline of the Muslims
within the Empire was so evident that this deckmel the economic expansion of

the non-Muslims and the reactions to this situati@ne noted down by a number of

* Ibid., p. 281

® Haniaglu claims that the policy of the Committee of Uniaiming to form a national economy
“had its intellectual roots in the thinking of Fdligch List and the German Historical School”. 8.
Haniogglu, A Brief History of the Late Ottoman EmpiréPrinceton: Princeton University Press,
2008), p. 189According to Toprak, List was one lod tmost important thinkers influencing anti-
liberal, state-interventionist line of Center ofibimand Progress. Zafer Toprakkihci Mesrutiyet'te
Solidarist Diglince: Halk¢ihK, Toplum ve Bilimsayi 1, Bahar 1977, s. 92-123.

® It should be also noted that Turkish nationaliaiits initial stage, had an anti-imperialist agpes

well. Since so-called Western imperialism was saerhe collaborator of the nationalist/separatist
goals of other ethnic groups within the Ottoman Eep

2



travelers’ For instance, Ramsey, the author of several teased on his travels
across Asia Mindr during the late nineteenth century, underlines Greek

economic expansion together with the decline of‘thiental element”:

The Oriental element does not retreat or emigiate;not driven out by

force; it dies out in these parts by a slow buesdecay; you can only
say that here the people was, and here it has aireased to be. As the
railway goes inland, the Greek element goes wietnét even in front of

it. Trade is from the first almost entirely in théiands. Even where the
capital is foreign, the practical working is to eeagt extent directed by
Greeks’

There were certain stimuli for the increasing pesgp of the Greeks and these
stimuli also exemplify the hand-in-hand developmenhtpolitical and economic
nationalism among Muslim-Turkish “citizens” of tBenpire’® The most prominent
factor seems to be due to the structural orgaoizaif the Ottoman administration.
In general, we can say that the Greekness, asttar @thnic identities in the

Empire, had been systematically excluded from jgalifpower except from a minor

" See W. M. Ramseythe Historical Geography of Asia MinofAmsterdam: Adolf M. Hakkert —
Publisher, 1962 [1890]), J. L. Farlejurkey (London: Sampson Low, Son, and Marston, 1866), W.
M. Ramsey,Impressions of Turkey During Twelve Years’ Wandgyir{London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1897), A. J. Duniiurkey and Its Future(London: Effingham Wilson, 1905), Richard
Davey,The Sultan and His Subjecttondon: Chatto and Windus, 1907), W. J. Chilisoss Asia
Minor on Foot (Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood and Soh917)

8 In this study, the words of Anatolia and Asia Mirawe used interchangeably. Although the former
seems to be a property of Turkish historiography e latter of Greek historiography, in this study
we use these terms without referring to their sfenational connotations.

W. M. Ramsey,mpressions of Turkey..p. 131Apart from this emphasis, Ramsay in one his
earlier works claims Greek element’s “supplantitg tOriental on the Aegean coast” and the
Oriental element’s “dying out on the coast by ansiet sure decay “The Historical Geographyp.

25) He evaluates this “decadence” in more detdilisImpressions of Turkey During Twelve Years’
Wanderings “The steady, inexorable, irresistible spread Eafropean, and mainly of Greek,
influence in the western parts of Asia Minor, isfly the most striking fact in modern Turkey. That
progress is so patent that the Turks make pralsticed attempt to resist it : it is accepted as
inevitable. The Asiatic Greeks have the future hmit hands; and no man or no policy will be
successful, which does not recognize that factkasild upon it as foundation.” [p. 133]“The subject
Greek feels that the world is with him; the Turkigtivernor feels that it is against him.” [pp. 133-
134]Not only in Aegean coasts of Anatolia prospeGreeks, but also in other regions where the
Greek population was dense, for instance in Trapzbe Greeks experienced a considerable
economic expansion. Moreover, the migration witthiea Empire reinforced the expansionary trend
by advancing trading networks and communicatiorpibdlities. M. E. MeekerA Nation of Empire

— The Ottoman Legacy of Turkish Moderni{iBerkeley: University of California Press, 2008),
268

101t is certain that the ones who formulated andoadted nationalism were the members of the
wealthy strata of different ethnic groups.



element, namely théhanariot dragomans in the Porté.However, the Greek
Revolt in 1821,de factoindependence of Greece from the Ottoman Empire,
resulted in further exclusion of the Greeks fronlitmal power. According to
Ortayli, the Greek Revolt gave birth to a consa@ss of decline in the Ottoman
Empire. The reformation attempts in the imperiainadstrative, educational and
military structures took place after this RevoltneD of the most important
consequences of the Greek Revolt was the furtleingtion of the Greeks from
important bureaucratic and social positidh$Greeks’ centuries-long suspension
from the political power within the Empire amalgaeth with ever increasing
market opportunities and Greeks devoted more ane moergy to the economic
sphere. Now that the role of the Greek Revolt coring the modernizing reforms
is mentionedgen passanit can be said that the disintegration was duthéolegal
and administrative modernization in the absencea aiifying ideology. As for
Ottomanism, even in its mightiest period this was ideology peculiar to the
imperial elites®> Consequently, the Greek element in the Ottoman ifemipad
definite (direct or indirect) role in the reformati of the imperial structure and in

the economic change occurring throughout the Empitke form of expansion.

The Greek economic expansion in the Ottoman Enf@cetwo definite outcomes.
For the first one, we should say that this can bisgeen as a reflection rathiean

an outcome. If we reconsider Ramsey’s observatiothe economic improvement
of the Greek element, we see that he associatathithe expanding railway lines.
Relating the expansion of railways as investmemtthe imperialist countries in
latecomers in the mid-nineteenth and early-twemtentury with the penetration of

capitalist production relations in these late-depelg countries is a well-known

1 For the social and administrative position of Riréot Greeks see A. A. Palli$he Phanariots: A
Greek Aristocracy under Turkish Ruleondon: n.p. , 1951) For a more recent studyhos issue
see Christine Philliou;Worlds Old and New: Phanariot Networks and the R&mg of Ottoman
Governance, 1800-50'Unpublished PhD Dissertation, (Princeton: Priandtniversity, 2005).

2 lber Ortayll, “The Greeks and Ottoman Administratiburing theTanzimatPeriod”, inOttoman
Studies (istanbul:istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yayinlari, 2004), p. 37

13 Caglar Keyder, “Giri”, Memalik-i Osmaniye’den Avrupa Bigline, (istanbul:iletisim Yayinlari,
2007), p. 13 and 15



and generally accepted approdtiMoreover, if we take into account the unique
differentiation of the economic sphere from theitmal in capitalisni®, the
suspension of the Greeks from political power drartdominance in business life
(together with the Armenians and Jews to a lesegre#) can be accepted as the
concrete form of this distinction of “economic” afyablitic’. As a result, we can
argue that the emergence of capitalistic producéind property relations and the

economic rise of the Greek elites in the Ottomarpieenare all correlated.

Secondly, “the Muslim merchants of the classicalquB, the local administrators,
local notables §yars) were overshadowed by the economic rise of theeksr
element within the Empire. With that developmenydiim elites’ wealthy found
their source of livelihood contesté¥This disturbance among the Muslim rich due
to the economic rise of the Greeks formed the ioke#he Turkification of the
economy and this idea found its intellectual anditipal representation in the
Young Turk Movement which became the heart of thesstless social and
economic groups. In the beginning of the twentehtury, the Turkish nationalists
gained the upper hand in the Movement. After thengTurks Congress of 1902,
says Haniglu, “a stronger focus on nationalism develop&€dAccording to the

author, Ottomanand Turk became interchangeably used terms. The Balkan Wars

4 For a general and comparative survey of the rgilwanstruction policy of the imperialist
countries see C. B. Davis et. dRailway Imperialism (New York: Greenwood Press, 1991). V. I.
Lenin, Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalistnpopular outline (New York: International
Publishers, 1939). Rosa Luxembufdie Accumulation of Capita{London: Routledge, 2003). For
three good examples that investigates the reflestad this policy in the Ottoman Empire see Orhan
Kurmus, Emperyalizmin Tirkiye'ye Gii, (istanbul: Yordam Kitap, 2008), passim. Tevfik Caydar
Osmanlilarin Yari Sémiirge Qiu (istanbul: Gelenek Yayinlari, 2000), pp. 118-154, hiaot
RathmannBerlin- Basdat: Alman Emperyalizminin Tirkiye'ye Giti (Istanbul: Belge Yayinlari,
1982),

!> The distinction of economic spheres from the pmlitis related with both Marxist and Polanyian
interpretation of capitalism. There were certaiffedénces in these interpretations and in the
definition of this distinction” in Marxist and Palgian frameworks. For an analysis of the distinttio
of “economic” and “politic” in capitalism see E. MWNood, Capitalism Against Democracy:
Renewing Historical Materialism{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995),199178.

'® Resat KasabaOsmanli/mparatorlyzu ve Diinya Ekonomisi — On Dokuzuncu Yiigistanbul:
Belge Yayinlari, 1993), p. 88. See also Zafer Thpfairkiye'de Milli /ktisat, 1908-1918(Ankara:
Yurt Yayinlari, 1982), pp. 19-20.

M. S. Hanigzlu, The Young Turks in OppositiofNew York: Oxford University Press, 1995), p.
216



became a turning point in this process. The Balk&rs showed that securing the
economic sphere in favor of the Muslim-Turkish edégthwas an impossible task on
a multiethnic demographic base with minorities qguéng leading positions in the
economy. Referring to List’'s definition, the way tble state-nation embracement
led to National EconomicsMilli ’ktisaf) policy of the CUP which was “a blend of
corporatism, protectionism, and strict state cdnteer the economy*® The
intended outcome of this embracement wasitgonal bourgeoisienade out of the
Muslim-Turkish element. The CUP started to orgartize economic sphere on
national base through various means such as cdesraor Muslim-Turkish
manufacturers and societies of artisihBue this kind of arembracemenaiming

to create a national bourgeoisie, methods of etbngineering became epidemic

which has been callgghthological homogenizatidoy some scholar®.

It is legitimate to ask whether this “pathologitedmogenization” was endemic to
Turkish nationalism. This is highly debatable othblecal and universal levels. “In
the ethnic kaleidoscope of the Balkans”, assertzdWar, “the principle of
nationality was a recipe for violenc&”.Moreover, as Dirlik puts it, what is
pathologic about nationalism is its universal chtaof metonymic reductionism

that is®?

Nationalism, once it has emerged, tends to pradiself over both space
and time; homogenizing all differences across éngtory occupied by
the nation, and projecting itself back in time tomg mythical origin to
erase the different temporalities of the pasths all history becomes a
history of national emergence. In the process, saiieor traits become
emblematic of the nation, while others that areomsistent with the
national self-image are swept aside as foreigmsnns.

'8 Hanigslu, A Brief History of ...p. 189. For a comprehensive analysis of Natior@inBmics
policy see Zafer ToprakTurkiye'de “Milli Iktisat”..., and Zafer ToprakMilli Iktisat-Milli
Burjuvazj (istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 1995)

9 Hanigslu, A Brief History of ...p. 190

? Heather RaeState Identities and the Homogenisation of Pegp(€ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2002), see especially pp. 15r1124-164

2L Mark Mazower;The Balkans — A Short HistqgrfNew York: The Modern Library, 2002), p. 115

22 Arif Dirlik, “Chinese History and the Question 6frientalism”,History and TheoryVol. 35, No.
4, (Dec., 1996), p. 106



Dirlik’s illustrative description applies to the fkish case as well. The idea of
population exchangeas shaped as a method of temporal and spatigiregtction

of nationalism. As for Anatolian Greeks, the spaetaus actions of discrimination
against Greeks and other minorities became a dexpbugr policy and gained an
organized character in the early-twentieth centtifye first attempt of population
exchange came into question during the Balkan Wernween the Ottoman Empire
and Bulgarig#® In the context of this population exchange, 48.K&@slims and
46.764 Bulgarians were transferred bilaterally frdnmne to October of 1914.
Meanwhile, the Greek emigration from Thrace hachbmmtinuing since the end of
1913 and Anatolia had been receiving thousands o$likh refugees from the
Balkan countries. On May 22, 1914, the Greek Piigister Venizelos accepted
to exchange the Greek peasants invileg/et of Aydin with the Macedonian Turks.
Hence it can be said that Greece and the Ottomayr&magreed on the idea of the
population exchange under the pressure of circurosta However, on January 13,
1915 a Mixed CommissiorMuhtelit Mibadele Komisyonudecided the terms of
the population exchange. The Commission agreeti@ndluntary character of this
exchange and the terms of this exchange concettoait¢he abandoned properties
of the migrated populatiorf§.Since this was not the intended outcome, andes th
intensity of the First World War (WWI) was on thee, the ethnic policies of the
CUP towards Greeks accelerated. Turkish nationaliese during WWI and
matured during the national resistance years. Karstoaims “Turkism could
finally be adopted and transformed into a prograniareaction in the political,
economic, social and cultural sphefésDuring WWI, the discriminative acts
against Greeks continued with deportations and aoan boycotts which are

discussed in the following pages.

% H. Y. Aganglu, Osmanl’dan Cumhuriyet'e Balkanlarin Makds Talil@og (istanbul: Kum
Saati, 2001), pp. 120-123

4 Fuat DiundarModern Tiirkiye'ninSifresi — /fttihat ve Terakki'nin Etnisite Miihendigli (1913-
1918) (istanbuliletisim Yayinlari, 2008), p. 219

% David KushnerThe Rise of Turkish Nationalism1876-1908, (London, Frank Cass, 1977), p. 101
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On the Greek side of the picture the Greek state m@ free from nationalist
sentiments. In fact, Greek politics were under itifuence of the Megali 1dé&
(Meyadn ‘1oéa) for many decades; there were also serious digions against
any ethnic “aberration” and against those seerbataoles in front of the nationalist
discourse. Carabott defines the situation in Gréetke early-twentieth century as
such:

In a country where the collective mentality of fhbabitants had been
for almost a century heavily imbued with tieydly ‘I5éa, public
opinion was sensitive to any hindrance of irred#ndispirations, and
notions of xenophobia, especially communist-phob&@ayld and indeed
did find expression among large number of Greéks.

Though Megali Idea was the basic determining idgiokl code within the Hellenic
Greek society, it became influential among the Ahat Greeks only after the
Greek invasion of western coasts of Anatolia. Taeegal attitude of the Anatolian
Greeks could have been defined by the hope of pealvaged by the Hellenic
Kingdom”. Hence the collapse of the Greek fronAmatolia surpassed an ordinary
military defeat. This is why the debacle is calkslthe Asia Minor Catastrophe
(Mixpaoratixyy Karaotpopn) in Greek historiography. The Catastrophe meaat th
end of the Great Idea.

It can be argued that this historical moment ctuistil a coincidence for both
Turkish and Greek nationalisms. For Turkish natiieng the historical tendency
was towards the creation of an ethnically “purifieat coherent political and

economic unit, that is, a nation-state. ThougheGeewas more experienced in its
state- and nation-building processes, it is imfmegio claim that it had solved all
the related problems associated with these prosesse Greece, the problem of
Macedonia remained unsolved; and moreover, thes@afde created a certain

% The Megali Idea or the Great Idea briefly wasitlea of unification of the Greek land which had
been under the yoke of different countries. Foommrehensive analysis for the sources and aims of
the modern Greek nationalism see Richard Clogge“Bizantine Legacy in Modern Greek World:
The Megali Idea”, L. Clucas, (edThe Byzantine Legacy in Eastern Eurpfiéew York: Boulder,
1988) and Stephan G. Xydis, “Modern Greek Natiemali P. F. Sugar and I. J. Lederer (eds.),
Nationalism in Eastern EuropéSeattle: University of Washington Press, 1969),235-243.

ICarabott, Philip. (1992). “The Greek ‘Communistsidathe Asia Minor Campaign’4EATIO
Kévtpov Mikpaoiatikewv Zrovdwv, V.9, p. 100



ideological gap in the Greek nationalist discoufge®uzelis, a prominent Greek
social scientist, claims that this gap in the idgatal level was filled by the strong
polarization of the Greek political sphere betw&&mizelists and anti-Venizelists
which is called as National Schistidyixéc Ayaouds) and by anti-communisiy.

However, it is obvious that the transition themelw Greek nationalist discourse
was the salvation of the “brothers and sisters siaAMinor” —this time— by

means of diplomacy. Moreover, as a common problenthese countries, the
hostility between Greek and Muslim-Turkish peopddter the Greek invasion of
the western Anatolia reached to an unbearable.l@vpkeaceful coexistence of the

Greeks and Turks in these two countries becameigally impossible?’

This is the historical background of the centradbjeat of this study, namely the
Greco-Turkish Population Exchange in 1923. Gives liackground, by signing the
Convention Concerning the Exchange of Greek an&iSuiPopulation®n January
30, 1923 in the context of Lausanne Conference éiyudnd Greece came to an
agreement on the firstompulsory population exchange of history under the
auspices of an international organization, nametylteague of Nations. According
to the convention, the Exchange was to be baseleoreligious affiliations since it
was either impossible to make distinction basedirguistic or racial criteria or to
maximize the transferable populations by any otia¢egorizatiori® In other words,
by signing this convention, Turkish and Greek datems decided on the exchange

of Orthodox and Muslim populations in Turkey ande€&e respectively which

% N. P. MouzelisModern Greece — Facets of Underdevelopmémndon: MacMillan, 1978), p.
207

% This emphasis does not neglect #Medus Vivendiof the Ottoman Greeks and Turks in the
Ottoman Empire lasting for centuries. Accordingritirim, disregarding this historical background

and presenting the increasing hostility among theseples after the Balkan Wars in a trans-
historical manner does not help assess the roleatiénalist leaders in the Population Exchange
process. YildirimDiplomasi ve Go¢., p. 19

%' H. J. Psomiade$Greek-Turkish Relations, 1923-1930: A Study inifted of Rapprochement”
Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, (New York: Columbiaiversity, 1962), p. 152. Psomiades makes
mention of Greek-speaking Muslims of Crete #&&atamanls —Turkish-speaking Greek Orthodox
Christians of Anatolia— and cites from Bernard Lewhat the Exchange might have been seen as
the deportation of Christian Turks to Greece anglMuGreek to Turkey.
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included more than 1,5 million peopfeThe origin of the idea of compulsory
exchange is still unclear. Sources cite differeno®ms as the architect of the id&a.

The vast majority of the Anatolian Greeks and theshMins in Greece were
transferred reciprocally until the end of 1925. Hweer, in both countries, the
avalanching problems owing to the Population Exgleacontinued for a long time.
As for Turkey, it is possible to see the reflectiamf these problems by tracing the
complaint petitions of exchangé&sand “non-exchangeable”gdyri-mibadille)
submitted to several state organs until the mi@80% among clusters of archival
document$? The problems in Turkey focused mainly on the inperoresettiement,
the compensation of the properties left in Gredoe,tension between native and
refugee populations. Yet, the effects of the PdmnaExchange, that is, the
uprooting of 1,5 million people cannot be limiteal ¢ontents of these complaint
petitions, something that brings us to the departdithis study.

The impact of the Greco-Turkish Population Exclenogon the Turkish economy
is the subject of this study. Accordingly, it loo&sthe effects of the Exchange on
agriculture and land regime, industry and commerft® economic impact of the
forced migration of the Anatolian Greeks and treetifement of refugees in Turkey

deserves special attention for a number of reasons:

31 According to 1928 Census in Greece, there wer211892 refugees in Greece. 1.104.216 of the
refugees were from Anatolia. Of these refugees8%Lcame before the collapse of Greek front in
Anatolia. In the context of the Population Exchanipeere were 186.189 Greeks transferred from
Turkey to Greece. As for Turkey, the number of hleevcomers varies in different sources between
380.243 (Cevat Geray — See Appendix-C) and 499(2%@n Tarihcesi(istanbul: Hamit Matbaasi,
1932), p. 37)

%2 For a detailed evaluation of the “Exchange Diplogiaduring the Lausanne Conference see
Yildirim, Diplomasi ve Gog.,.pp. 59-139. Also See PromiadéGreek Turkish Relations..,”pp.
148-155

#Actually the term exchangee is not very commorhiRopulation Exchange literature. “Refugee”
is the term used instead of other terms to defieepeople subject to the Population Exchange and
transferred to their new “homelands”. For the erpt#on of the term “refugee” in terms of identity
and the reason of this term-choice in the litemtsee Renée Hirschohleirs of The Greek
Catastrophe — The Social Life of Asia Minor RefggeePiraeus (Oxford: Calderon Press, 1989),
pp. Xii-xiii

% One of these petitions directly written to Must#&famal by Naciye Oney, a refugee from Crete
having relatives in the bureaucracy, can be seé&ppendix-D.
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i.  Although an analysis on superstructure does noessecily refer to the
analysis of the structure (economic base), the rgtoof a rich structure
analysis can lead to enhanced superstructure @&salys the concrete,
understanding the economic effects of the Exchamgkits connection with
the capital accumulation processes in Turkey cad &ébetter understanding
of formative era of the Turkish nation-state, tisathe 1920s and 1930s.

ii.  Given the particular character of the landmark ewgrder consideration, it
provides a distinct case of the role of the demuplgia and nationalistic

measures in the formation of modern national ecogsm

iii. The Exchange has not been studied as a separavéempatic in the
economic history of Turkey. Hence a study on thenemic effects of the
Exchange can shed light on the economic historyruikey during the
formative period of the Republic. This could alselphclarify the vague
ideas about a highly neglected landmark event e History of modern
Turkey. Moreover, it affords insights into the waylsemergence of a two
peripheral economies in the world economy, namelykdy and Greece.

This helps the researchers develop a comparatrepeeive.

These concerns at the background, this study tmiggovide plausible answers to
the following questions: Did the Population Exchargeate distinct effects upon
the sectors of the Turkish economy, namely aguceltindustry and commerce?
Can it be considered as a turning point in the kbgwveent of capitalist production
and property relations in Turkey? Was it one of fibrenative events in the social
formation of Turkey? Did the deportation of an emmmcally dynamic non-Muslim

community create an advantageous economic atmaspfar their native

counterparts in Anatolia?

To be able to answer these questions various s®aroé documents are analyzed,

reanalyzed, interpreted and summarized. The prestudy draws on the
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unpublished and published archival documents akased wide range of secondary
sources on the economic, social and political hystd Turkey and Greece. The
unpublished archival documents employed in theysaré selected to support the
discussions on the roles of the refugeksnir Vilayeti 1926 Senedstatistii
(Statistical Data oW ilayet of izmir for the Year 1927), 1927-1928mir Vilayeti
Salnamesi1927-1928 Yearbook dfilayet of izmir), and the results of the 1927
Industrial Census are used in the study as statistources. Apart from Turkish
sources, we use the reports on the Turkish ecomprepared by economic attachés
of the Britain (1856, 1920, 1925 and 1927) andh&f US (1926). As for these
sources, this study mentions when data inconsigtemc some degree of
unreliability problem concerning the statisticaltalgoresented. Moreover, the
memoirs which are directly related with the topican shed light on the discussion

are used in the present study.

This study devices a critical approach to the egsliterature. In the literature, the
economic effects of the Population Exchange aresidered as a step of the
Turkification process, the bases of which can be found in teeQ#toman period as
mentioned abov& The studies on this policy in general and theipaler interest
among the scholars concerning the Population Exgdhdiave positive effects upon
the comprehension of the early-Republic period.héligh the “Turkification
literature” gives an idea about the motivationatkzaound of some practices such
as the Population Exchange, the Capital Tax, gthardly talks about the broader

results of these practices other than the Turkiboaof the economic and political

% The literature on Turkification of the politicahé economic spheres during the nation building
process in Turkey paces. A selected bibliographytifie Turkification process of the economic
sphere: R. N. BaliCumhuriyet Yillarinda Turkiye Yahudileri: Bir Tuesme Sertiveni (1923-1946)
(istanbul: fletisim Yaynlari, 1999). Ridvan AkarAskale Yolculari: Varlik Vergisi ve Cama
Kamplar, (istanbul: Belge Yayinlari, 2000), Ayhan Aktavarlik Vergisi ve “Tirklgme”
Politikalari, (istanbul:iletisim Yayinlari, 2008), M. Cgatay OkutanTek Parti Doneminde Azinhk
Politikalari, (istanbul:istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yayinlari, 2004). Ayhaktar Tirk Milliyetgiligi,
Gayrimiislimler ve Ekonomik Dogiim, (istanbul: iletsim Yayinlari, 2006). Samim Akgoniil,
Tiarkiye Rumlari — Ulus-Devlet @adan Kiresellgme Ca&ina Bir Azinlgin Yok oly Sirecj
(istanbul:iletisim Yayinlari, 2007), Cglar Keyder, “Cumhuriyetinilk Yillarinda Tirk Ticcarin
Millile smesi”, METU Studies in Development 1979-1980 Special Jgguel7-28. Sabri Yetkin and
Erkan Serce, “Ticari Hayatin Millilgirilmesi Siirecinde Ticaret Borsaladzmir Ornesi (1891-
1930)", Toplum ve Bilim Winter 1998, no.79, pp. 162-187, Murat Koraltirfkonominin
Tirklestirilmesi ve Tirk-Yunan Niifus Milbadelesiniktisadi Sonuglari”, M. O. Alkan, T. Bora, M.
Koralturk (eds.)Mete Tuncay’a Armgan, (istanbul:letisim Yayinlari, 2007), pp. 603-638
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spheres. Therefore, this approach fails to ansveest of the questions listed above.
Further analysis of the results of the particulaends is left to the mercy of
intuition. One scholar who exceptionally deals witk Population Exchange from a
political economy perspective by mobilizing the meaf historical sociology is
Caglar Keyder. Keyder's works are given a special ingace in this study.
Although his analysis is quite rich and illumin&tim several respects, he assesses
the Population Exchange within his well-known framek based on the
state/bureaucracy-bourgeoisie dichotomy in TurkByis framework has certain
epistemological defects which will be discussedhae following pages. It is our
contention that the Population Exchange does noé lzasegregated place as a
distinct historical event in his analysis, but thechange and its effects are crucial
to the extent they serve to reinforce the argumentsis framework. Obviously,
such a starting point creates definite problems,ifigtance reducing historical
agents to economic and/or social upper classesttasdapproach disregards the
historical potential of other economic and/or sbakasses. This approach, by
neglecting the subjectivities of these classesegithem only an inert role in the
history which is assumed to be shaped merely bybilmeaucracy-bourgeoisie

dichotomy.

The body of this study consists of three chaptelschv are followed by a
conclusion chapter. These main chapters deal \igheffects of the Population
Exchange on the agriculture, industry and commeespectively. In the main
chapters of the study we try to develop a threeedsional approach to each related
sector. We start with the analysis of the Ottomankground and the role of the
Ottoman Greeks on the development of these sedbesanalysis continues with
the refugee impact in Greece upon the corresporsintprs® This study does not
situate itself in the trend of Ottoman history mloes it have any pretensions to be
comparative. However, there is extensive referettcgahe Ottoman past and

appropriate references to the Greek side of thén&xge due to the aforementioned

% As for the refugee impact on Greece, our studysnapon secondary sources. The basic literature
concerning the effects of the Population ExchangeGieece is in English. This includes the

pioneering works of Stephan Ladas and Mears ance sather important works, such as those of
Psomiades, Pentzopoulos, Mavragordatos, MazoweKantbgiorgi.
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deficiencies of the literature, such temporal apaltial comparisons are imperative
to form a sound framework. These two elements@lewed by the direct analysis
of the economic change in each related sector btoaigout the Exchange in the

early-Republic period.

Given this background, the study starts with evadnaof the pivotal sector in the
economy, namely the agriculture in the Ottoman Eenpith a special emphasis on
the land system. After assessing the transformatidhe agricultural structure and
the land system in the Ottoman era, the role ofGheeks in this transformation is
investigated. Moreover, the role of the refuge&uninto Anatolia —mainly due to
the shrinking borders of the Empire especially frahe Balkans— in the
transformation of the imperial land system is alsderlined. Thdeitmotiv of this
chapter concerning the land system is the histotieadency towards private
property in land in the poStanzimatperiod. We consider the Population Exchange
as a homestretch in this evolution of the landesystWe contend that the Greco-
Turkish Population Exchange wagpamitive accumulatiorprocess. To elaborate
the Marxian term of “primitive accumulation” an apulix (Appendix-G) is
annexed to the end of our study discussing theerdifit approaches to Marxist
interpretation of this term. From our point of viethis approach which we believe
has a major potential to explain the formative pha$ Turkish nation-state is
crucial since it juxtaposes the Population Exchapggctice not only with the
Turkification of the economic structure, but alsithwthe rise and expansion of the
capitalist production and property relations withihe Turkish economy.
Furthermore, the positive and negative effectshefrefugees upon the production
of certain crops, such as tobacco, raisins, figsgaain, are also studied @hapter

2.

In Chapter 3with a similar organizational scheme, we study #fiects of the

Population Exchange on the industry. We especiatlgcentrate on the carpet
weaving industry and production of silken goodsalihivere deeply affected by the
Population Exchange. The exodus of the skilled exygerienced producers is one

aspect of the story. But the main handicap of thedastries was the increasing
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competition with Greece, productive capacity of evhincreased considerably due
to the arrival of the Anatolian Greeks. Hence trassnexportation diuman capital
—in neoclassical terms— which coupled with the detating effects of the wars
on the labor force caused a serious obstacle imthestrial growth capacity of the
nascent Republic. We also briefly touch upon tHect$ of the Anatolian Greeks
and Exchange upon the formation of working clagkwarking class movement in

Turkey.

Chapter 4studies the commercial consequences of the Exehadrag us, the most
apparent effects of the Exchange were on the comahatructure. Contrary to the
general interpretation of the issue, the effectthefPopulation Exchange upon the
commerce cannot be limited to the loss of commekoapital previously owned by
the Anatolian Greeks. Actually the Exchange procesant the loss of three sorts
of capital, that is to say, money capital, humapitehandsocial capitalin terms of
commerce. The breakup of the commercial networkd #Hre loss of credit
opportunities deeply affected the economic strgctfrTurkey. In this chapter we
also evaluate the outcomes of the Population Exgdhan theEregli-Zonguldak
Coal Basin This discussion is placed in Chapter 4; sincentivee operators were
considered as merchants and they were membersaofbers of commerce where

available.

The present study shows that the Greco-Turkish Ropn Exchange in 1923 has
important economic effects upon the Republic ofkéyrwhich was in the pace of
formation. Our study relates the deportation ofeaanomically powerful minority

the foundation of national economy of Turkey bylgnag the basic sectors of the

economy, namely, agriculture and land system, iimguand commerce.
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CHAPTER 2:

AGRICULTURE AND LAND SYSTEM

A comprehensive analysis of the Population Exchanglects upon agricultural

structure requires background information on thetdge of the Ottoman Empire
on the nascent Republic and clear evaluation optst-Exchange period. In order
to make a comparison, we need a clear frameworkfefence. For this purpose, in
this chapter together with the assessment of tre-fpachange period we will

concentrated on the transformation of the struabfitbe Ottoman agriculture in the
nineteenth and early-twentieth century, the role toé Greeks in Ottoman

agriculture and the impact of the Greek refugeesupreece.

Scholars studying the land problem (or agricultwstlicture) in Turkey from a
historical perspective highlight the importance tbfs question. For instance,
Barkan, in major contributions to the study of @&oman land system, namely the
malikane-divanisystem, claims that the existing situation in laydtem and the
land policy of Turkey can be understood if and ahlthe adoption and demise of
the malikane-divankystem and its decay are fully understdo8imilarly, inalcik
evaluates the heritage of the Ottoman land sysfgn modern Turkey by asserting

that “The Ottoman period has determined the maamatdter and the social structure

37 O. L. Barkan, “Tirkislam Toprak Hukuku Tatbikatinin Osmardmparatorlgu’nda Aldigi
Sekiller: Malikane-Divani Sistemi”, inTiirkiye’de Toprak Meselesi — Toplu Eserlerdistanbul:
Gozlem Yayinlari, 1980), p. 188-189
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of our Turkey. In other words, we owe the sociorepuic structure based on small

peasant-family establishmentsnidri land structure angift-hanesystem™®

These canonical studies associate the importanitee @ttoman land tenure system
with its power to explain the contemporary situatio the Turkish land system.
However, Keyder attributes a more structural weighthe Ottoman land holding
system. In his view, the heritage from the Ottomea is important for two
reasons’ Firstly, agriculture was the main determinant bé t‘incorporation”
process of Turkey. The economic surplus was bagipedduced in this sector. The
relationship with the developed capitalist econamas based on the exchange of
the agricultural surplus produced in Turkey witk tfalue-added goods produced in
these countries. The raw materials produced withis sector constituted the main
In the 1920s the sufficient capital accumulationestablish a national economy
could only be achieved by means of agriculture.o8dly, in his theoretical
framework drawn upon Wallestein's “world-system Ilges”, land tenure is
considered to be central to the formation of thealadynamics of periphery-type
incorporation. The distinctive characteristics dfe tincorporation process in

different regions are shaped by different land tersystems and customs.

Therefore, an analysis focusing on the dynamicceff@f migration on Turkish

agriculture and land system should develop an agprdhat addresses these two

¥ Halil inalcik, “Kdy, Koylu veimparatorluk”, inOsmanli/mparatorlygu — Toplum ve Ekonomi
Uzerinde Agiv Calismalari, Incelemeler(istanbul: Eren Yayincilik, 1996), p.1

In this study, Halilinalcik claims that till the midst twentieth centutye Turkish economy and
social structure preserved the essence of the @ttamadition. Forinalcik, the basic evidence for
this continuity is the preservation of the smathfly-establishments as the dominant form of land
ownership. In his view, the breaking point in thermanence was the expansion of tractor use and
the penetration of market-economy into the agrigeltin the 1950s. For the time being, even if we
dismiss the technologic determinism of this argumémshould be said that it underestimates the
role of transformation of the agricultural struetuhe beginning of which can be dated back -at
least- to the nineteenth century. For us, it isdlyapossible to prove such an argument on the
production unit without considering the productioglations determining this production unit.
According to the central argument of this studg étonomic structure was profoundly affected by
the demographic changes in the first decades otwleatieth century, such as the 1923 Greco-
Turkish Population Exchange, so did agriculturalicture. However, problems in the timing and the
method of the penetration of the market-economg agriculture in this postulate invalidate his
argument that we cited above.

%Caglar Keyder,Definition of a Peripheral Economy: Turkey 1923-299Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981), pp.11-12
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aspects of the problem, namely the effect on thd tanure system and the role of
agriculture in the integration to the world econoye should underline that it is
hard to gauge out the effects of refugees withencitimulative effects of a period of
change. However, some studies reveal the impactfafee into the Empire late
nineteenth and early twentieth century. There ardiss giving a particular role to
the “refugees” in the evolution of the propertyhtig in the Ottoman Empire as one
of the main actors in the land conflicts in theslatneteenth century. Moreover, the
effects of the Balkan and Caucasus immigrants enptioduction techniques and
production level are uncovered by some schdfafherefore, we believe that one
can still make some observations on these two &spéthe process by looking at
Population Exchange. For this, we have focused han ttansformation of the
Ottoman land system and the legacy of this transdition to the early-Republic
era. We have investigated this transformation @m®aceith a special emphasis on
the new roles undertaken by the Anatoltae Greeks in their new country. The
comprehension of these roles provides a suitaldengt for a comparison between
pre- and post- periods of the Population Exchakigleile analyzing the effects of
the Population Exchange in the context of integratif the Anatolian agriculture to
the world market, we will construct a theoreticedniework by referring to the
Marxian term of “primitive accumulation.” For préwl purposes, to elaborate the
Marxian term of “primitive accumulation” an appexdAppendix-G) is annexed to

the end of our study.

2.1 Ottoman Background

Classically, Ottoman imperial lands were dividedonthree categoriediri land
was state property. One of the most important canatic ofmiri lands was that
these lands were the farms used for cultivatiooeoéals. Moreover, these were not

used as vineyards or gardens. This made it possbleast theoretically, for the

0 Kemal Karpat is one of the most prominent schatusglying this issue. For a detailed analysis of
him on the refugees see Kemal Kargattoman Population, 1830-1914: Demographic and &oci
Characteristics (Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press, 198&¢mal Karpat, “Kemal Karpat,
“The hijra from Russia and the Balkans: The Procé<S3elf-definition in the Late Ottoman State” in
Studies on Ottoman Social and Political History eleSted Articles and Essay@_eiden: Brill,
2002), pp. 689-711, Kemal Karpaijrk Demokrasi Tarihi(istanbulistanbul Matbaasi, 1967)
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state to control the agricultural economy and rdgedamics. In fact, this policy was
the result of the huge subsistence problerstanbul and the army. The texakif
is used for the land of religious foundations. Amil/ate property is callechiilk
Apart from vakif lands not defined within theakaba right of the State anchilk
lands — these two types of land were very smatioimparison to theniri land —de
jure owner of land was the State. As for these excegtithe owners could sell,
rent or transfer the land. Moreover land-owner hghts of inheritance and hiring.
In the sixteenth century, even foriri lands there were rights of transféerag
which, in the final stage, madiri lands subject of transactiShThere were also

some “transitional” forms of land tenure suchatrikandmevat

The social unit in the rural region of the Empirasapeasant family. According to
Inalcik, this family wasatriarchal andpatrilineal. The economic unit was called
asraiyyet ciftligi which was defined by a peasant family with a pdioxen and

land which was registered and could be ploughethbge two oxen. This system

was called asift-hane sistenit?

However, the continuity of such a land system cooidy be provided by the
strength of the central government. Under a poweckntral authority, this
structure guaranteed the tax incomes of the govenhiand it reinforced the control
of the center over provincial authorities. This,rtifiermore, gave obvious
ideological and hence economic advantages to timrateauthority. With the
decreasing control of the central government in dglghteenth century, the land
system of the Empire started to work in a differamy in actuality from the
supposed ideal. With the decline of the centraltrobrover miri lands, a new
system called asnalikane-divanisystem in which the pressure of taxation on
peasantry increased as a result of separate taxkseaponsibilities towards the

holder ofmalikaneshare and to the state, or to #igahi owner ofdivani share®

“inalcik, “Koy, Koyli...”, p.14
“Ibid., pp.2-8

3 For details see Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Malikane-Div&istemi”, in Tiirkiye’de Toprak Meselesi
Toplu Eserler 1pp.151-208
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However, the state did not give up rekaberight over land and its control over
reaya Although the transformation of Ottoman land tensystem was triggered by
the attenuation of the state authority, the statgicued to be the leading actor in

this procesé?

The pivotal sector of the Ottoman imperial economag agriculture. However, the
income derived from agriculture was not totally endontrol of the imperial state.
In fact, the transformation of the land system banaccepted as the result of the
central government’s struggle to control the taseme from agriculture. By the
end of the eighteenth century, with the weakenifghe classical land tenure
system of the Empire resulted in the rise of lowatablesayars. The response of
the central authority was to launch an all-outggia against the decentralization
tendency in land tenure. In the first half of tbentury, the central government tried
to re-centralize the land and protect the subsistéarming of the small peasantry.
Mahmud Il confiscated large estates. Across the iEanphe government was
successful in abolishing the property rights of ldrge land-owners. According to
Quataert, this was one of the most crucial achi@rgsof the Ottoman government
in the nineteenth centufy.However, it is hardly possible to say that thet#n
government managed to establish full authority deeal notables. As we have
stated, Mahmud Il was successful in eliminating sdiwcal notables, the most
powerful ones, who had had very large estates. Mekydhere were also some
other local minuscule “powers” such aghas andayars who were lesser notables.
The elimination of feudal-like landowners resuliedthe rise of these minuscule
“powers” on land. The resultant effect of this m@es was the intensification of
exploitation over peasantry. There were two reasonthe increasing pressure on
the peasantry. Firstly, the “balance of power” badw the feudal-like landowners

and local notables disappeared. Secondly, the nuwfbauthorities who had the

“ Tosun Aricanli, “19. Yizyillda Anadolu’da MilkiyeT,oprak ve Emek” translated by Zeynep
Altok in eds. Faruk Tabak and glar Keyder,Osmanlr'da Toprak Miilkiyeti ve Tarnfistanbul:
Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 1998), p.132

5 Donald Quataert, “Age of Reforms 1812-1914" iHalcik and D. Quataert (edsAn Economic

and Social History of the Ottoman Empire 1300-19Zambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1994), p. 842
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control over the peasants increased, as did theapag’s responsibilities in terms
of the taxes they paid. With the Noble Edict of Bese Chambeiilhane Hatt-i
Serifi) in 1839, private property was put forward as piienary condition for the
public welfare. One year later, confiscationiisadere)—one of the most important

barriers in front of private ownership— was banhga@ European-style penal 1d.

By the Land Code of 18581858 Arazi Kanunname$l) the central authority
attempted to regulate land ownership by tryingiliottie vacuum created by the
abolition of thetimar system and to address the tension withély@s to maximize
the tax incomes of the Treasury. However, thinkoighe central authority as a
unified entity may lead us to an undesired destinafThere were certain interest
groups located at certain levels of huge State amsm of the Ottoman Empire.
As Yerasimos puts it, thiKanunnamewas full of conflicts of the situation, and
hence, interventionism and the consolidation ofgig property were intermixed in
this law?® Although theKanunnamedid not bring about new measures on large
land-ownership through a kind of cadastral systeeither practical nor juridical
measures were sufficient enough to weaken the gitreof the ayars and the
disintegration of the land continued through laates and inheritance. As a result,
we can say that the Land Code of 1858 enabledeast lin the short run, the

consolidation of rights of small private propenyland.

However, as Yerasimos states, the results of Kkheunnamewere conflicting.

Private ownership right of the small peasantry aheir subsistence-level

“8Y. S. Tezel, @mhuriyet Déneminirktisadi Tarihi (1923-1950)(Ankara: Yurt Yayinlari, 1982),
p. 72

"t is widely accepted that in the preparation #relestablishment of tHéanunnamehe influence

of Britain was apparent. For a comprehensive etialnaf the dynamics leading to the Land Code
of 1858 and the impacts of this legal arrangemeatHuriislamaslu, “Towards a Political Economy
of Legal and Administrative Constitutions of Indivial Property”, in H.islamoglu (ed.),
Constituting Modernity, Private Property in the Easd West,London, |. B. Tauris, 2004, pp. 3-34
and Huriislamglu. “Property as a Contested Domain: A Reevaluatibiihe Ottoman Land Code of
1858”, in R. Owen (ed.)New Perspectives on Property and Land in the Mid&ast
(Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2006},.3-

8 Stefanos Yerasimoshzgelgmislik Sirecinde Tirkiye — Tanzimat'tan |. Dinya Sanva, v.2
(istanbul: Belge Yayinlari, 2007), p.104
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production on small farms were consolidated andraguaed by law. Yet, the
process having given rise to these judicial arrareggs increased the economic
vulnerability of these peasants. Although there ewsome short-lived measures
aiming at the protection of small peasantrg-a-vis the local notables, the
increasing economic vulnerability of the small edsy, in the medium run,
resulted in loss of their land and the concentratb land. AlthoughKanunname
made it feasible to define usufruct over large fantdwas a part of a settlement
policy of the central authority and hardly gaveerio large landownership.
According to Aricanli, large landownership formedaaresult of the Land Code of
1858 in Cukurova was exceptional. In 1867 the dynameshaping the land system
of the Ottoman Empire was reorganized by a lawligigg foreign ownership of
land. In fact, the Imperial Reform Edicisigahat Ferman issued in 1856
guaranteed this right for foreigners; however, letjmension of the guarantee in
this edict could be arranged a decade later. Inighe of Kurmw’'s work, we know
that there were some exceptional examples showimg bwnerships of British in
Western Anatolia before 1867 But, after 1867, land ownership of the foreigners,
particularly British, was very apparent especialy Western Anatolia. Kurmyu
claims that the expansion of Britigifliks and development of capitalistic relations
in this region went hand in hand. The concentrabband in the hands of the
British meant the separation of the small peasaintmy his land. This separation
caused the rise of widespread use of wage-labagriculture in the Aegean cosfs.
Wage levels in this region were very high and tlmsited its further usage.

However, it was widespread in the form of seastatadr.

The rise of private ownership over land and theeptance of this right for, first,
non-Muslim subjects of the Empire and, then, fareigners gave impetus to the
transformation of the land tenure system in theo@#n State. The role of the
Greeks in this transformation is examined belovaiseparate section. Hence we
can conclude that state activities widening thétrigf private ownership over land

constituted drendthroughout the Empire concerning the propertytagbhich was

9 Orhan Kurmy, Emperyalizmin Turkiye'ye Gii, (istanbul: Yordam Kitap, 2008), pp. 146-150

*0 bid., p. 153-156
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towards a more liberal land tenure system. As aseguence of the state’s
continuous struggle against large landownershipatédlma became a region
dominated by small proprietors. However, this damge of small proprietors
continued for a limited time period. After the masmfiscations in the reign of
Mahmud II, the Sultan himself abolished confisaatim land. By taking the

dominance of small proprietors for granted, Keydaims that the transformation
process in land gave rise to a highly developee lbasthe advance of capitalist
property relation§! Yerasimos, within a more historical and factuanfework,

relates the intensification of capitalist produntiand property relations with the
resultant vector of the internal determinants, saslthe exploitation of peasantry
and the external determinants, such as the growiegof the European powers in
the agrarian structure and the re-concentratiodetecy in land? According to the

data obtained from agrarian census in 1913, thaldison of the cultivated land is

shown in Table-2.1.

*L Caglar Keyder, “Niifus Miibadelesinin Tiirkiye AcisindSonuclarl”, in Renée Hirschon (ed.),
Ege'yi Gegerken — 1923 Tirk-Yunan Zorunlu Nufus adiges] (istanbul: istanbul Bilgi
Universitesi Yayinlar, 2005), p. 62. As we noteoad, Keyder's interpretation of the agrarian
structure in Turkey is based on the dominance dlispnoperties. A similar emphasis can be found
in Pamuk as well. Kymen criticize this assumpiilue to its ignorance of the transformation of the
imperial agrarian structure under the influence Wiestern imperialism which resulted in
concentration of land in the hands of western adipis and in the hand of the newly emerging
bourgeois class in Turkey. But more importantly,yKi&n’s criticism focuses on its weak factual
base. According to Kéymen, the argument of the damie of small property was derived from
Chayanov’s “peasantry mode of production” which wasy popular in the US in the 1970s and as it
accepts small-peasantry a distinct “mode of pradott excludes the role of capitalist production
and property relations. Once this theoretical mantaiflicting with the actual trajectory of the
imperial agrarian system is adopted, then it becom@ossible to evaluate the transformation of the
production and property relations in the OttomanpEen See Oya Kdéymergermaye Birikirken —
Osmanl, Tiirkiye, Diinydistanbul: Yordam Kitap, 2007), pp.68-73.

*2 YerasimosAzgelymislik Surecinde.,.vol.2, pp.302-304
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TABLE-2.1: Distribution of Land in 1913

Number of families Percen;zgr;ne";;f peasant Percentage of lands
Large Landlord 10.000 1 39
Medium or Small

Landlords 40.000 4 26
Peasants with

medium-sized or 870.000 87 35
insufficient land

Peasantry without 80.000 8

land

Source State Institute of Statistics {B), Turkiye’de Toplumsal ve Ekonomik Gelenin 50 Yili

(Ankara: OE, 1973), p.24, Cited also by Tevfik Cavditilli Miicadelenin Ekonomik Kokenleri
(istanbul:K6z Yayinlari, 1974), p.122, and Oya SilEirkiye'de Tarimsal Yapinin Ggiini 1923-

1938 (istanbul: Bgazici Universitesi, 1981), p. 10

This table confirms that the majority of the agmaripopulation (87 per cent of
peasant families) was formed of peasants with nmediized or insufficient land.
Only 5 per cent of the peasant families were lanto®. However, this table also
shows that 5 per cent of the agrarian populatiod tiee 65 per cent of total
cultivated lands where 95 per cent of peasant fasnhad only 35 per cent. 8 per
cent of these peasant families had no land atAaltording to the data by State
Institute of Statistics for twenty cities, the agidtural enterprises smaller than 5
hectares constituted 73.5 per cent of the totarprises and the enterprises smaller
than 1 hectare were 35 per cent of the enterpasedler than 5 hectares. These
dwarfish enterprises were prevalent in Eastern dlizatand Central Anatoliz
Keyder claims that these enterprises were subsistéoldings® However, by
interpreting these data, Silier asserts that thetrapparent characteristic of this
structure was that it formed out of enterprises ciwhwere dwarfish and not
subsistence holdings due to their limited accessnawket®> Together with the
increasing tendency toward private ownership ol lare observe an accelerated
disintegration of land via inheritance and explida of themulk lands. One more
item should be added to the image: This interpmetaif the proprietorship in land

does not exclude the role of large landownershipacial, political and economic

*3 DIE, Tiirkiye'de Toplumsal ve Ekonomik Geienin...,p.29-30 see also Oya SiliéFiirkiye'de
Tarimsal Yapl.,.p. 10

% Keyder,The Definition of ...p.11

% Silier, Turkiye’de Tarimsal Yapi.,.p.10
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life of the Ottoman Empire. This image shows tlnaré was a strong stratification
in agrarian society. Given this stratificationc@n be said that the imperial agrarian
structure was determined by increasing influencinetig landowners and through
the relationship between the owners of these ldagelowners and small
peasantry’ The transformation of the land tenure system ahuseme

transformations in the agricultural production aslw

As for agricultural production, we should emphagizg the nineteenth century was
an extraordinarily good period in terms of agriatdd production. There was clear
increase in the production of agricultural produd#hough there are no exact
statistics concerning the level of production, sategenerally refer to the different
sorts of tax income of the Treasure. For example, ihcome from titheagar)
increased by 22 per cent in the period 1864-186@&el compare the averages of
1887-1891 and 1907-19Xkar income of the Treasure, a 58 per cent increase is
observed” According to Eldem, the production was 10 per deigher than the
domestic demand and this made it possible to exghadst 10 per cent of the gross
product®® It should be said that this volume of export imi@gture was achieved
through a change in production patterns agricultlmereasing European and the
US demand for agricultural products created anegse in the production of export
products. The increase in western demand was awaeVer, the only source of the
agricultural growth. Obviously the internal demamad also an effect on
agricultural supply. The relative rise of urban plgpion can be seen as another
source of growth in agricultural. The increase gnicultural production continued
into the beginning of the twentieth century. Espkgiwith the turn of the century,
the influx of Muslim refugees from the Balkans wiad been engaged in
agriculture into the Empire’s shrinking borders ath@ settlement program of
central authority as a result of security problebezame important sources of

*% Donald QuataertAnadolu’da Osmanli Reformu ve Tarim — 1876-1908tanbul: Tiirkiyeis
Bankasi Kultur Yayinlari, 2008), p.63, and alsaegjlTurkiye’de Tarimsal Yapi,.p.14

*" Tezel,Cumhuriyet D6neminin.,.p.71

%8 Vedat EldemOsmanli/mparatorlysu'nun Jktisadi Sartlari Hakkinda Bir Tetkik (Ankara: TTK
Yayinlari, 1994), p.27
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internal demand. The expansion of Ottoman agrioglio the period of 1889-1914
showed consistency with the expansion trend indvararket. Table-2.2 shows this

parallelism>®

TABLE-2.2: Volume of Agricultural Production

Turkey World
1889/1890 100 -
1890/1891 - 100
1897/1898 112 -
1900/1901 - 110
1909/1910 136 =
1910/1911 - 137
1913/1914 147 146

Source: Eldem,Osmanli/mparatorlyu’nun Zktisadi.., p.4

Although there was an evident expansion in agucaltone of the basic economic
problems of the Empire persisted in nineteenthuwgras well. This problem was
the dependence of Ottoman Empire —in the partiguthie US— for wheat. The

self-sufficiency problem of the Empire grew witletBalkan Wars; because in the
end of the war the Ottoman Empire lost some omitst fertile lands the products

of which had been reserved for the capital.

We can talk about an uneven development amongeiifeegions of the Empire in
terms of agricultural production for market. Protioie for market originated in the
second half of the sixteenth century along the Aagend Mediterranean coasts.
However, in the nineteenth century the productimnrharket in these regions for
market improved together with the rising demananfiBurope®® Nevertheless, the

development of this sort of productive relationshe inner regions was not realized

% For the total agricultural production between 190939, please see Appendix-B.

% See Rgat Kasaba,The Ottoman Empire and the World Economy: The Mereh Century,
(Albany: SUNY Press, 1988), pp.87-94
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until the integration of the domestic market anel kiey instrument for this step was
the construction of the railways. We can see thesessity through the faster
development of market-oriented production in theirems of the railways lines in
the inner regions of Anatolia. Railway lines wengegrating the domestic market
while introducing new marketing opportunities aedhinology to peasantry. Hence
these new opportunities and production techniqugemdered agricultural surplus.
The most important incentive for increasing thei@gtural surplus was the rising,
or already higher prices of the produttdhe construction of the railway lines also
speeded up the ethnic division of labor in the @#a Empire which will be
discussed in the following pages. The exclusiorthef non-Muslim communities
from power relations resulted in their rising iattve in economic sphere. Ottoman
the Greeks and Armenians invested heavily in tiggorns along the railway lines.
Then the production in these regions gradually cameer the control of non-
Muslim elements of the Empire. Hence, it can bed sdnat the dependent
development of new production relations on land wasninated by the non-
Muslim Ottomans as well as the European demanccapidal. We should also say
that non-Muslim subjects of the Empire were notyanVestors into the agriculture.
The majority of them had already been engaged rcwdture. Armenians were

known to be good farmers and the Greeks were gignsharecroppers.

The end of the increasing trend in agriculturaldmeiion was due to WWI. The
mass mobilization of the male population and thesthaecrease in foreign demand
for agricultural production brought about this depenent. Owing to these factors,

there was a high possibility of scarcity in the Emp
2.2 The Role of the Greeks in the Ottoman EconomyAgricultural Aspect

There are some common assumptions about the ecomolaiof the Greeknillet
in the Ottoman Empire. One of these assumptiotizaisthe Greeks were generally

engaged in commerce. This assumption is too geteeha true. There were at least

®1 See Quataerfinadolu’da Osmanli Reformu,.pp. 42-44
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1.5 million the Greeks in the Ottoman Empfrand commerce was an activity in
which small number of people could be engaged. Wewat is true to say that
commerce in the Empire was under the control ofsfihn elements, in particular
of the Greeks. However, the Greekllet was not ahomogeneoudody. If we

consider the social structure of the Ottoman Empitewould not be an

overstatement to claim that the majority of the €kresubjects of the Empire
consisted of farmers. Hence we can conclude thatuliyire was the primary
economic activity of the Anatolian the Greeks. Oalgmall minority was occupied
with trade and some other professibhsThe vast majority of the Anatolian

population (82 per cent) was engaged in agricufttire

There are certain reasons behind this the Greekhast image. It is apparent that
the primitive character of the Ottoman agricultusalucture caused a low rate of
return compared to trade. Hence the Greek capdadefl to commerce instead of
agriculture. In the previous part of this study, ted pointed to certain turning
points in the change of Ottoman agrarian structMvéh regard to the Greek
capital, we should emphasize the importance of lamchership right for the
foreigners of 1867. As a result of the rising oppoity of private ownership in land
and the extension of this right to foreigners, aftér 1867, some other economic

incentives, the economic activity of the Greek camity and of Hellenic the

%2 Whilst Karpat gives the least estimate concertirggnumber of the Greek people by considering
the results of 1914 Census. The result of the I@@he Greek Census was much higher. The
former gives 1.498.450 and the latter estimate$84D2 the Greeks in Anatolia and Thrace.
Alexandris talks about a third estimate which wésSoteriades. The number Soteriades gives is
1.948.104. Georgios Nakarcas underlines the pgssildrestimated character of Soteriades’ figures
and warns about the fact that these figures weed by Venizeolos government after the WWI to
put forward territorial claims. Nakarcas also mens another estimation of the Greek population
within the Ottoman Empire which was called afteragnostopoulos. Anagnostopoulos’ estimation
of the Greek population is much lower than SotegadSee Kemal Karpat, Ottoman Population...,
Alexis Alexandris, “the Greek Census of Anatoliadafhrace (1910-1912): A contribution to
Ottoman Historical Demography” in C. Issawi D. @aas (eds.)Qttoman the Greeks in the Age of
Nationalism: Politics, Economy, and Society in the Nineteentht@g, (Princeton: Darwin Press,
1999), pp. 45-76, Georgios Nakarcéasiadolu ve Rum Géc¢cmenlerin Kékeni — 1922 Empetyalis
Yunan Politikasi ve Anadolu Felakg(istanbul: Belge Yayinlari, 2003)

% A. J. Panaytopoulos, “The Economic Activities of the Anatolitie Greeks from the Mid-19th to
the Early 20th CenturiesSAEATIO Kévipov Mixpaciotikwv Exovdwv, V.4, Athens, 1983, p.88

% QuataertAnadolu’da Osmanli Reformu.p,33
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Greeks in agriculture increased rapidly. Especi@lWestern Anatolia, there were
some the Greeks among the largest local landowrddrs.Baltazzi and Amira
families were two examples to these large landosvrdoreover, there were some
British consular representatives who were of thee®origin® However, there had
been an apparent reluctance to invest in agri@lior the Greeks. This is strictly
related with the backward conditions of the agtimal production.

There was lack of incentives for the Greeks andfdogign investors to invest in
agriculture. As for the Greeks, Augustinos quotes factors to explain the Greeks’
reluctance to engage in agricultural activities:

i. a plentiful, cheap and reliable labor supply,

ii. modern technology,

lii. ready capital,

Iv. communication network to tie production centers araikets,

v. efficient agricultural practic88

Augustinos does not mention security problem withiclw the Greeks faced.
Although brigandage was quite widespread in thentgside, the source of the
threat was not only the “illegal” brigandage, bugre was also “legal” brigandage
of local officials which impeded the Greeks fromitimating their land$’ These
two types of brigandage targeted the Greeks mock mare with the rise of
nationalist sentiments in society and particulamyong the ruling elite. There were

% Elena Frangakis-Syrett, “The Economic Activitidstee Greek Community dzmir in the Second
Half of the Second Half of the Nineteenth and Edmyentieth Centuries”, in C. Issawi D. Gondicas
(eds.), Ottoman the Greeks in the Age of Nationalidhalitics, Economy, and Society in the
Nineteenth Century(Princeton: Darwin Press, 1999), p.28. AccordingF@ngakis-Syrett, the
Baltazzi and the Amira families were of the Greeigio. This is one of the points that we are not
sure about Frangakis-Syrett's study. The Amira famias said to be Armenian and the Baltazzi
family was said to be Levantine. The Baltazzi fanmibuld be of the Greek origin. However, it
seems that they were citizens of the British Empsewnell. Kurmyg mentions two members of the
Baltazzi among the land-purchasing British citeeAccording to Kurmgj D. Baltazzi had 24.700
hectares of land in Western Anatolia and M Baltazas the owner of 8.200 hectares of land in
Bergama. Emperyalizmin Tirkiye'ye Gii, p.149)

% Gerasimos Augustinoshe Greeks of Asia Minor — Confession, Community Bthnicity in the
Nineteenth CenturyOhio: The Kent State University Press, 1992)08.

® Frangakis-Syrett, “The Economic Activities of...”,28, Panayatopoulos, “On the Economic...”,
p.94
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also “anti-Greek boycotts” organized by the Comeettof Union and Progress
(CUP) which aimed to reduce the consumption of ggmduced or traded by the

Greeks which will be discussed in Chapter 4.

As we have mentioned above, due to the structugitidncy of the means of
production the rate of return for agricultural pwotdon was very low when
compared to trade and commerce. The reform atteaifgtsee Ottoman ruling elite
coincided with the increase in the European demaAlidough it is hard to say that
the latter triggered the former, the increasingdpean demand for cash-crops such
as cotton, tobacco, grain crops etc. completedrtissing part in the picture. This
development in the agrarian structure was reinfbieg the improvements in the
transportation conditions; the railway lines consted in Western Anatolia by
foreign capital connected fertile hinterland ofstihegion to the distribution centers
of local trade and international trade. This haerain affect on the amelioration of
interest among the Greeks for land. Since, in addito the new opportunities in
trade after the 1838rade Agreememwith Britain, the transportation and protection
costs of the transferred goods were reduced by thew transportation techniques.
This increased the profitability of agriculture. deding to Panayatopoulos, the
effect of the promulgation of the 1867 Law was vimited in comparison to the

effect of newly constructed railway liné%.

As Novichev points out the ratio of marketing (i.etio of commodity output to
total output) of these industrial and garden creyas very high. The increasing
demand and the foreign investment in new transpontadechnology caused the
restructuring of agriculture in Anatolia. The reggowhere the Greek population
was dense were affected by these new conditions.

As the production of these crops [industrial anddga crops] was

developed by foreign capital to meet its own neetsjr export to

foreign markets increased and with it the depenel@mcthese crops and
the great mass of peasants, especially those linitige coastal regions

% panayotopoulos, “On the Economic...”, p.90 and p.98
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and more particularly the ones along the Aegean @ehthe Sea of

Marmara®
However, the growing dependence on industrial coiess not say much about the
changing role of the Greeks in the agrarian strectéror this we should refer
Sussnitzki’s concept of ethnic division of lad8rAccording to the ethnic division
of labor in the Ottoman Empire, certain ethnic gowere engaged in certain
sectors of economy. Moreover, this division of laboterms of ethnicity could be
observed not onllamongthe sectors but alsaithin the sectors. Although there
were no clear-cut divisions, certain center of thgravities can be determined.
Within agriculture, this rough division can be obsel in that way as for the
Greeks:

These two groups [the Armenians and the Greeksgrever they have

been long resident in large numbers, also playgaifgiant part in

agricultural activity. But they represent the opfosextreme to the

Turks. It is true that cereal cultivation is notiegly unknown to them,

especially to the Armenians. However, the inneatieh with the soil,

the sense of growing together with it which distirsipes the Turkish

peasant, is generally absent. And their broagane}j mind, which is

more oriented toward gain, leads them in mass eoctlitivation cash-
crops and also fruits.

Moreover, the Greeks cultivating these cash-crogsewalso active in buying
Turkish peasants’ crops, and transmitting thenhéonharkets. Sussnitzki states that
the ethnic division of labor sometimes coincideghvihe regional concentration of

ethnic identities:

% A. D. Novichev, “The Development of Commodity-Mgneand Capitalistic Relations in
Agriculture”, in Charles Issawi (ed.JThe Economic History of the Middle East 1800-1914
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 19667 p

O A. J. Sussnitzki, “Ethnic Division of Labor” , iBharles Issawi (edJhe Economic History of the
Middle East 1800-1914(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1966),115-125. For a
controversial view concerning the ethnic divisioh labor in the Ottoman economy, see Peter
Mentzel, “The ‘Ethnic Division of Labor’ on OttomaRailroads: A ReevaluationTurcica, 37,
2005, pp.221-241. Panayotopoulos also opposeiflet specialization in agriculture”; since he
considers this approach “merely descriptive”. (“tBa Economic...”, p.94)

™ Sussnitzki, “Ethnic Division...”, p.116
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[...Clereal cultivation in Western Asia Minor is iarge measure in the
Greek hands, in central Anatolia almost exclusivaly Turkish, in
Armenia predominantly in Armenian and in other pantArab hand$?

Hence we can conclude that it was mostly the Grees benefited from the
increasing demand for the cash-crops from intesnati markets. This certainly
caused an increase in the revenue from the agreultThanks to this rising
revenue, there emerged “a stratum of profitable inmegized agricultural units

below that of largeiftliks”.”®

The increasing agricultural demand and the newsprartation techniques, namely
the railway transportation, had a spillover effés. a result, money demand in the
region increased. In the absence of a regular tcredrket, this turned to be an
opportunity for the moneylenders who were non-Muslinot necessarily the

Greeks. This led to the increase of (usurious)résterates, and hence to the

bankruptcy of those generally non-prompt payers.

A similar situation arose in a different level. \Wave already mentioned the lack of
plentiful, cheap and reliable labor supply. Theo®tan war machine in the era of
nationalism and colonization was in need of a gngwumber of people. Yet, non-
Muslims were not obliged to serve in the militafjnis became a dual advantage for
the Greeks of the Empire. First, this situationated a relative freedom of action
for them. Since they felt the scarcity of laborsléisan the Muslim farmers who had
to be away for their military service for a longripel, especially the small-scale
landowners of the Greek origin had an obvious athgein cultivating their lands
in a regular way. They had also a similar advantaggr the Muslim peasants as
sharecroppers in bigiftliks by supplying the “market” with a relatively regul
labor force. Second, when they were back home fiteeir long military service,
Muslim peasants handicapped by a severe finanejativchtion were pushed into

the hands of non-Muslim money lenders who were igdiyethe Greekbakkak or

2 \bid., p.117

"8 panayatopoulos, “On the Economic...”, p.98
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millers. Then a mechanism similar to the one in eyoscarcity operated. The
Muslim peasants found themselves in a desperatatisih in front of the usurious
interest rates. This resulted in a certain cone#iotr of land in the hands of the
Greek money lendefd. Novichev also confirms this process. Besides, he
emphasizes that this increase in the expropriagfgmeasant land was a fact in the
coast lands and in European Turkey, especially mcédonid®> As stated by
Novichev, this was a certain step in the develognugéncommodity-money and
capitalistic relations and constituting hegemony fiolance capital within the
Empire. Panayatopoulos gives two concrete illustngt about the processes we

have summarized above.

The first example is the agrarian structure of@legme Peninsula in the last quarter
of the nineteenth century. By quoting from Poulaki&otiotiki Kpivine kal
'‘Avéwv’, he gives figures of land division, population éthnic group and land

ownership by ethnic group in the @ee Peninsuld’

Poulakis estimates that 80 per cent of the aggeedatrkish and the Greek

populations of the above districts consisted ofspats and the 20 per cent were
some other occupations such as merchants, wonkdters, etc. These two tables

give us an idea about the concentration of landvdfinclude other ethnic groups

we can deduce that 79.2 per cent of the populatamed 31.2% of the total arable
land and the rest of the land belonged taitifiks.””

™ |bid. This process which coincided with the expansof market relations within the Empire
resulted in the expansion of wage labor in the iabeconomy, especially in the agriculture.

"5 Novichev, “The Development of Commodity-Money.. .69
" panayatopoulos., “On the Economic...” , pp.120-121

" bid.
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TABLE-2.3: Land Division in Cesme Peninsula

Distri Number of big Hectares owned by TOTAL
istricts .
farmers big farmers |  small farmers (Hectares)
Sokya 32.500 21.400
( Avea) 6 or: 60.3% or: 39.7% 53.900
Gavurkoy 37.000 4.200
(Kolopd) 6 or: 90%* or: 10%* 41200
Ceyme 9.065 6.000
(Kpjvn) 6 or: 60.2% or: 39.8% 15.065
Karaburun - 4.000
(Méiava ' Axpa) i ) or: 100% 4.000
78.565 35.600 114.165
TOTAL 18 or: 68.8% or: 31.2% or: 100%

* The percentages 90 and 10% are arbitrary: Palakbrms us that only a small number of lands

belonged to small farmers
** There were no large estates in Karaburun bectheseountry was mountainous.

By taking this data into consideration and comhgnihese two tables under the
assumption that the land owned by the Greek andiStursmall farmers was
proportionate to their population ratio, Poulakigeg a new table of which results

are in need of interpretatidf.

8 We do not have the original text and we quoteddiea from Panayatopoulos. However, this table
contains serious arithmetic faults. For this, weehacalculated the figures.
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TABLE-2.4: Population by Ethnic Group in Cesme Peninsula

Districts the Greeks Turks TOTAL % the Gree % Turk
Géavurkoy
1.430 904 2.334 61.3 38.7
(KoAopav)
Sokya
12.625 7.600 20.795* 60.7 36.5
(Avea)
Karaburun
6.150 3.124 9.274 66.3 33.7
(Méiawa’ Axpa)
Cesme
40.550 3.440 44.120%** 92.0 7.7
(Kprjvn)
TOTAL 60.755 15.068 76.523 79.4 19.7

* Figure including: 400 Caucasians, 80 GypsiesAB@ienians, 40 Ethiopians

** Figure including: 60 Jews, 40 Ethiopians, 20 Gigs, 10 Armenians

TABLE-2.5: Populaiton and Land Ownership by Ethnic Group

Districts 80% of Hectares owned by
Respective % of
) the Greeks Turks the Greeks Turks
ownership
Sokya 10.100 6.080
13358,5 8041,5
% 62.4% 37.6%
Gavurkoy 1.144 723
2573,5 1626,5
% 61.3% 38.7%
Cesme 4.920 2.499
2652,6 13474
% 92.2% 7.8%
Karaburun 32.440 2.752
5530,8 469,2
% 66.3% 33.7%
48.604 12.054 241155 11484,5
TOTAL
60.658 35.600
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Under the assumption that the land owned by theksTand the Greeks was
proportionate to their percentage in the total ppapopulation, the per capita area
of the Turkish population was twice as much as tidhe Greeks. Admittedly this
assumption is very strong and oversimplifying. Tleegn be a reason why it
contradicts with the findings of other scholars. iWlevaluating the effect of the
Population Exchange, Keyder warns the reader bingahat the average size of
the Greek establishments in Western Anatolia wabahly greater than that of the
Turkish one<? Second result of this data, according to Panayuotios, is that the
data confirm the information concerning the expagdiandownership of the
Greeks through gradual land purchasing. Since ttwesof ownership was

uncharacteristic of the Turkg.

The other example given by Panayotopoulos was Akasakdy in Cappadocia
(situated North East of [§ile on the road tblewehir/Nednoic).®! This example is
crucial due to its convenience for visualizing @&#oman the Greeks in the interior
parts of Anatolia. In Axos, there were 600 Christi@milies and this number
increased to 900 in 1924 by the time of Populattxchange. We can speak of
three main strata in this village.

I. The large landowning familiesvere 20% of the village

population (120 families). They had 50-80 Turkistnem&? (TS)

each.

il. The small landownersvith 30 TS land for each family

constituted 60% of the population.

iii. Wage laborersvere the landless people and there were 120

families in this situation in the village. They Wexd on land for daily

¥ Keyder, The Definition of.., p. 23

8 panayotopoulos, “On the Economic...”, p.96

8 Ibid., p.97

82 A strema(orpéua, pluralopéuaralstrematd is a unit of area equal to 1006.ralowever, “Turkish
strema” or the oldestremawas 1270 rh In Panayotopoulos’ article, he gives the figureSurkish

strema however while he converting these figures to &iexthe treats these figures as if they were
in the Greelstrema Due to this discrepancy, we have not converteditiures.
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wage and a small part of the crop they were letatee by the

landowner.

There are some other agricultural activities. Ohéhese activities in the Ottoman
Empire was sericulture and the Greeks in Bursa wenely engaged in sericulture
and silk reeling. There are no qualitative dateeadimg the depth of ethnic division
of labor in this branch. Despite our limited infation, we can conclude from
impressionistic evidence that in Bursa, silkworrnsirgg was a common economic
activity. Generally the reelers working in the miere from amongst the cultivator
families and we know that throughout the nineteerghtury and in the beginning
of the twentieth century the dominant, if not moolggtic, element of the workforce
in silk reeling was Ottoman the GreéRsTherefore we see the effects of the Greeks
on the improvement of sericulture and silk weavimgreece after the Exchange of
Populations which can be taken as a sign of thgmgament of the Ottoman the
Greeks. Moreover, while we deal with the role of tBreeks in industry, we turn

back to silk manufacturing.

Apart from properties of individuals, the Greek l@dox Church had also land
which was rented by the Church and cultivated by @reeks. According to

Horvath, the Greek Orthodox Church was “the weetthcapitalist in Anatolia®

As far as the roles of the Greeks in the imperigticaltural production are
concerned, it should be added that the analysifarssuggests a wealthy Greek
stratum and poor Muslim peasantry. Such a pictéiteeoagrarian structure in terms
of ethnicity bears a sort of reductionism in itselhe Greek stereotype in the
literature who was well-off and above all who was extension of Western
capitalism penetrating into the Empire represently @ small number of the
Ottoman Greeks; since most of the Greek populatiothe Empire was small-

peasants engaged in agriculture parallel to theodesphic structure of the Empire.

8 Donald QuataertOttoman Manufacturing and in the Age of the IndaktRevolution
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993)16-133

8 Béla HorvathAnadolu 1913 (istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 1997), p. \dénd p.73. For a
similar emphasis, see Panayatopoulos, “On the Enmno”, p.97
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Hence the Greeks as a community were not compradyects in the formation of
capitalist production relations, but they were amtime objects directly affected by
this process which does not exclude the presencea dbreek comprador
bourgeoisie. The class structure of the Ottomareka®ecame more evident when
we investigate the economic and social conditidribe Asia Minor refugees of the
Population Exchange. This is the next issue weudsm our study.

2.3 Greek Refugees and Their Effects in the Greekgkiculture

After investigating the role of the Greeks in Otenmagriculture, the effect of
refugees in the Greek agriculture may give us saciues about the effects of
Population Exchange in Turkey. An assumption ggatihat the effect of the
Population Exchange on agricultural structure amdl Itenure system branded the
economic and social structures of Turkey and Grédseeconomies of which relied
upon agriculture is not explanatory. If we forsaklealing with the basic
characteristics of these two countries and dig ddeep, we can see that economic
and physical conditions of these two countries gmtd certain differences at the
time of the Population Exchange. For instance, éuad never experienced land
scarcity which was the one of the basic problem&ieece accepting almost 1.5
million new citizens. Despite this fact, we beliethat this analysis will improve
our understanding in two aspects. First, the pectanspicuously clarifies the deep
impact of the Population Exchange, which had ndirdis place in Turkish
historiography until recent times. Second, thiguypie constitutes a mirror-image for
the process in Turkey. The effect in Greece waateceby the population expelled
from Turkey. Hence, this illustrative effect of tkereek refugees on rural structure
of the country can be traced via two variablesir thiéect on the land tenure and on

agricultural production capacity.

Land distribution in Greece was a characteristi@rited from the Ottoman Empire.
Until the annexation of Thessaly in 1881 the soil dgriculture had been a serious
problem in Greece. The majority of the populatioasvengaged in agriculture but

agriculture was not the most important occupat&though the annexation of the
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fertile land of Thessaly and then the incorporattdbmorthern land after the Balkan
Wars became some kind of healing to the acute pmodlem of Greece, the land
tenure system directly affected the developmeraigoiculture. Large portions of the
Greek society still lacked enough land for subsiste level production. Old
technology and unproductive methods used in thraddrindered this development.
Due to this, Greece was heavily dependent on thieudtyiral imports to feed its
population. Despite its population composition ihiet the farmers took the lion’s
share, the factors given above resulted in a pnobdé subsistenc®. In fact,
regulating the land tenure system in Greece had bee of the basic items of the
governments for political and economic reasonss hot unexpected that the first

attempts for the regulation of land system werermeained by political aims.

The land tenure system varied from region to regmothe country. According to
data supplied by Servakis and Pertountzi, in thet @leece —the southern part of
the country— small farms outnumbered the large onbsreas in the northern part
the large estates occupied half of the total yit® The distribution of the large
estates was as the following:

TABLE-2.6: Regional Number of Large Estates

Region Number of Large Estates
Macedonia 818
Thessaly 584
Epirus 410
Western Thrace 84
Old Greece 363
TOTAL 2259

Source: Servakis and Pertountzi, “The Agricultural Polioy Greece” in O. S. Morgan (ed.),
Agricultural Systems of Middle Europ@ew York: Macmillan, 1933)

8 Mark Mazower,Greeceandthe Inter-War Economic CrisigOxford: Clarendon Press, 1991),
p.41

% Servakis and Pertountzi, “The Agricultural PolisyGreece”, in O. S. Morgan (edAgricultural
Systems of Middle Europ@New York: Macmillan, 1933), p.148
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In order to completely do away with the Ottomaneirtance in land system, after
independence of Greece, together with the landshwhelonged to the Orthodox
Church, themiri and vakif lands and the large estates of which proprietazsew
Muslim were nationalized under the name of “natidaads” ¢0vikd krijuora) and

they were redistributed in 1871 by the Koumoundsu®mvernment! For Barkan,

this redistribution movement reinforced the problemuneven land distribution
since the government did not take any measures rderoto obstruct the
concentration of land in the hands of individualsai society suffering from heavy
income inequality. Hence the problems inheritednfrthe Ottoman land tenure
system coupled with the new juristic mentality lwhe® private property derived
from Roman Law. This redistribution movement sttbeged the social and
economic positions of large landowners. This reidlistion movement did not solve
the land problem in Greece and this fundamentablpm was clinched in the

subsequent years to the independéhce.

The problem that occurred in Thessaly was differéidter the incorporation of
Thessaly into Greece, with mass migration of snaat large landowners of
Turkish origin to the Empire, the Greek state weamed in the land issue in
Thessaly where the large estates formed threeequairthe cultivated land. There
are data confirming that the large estates belongdide Greeks and some of these
emerged after the acquisition of Thessaly. Theswlslawere cultivated with
backward agrarian techniques. Most of the land diggled and rented to the

8" Barkan, “Balkan Memleketlerinin Zirai Reform Tebsileri”, in Tirkiye'de Toprak Meselesi
Toplu Eserler 1 p.416. See also Elisabeth Kontogiorfippulation Exchange in the Greek
Macedonia — Rural Settlement of Refugees 1922 8, {@Xford: Clerdon Press, 2006), p.120-121
Barkan gives these figures concerning the landapgated in this attempt of the Greek government
by citing from Sismonide: These lands were the thiods of the aggregate cultivated lands in
Greece and they were almost one million hectarashumade 500 million golden francs. McGrew
makes a comprehensive analysis of the Land DigtoiblProgram of 1871 in Greece. According to
McGrew, with this extensive land distribution pragr which included not only families, but also
self-supporting single persons, orphans and widgagernment wished to remove the ambiguity of
tenure and to uncover and be compensated for lillsgjaures of national property, and to gain
income. Moreover, the Greek government hoped toliiynland management by reducing the
amount of public land under lease. McGrew, W. Wénd and Revolution in Modern Greece, 1800-
1881 — The transition in the Tenure and Exploitataf Land from Ottoman Rule to Independence
Ohio: The Kent State University Press, 1985, p.208

8 Barkan, “Balkan Memleketlerinin Zirai...”. p.417
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sharecroppers. After this intervention, accordimghie figures provided by Barkan,
there were left only 269 villages (215 Christiard &% Muslim) ongiftlik land out
of 658 ones and these 269 villages constituted e85cpnt of the total cultivated
land. With the promulgation of new constitutionatoyisions in 1911, the
expropriation of these lands became possible whemas deemed favorable to
public interest®

The situation in Macedonia was similar to Thessalyere were 609 out of 1.335
villages were on theiftlik lands which were cultivated by backward methodghley
sharecropper® The difference between Thessaly and Macedonia thais huge
demographic movements generally affecting North@reece and WWI did not
permit the Greek government to make instantanetasiges in the land tenure
system. After the Balkan Wars, the refugee infloxMacedonia and land and
resettlement policies of the government which catveged on palliative solutions
for landownership, such as not grantaegjureland titles but making redistribution
of land in ade factomanner, created tensions among indigenous popnulaind
newcomers by creating ambiguity in the status ofdfA Moreover, Bulgarian
occupation of eastern Macedonia from 1916 to 1¥ilted in the loss of the
harvest of the aforementioned years, over and alibeeforced migration of the
tobacco cultivators to Bulgaria brought about dartepopulation of the regioh.
In addition to this situation, th&ntente blockade in 1916 worsened the self-
sufficiency problem of Greece in agricultural protion.

All these incidents made the government intervameahie existing land tenure
system. Moreover, this became a must for the lIbéemizelists for their political

future. One of the major elements of the Venizefiscourse was radical land
reform. In the split between Venizelists and angrkizelists called the “national

% Ibid., pp.417-9
0 |bid., p.420
°1 Kontogiorgi,Population Exchange in the Greek Macedonia.120

% bid., p.121
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schism” Ebvikog Ayyaouoc) in the Greek historiography, conservative landersn
were openly supporting anti-Venizelists. There weertain attempts of the
Venizelist Provisional Government formed in Thess#i for the redistribution of
land in this city. After the abolition of the Kingth and Venizelos’ establishing his
government in Athens, the decree of the NationalgBament on the Agrarian Law
was accepted and promulgated by the Chamber oftl@spn December 1917. This
decree “was allowing expropriation of the largeatest for redistribution to landless
peasants in the provinces of Greece. All statedatahds owned by monasteries,
estates held by absentee landlords, and privatingsl exceeding 400 stremmata in
Thessaly, Macedonia, Epirus, and Thrace and 1.288mmata in the other

provinces were subject to this law”.

Although the fate of the land reform was determibgdhe political fluctuations in
the country, political events triggering the Verime populist land reform policy
are not covered in this study. As for the correlatbetween the land reform and the
refugee influx to Greece, it can be said that thdyeinflux of the refugees to
Greece triggered the land reform which was the madical one in the Balkans
according to some scholafsMoreover, the refugee influx due to the compulsory
exchange of populations between Turkey and Greagsed “thecoup de gracef
the big estates, even the monastic ones, which \iEmlly swept away®’
Moreover, this also meant the end of the sociaicttire of the land tenure system
primarily determined by the large-estates. Sineelthwv land/labor ratio in Greece
became a harsher problem with the arrival of mbi@f refugees. The decrease in
this ratio brought about a severe competition iootamarket, severity of which
would be a potential source of tension betweerggrbus and refugee populations.

And it was obvious that the lower the ratio, therenkikely the social unrest among

% Ibid., p.124

% There were some side effects of the arrival of rifeigees and successive incidents on other
economic braches such as stockbreeding. The divisfothe large estates and their under-plow
situation deeply affected the shepherds. See Mazo@eeece and the Inter-War...,p.53 and
Kontiogiorgi, Population Exchange in the Greek Macedonig.120

% Dimitri PentzopoulosThe Balkan Exchange of Minorities and Its Impact@meece (London:
Hurst&Company, 2002), p.152
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refugees would be. This also made a land refornspahsible. There were three
distinct aims of the liberal government behinddésire to wipe out the large-estates
and support small land holdings. Politically, thenizelist government wanted to
gain support of the inflowing masses; moreover, i¥&ons was trying to create
‘petty bourgeoisie classes’ which were ‘more valaalvith respect to social
balance’ rather than creating a proletariat whicld dot give confidence
politically”.°® Economically, the plan of the government was, byieating the
risk of social unrest in rural areas, to form “aasd of independent peasant
proprietors, who, having a direct interest in tHfanms, would make every effort to
increase their productior?”. As a result of the refugee influx and the landmef,

12 to 14 millionstremmatecultivated land of the 1911-1920 period expanaedi4t

to 17 million stremmataby 1931%® As Pentzopoulos states, in 1932 the cultivated
land exceeded 19 milliostremmata According to Mazower, it is possible to
observe the unequivocal effect of land reform am élkpansion of cultivated land.
In Macedonia and Thrace, the rate of expansion kigker than in the Old
Greece” Hence, for the land tenure system in Greece, atopuvhere the
land/labor ratio was quite low, the private owngusbf the land in the form of
small holdings reinforced as a result of the Gr&adkish Population Exchange.

The second criterion for analysis of the effectaftigee flow to Greece was related
with this economic aim of the land reform in Greethe increase in agricultural
output was remarkable. However, it is difficultitsmlate the outcomes of different
dynamics. It is apparent that the post-WWI expamsid the world economy

coupled with the mass import of “human capitd® and new techniques of

% Mark Mazower, “The Refugees, the Economic Crisis tedCollapse of Venizelist Hegemony
1929 — 1932"AEATIO Kévipov Mikpooiotikwv Exovdwv, V.9, p.121

" petzopoulosThe Balkan Exchange of.p.153

% Servakis and Pertountzi, , “The Agricultural Pylaf Greece”, p.151

% Mazower,Greece and the Inter-war, p.79

190 By human capital, we refer to the stockpobductive skillsandtechnical knowledgembodied in
labor. Especially together with the rise of endagengrowth model, the importance of technical

improvements, that is to say new technologies amdam capital in economic growth became much
more apparent.
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production through the Population Exchange gawe tasthe economic expansion
of Greece. Again the rise in the “human capital’swat only related with the

population exchange, but also with the demobiloratssue.

The bare numbers concerning the agricultural proolicin Greece show a
significant progress after the arrival of the refag. Table-2.5 shows the increase in
the production of cereals in Greece from 1922 t881%®part from a small decline
in Maslin (0.3%), the production of cereals expeced an increase by 44.2% to
114.8%.

TABLE-2.7: Production of Cereals (1922:100)

Crops 1928
Wheat 183,35
Barley 172,36
Maslin 99,72
Maize 144,26*
Oats 178,48
Rye 214,82
TOTAL 169,76

* Recalculated from 1926 figure
Source: Recalculated from Pentzopould$e Balkan Exchange of Minorities

By looking these figures, we can conclude thaeast for these years Greece made
a certain progress in dealing with her self-suéiidy problem. Moreover, in spite
of the low per-capita income of the newly creatatlivator with smallholding, the
disintegration of thegiftlik lands which had been inefficient contributed te th
further development of capitalist mode of productio the Greek agriculture which
created a base for the boom of industrial capitalis Greecé® However, the
productivity of land is a more reliable index to asare the improvement in

agrarian structure. We see that the productivityereals which had declined during

191 Nicos MouzelisModern Greece: Facets of Underdevelopméhondon: The Macmillan Press
Ltd., 1979), p.23
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the war years (1912-1922), this decline showedmbpersistence in the 19288.
Figure-2.1 exhibits the decline in the productidrcereals.

FIGURE-2.1: Average Yield of Cereals in Greece 1921 -1930
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1921 | 1922| 1923 1924 19256 1926 1927 1928 1929 1830
—o—Wheat| 73 57 56 45 66 64 71 66 62 47
=—Rye 86 78 70 65 92 86 81 80 66 73
=4—=Corn 101 86 105 78 86 89 66 70 87 78
=>—Barley| 94 86 80 56 86 81 84 78 72 79
=#=Oats 81 98 75 43 78 65 63 68 59 63
=0—Maslin| 73 61 70 39 57 52 56 48 54 44

Source: Servakis and Pertountzi, “The Agricultural Polioy Greece” in O. S. Morgan (ed.),
Agricultural Systems of Middle Europ@ew York: Macmillan, 1933)

192 servakis and Pertountzi, “The Agricultural PolimfyGreece”, p. 196. See also MazowBreece
and the Inter-war.,.p. 80 and Pentzopouloshe Balkan Exchange of..p, 159. Pentzopoulos
emphasizes the negative effects of the land refoyneiting these lines from Stephaniades: “The
smallness [of the agricultural allotment] was stitt one comes to the distressing conclusion that
the settlement did not create small proprietorspatiological forms of dwarfish land propertiés
(The Balkan Exchange of.p,159)
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Servakis and Pertountzi do not analyze the negatifects of the land reform on
the decline in average yield. They focus on thgrfrantation of the expropriated
land and talk about its adverse effects on thecaljural production. Mazower
cites agricultural economist Babis Alivizatos’ ahge verdict: “the agrarian reform
had perhaps socially necessary, but economically mroductively harmful’.
Mazower seems not to agree with Alivizatos. Accogdio Mazower, it was not the
land reform behind this decline, but it was bad tiweg high input prices, primitive
agricultural techniques, and poor seed. Moreover,decline was the continuation
of the trend which persisted through the 1920s.it8s,not legitimate to claim that
the reason of the decline in cereals was the lafadm. But, parallel to Mazower’s
statement, the backward techniques could be then meason behind this
persistently declining trend of the cereal produtiin Greece. However, the effect
of the division of large estates on stockbreedings valmost unguestionably
negative. As a result of the disruption of the itradal system, Greece which had
been self-sufficient in terms of stockbreeding whiged to import meat and dairy
products'®

In addition to grain, the effects of the Populatexchange on tobacco production
and vine-growing are also worth mentioning duehteirt economic importance as

cash-crops.

The product by which the refugee impact can beettamost apparently was
tobacco. We have already talked about the detéiooran tobacco production
during the long war years of Greece. After the geair depression in tobacco
production, this product was impinged by the massgetion of the tobacco
cultivators as a result of the Population Exchahiydil the tobacco production was
hit by the overproduction coupled with the declinenternational demand for this

193 Mazower,Greece and the inter-war,.p.53 and KontiogiorgiPopulation Exchange ,.p.120
and Kontogiorgi, “Makedonya’nin Yunanistan'a Aitddl Kismina Multeci Yerkgminin Ekonomik
Sonuglari, 1923-1932", translated by Mifide Pekimd &rtig Altinay in Renée Hirschon (ed.),
Ege'yi Gecerken..p.88-89
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commodity, tobacco nimbly became tkey commodity in the Greek economy.
Refugees produced two-third of the total tobaltdue to the fact that production
of tobacco was labor-intensive rather than capitignsive, and suitable for

smallholdings of the refugees.

By the middle of the decade, tobacco constitutetbat one-fifth of
the total gross crop output, despite being growress than one-
tenth of the cultivated area, and was responsiienhélf total the
Greek export earning$®

Hence it can be deduced that the tobacco cultiwtelim population was quickly
replaced by the Greeks. The effect of the newcomes not limited to scalar
change in the production. According to Pentzopqutos refugees from Asia Minor
introduced and spread new varieties of crops, atiéptto Macedonia and

Thrace'®’

194 Mazower, Greece and the Inter-war,.p. 87. Also see Mazower, “The refugees...” and
Kontogiorgi, Population Exchange,.p.190

19 pentzopoulosThe Balkan Exchang of..p,156. Mazower also states that in Kavala, onthef
major tobacco production centers in Greece 10006Ut37 refugee settlements were engaged in
tobacco cultivation.Greece and the Inter-war, p. 87)

196 Mazower,Greece and the Inter-war, p. 87

197 pentzopoulosThe Balkan Exchange.p,157.
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Illustration-2.1: Refugees remained active in tamagroduction for decades. In this picture
members of a refugee family engaged in tobacco ymtomh are seen while they were sewing
tobacco into strings to dry in YannitzZégnic¢ in the 1950s.

Source: G. A. Yiannokopoulos (ed.Jlpoogpvyuciy EAAéda: Pwtoypopics omd to Apyeio tov Kévipov
Mixpaociatikov Zrovdorv: Refugee Greece : Photographs from the ArchivéhefCentre for Asia
Minor Studies(Athens: Center for Asia Minor Studies, 1992)1.8%

Apart from tobacco, new types of vine also wer® atdroduced by the refugees.
The story of how Turkish sultanas fell into disfauo the world market was strictly
related —practically— with the refugees and —itbcally— with the human

capital issue:

The most important development, however, occurre@riete. One
variety of vine, the sultana, had been introducet ithe island
around 1900 but did not succeed in competing wittyr®a variety,

although climatic and soil conditions were verydeable. When the
newcomers from lonia settled there, possessingt doeawledge

about the preparation and exportation of sultanad with the

advantage of long experience in Continental ands€Brimarkets, the
situation reversed. The Cretan sultanas rankedehighd competed
successfully with the Smyrna prodd®.

198 1bid., p.155. The “formerly American Resident TeaBommissioner in Greece” Professor Eliot
Grinnell Mears makes similar observations on thikasa: “The exports of Cretan sultanas just
before the arrival of the refugees were only 10.@8ts, while three years later they had exactly
doubled in quantity. Before 1923 they had soldramf ten to thirty per cent less than Symrna
sultanas, but now they command higher prices thah variety. The refugees from Symrna and
Vourla established large factories at Candia aneteCto prepare sultanas for export. They also
introduced into Crete the manufacture of woodenelobor packing sultanas. On account of their
acquaintance with European markets, and becaugheoimprovements they soon made in the
quality and packing of Cretan sultanas, it waslowg before they had transferred much of Symrna’s
former business to Crete. The Turks expelled fromeGe have taken over the vineyards abandoned
by the Greeks in Symrna; but, although in 1926 they brought the Symrna production back to the
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According to Servakis andertountzi, there were “expert cultivators” sultana
among the refugees and these refugees were malewg prantations for thi
“excellent quality table grape, very much appresdaby the local and foreic

markets”:

Illustration-2.2 Refugees in frnt of a newly planted vineyard in 1927.
Source: Yianndkopoulos (ed. Ilpoogpvyixii EAAdda...,p.123

Another area that the refugees made their pressinoegly felt was sericultur
Although sericulture had been known before thevalriof the refugees, tt
refugees’ dominance in this sector of agriculture gaite clear. Since the arrival
Asia Minor refugees, sericulture grew fivef'° As we have mentioned above
were unable to find any quantitative informatioroabthe Anatoliarthe Greeks’
interestdn sericulture, that is, the ethnic division of daln Bursa and especially

111

sericulture. However, their interest in this adfivivas quite clea =~ By using this

mirror image we can conclude trthe Greekrefugees —especially those comir

1922 figure, their exports were only t-thirds of the exports of 1913.'Greece Today — The
Aftermath of the Refugee Imp, (California: Standford University Press, 1929)70

199 servakis and Pertountzi, “The Agricultural Policf Greece”, p.159
10 Mears,Greece Today., p.7¢

1 See Stephan LadaBhe Exchange of Minorities Bulgaria, Greece andkgy, (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1932), p.6
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from Bursa— was considerably important in seria@tuThe effects of the
Exchange on sericulture in Turkey and Greece aresiigated in the next chapter.

2.4 Landownership, Agricultural Structure and Production

The effect of the Exchange will be analyzed by hgitting three main topics:
Landownership, agricultural structure and product{production techniques and
production level of certain crops, tobacco, raisiig and grain) we will aim to

show that the Exchange had a certain impact orthiree interrelated issues.

2.4.1 Landownership and Agricultural Structure

Above it was mentioned that to determine the ntdcefof different variables in
historical process is not an easy task. The imiptina of such events as the Greco-
Turkish Population Exchange in this era of transf@tion can be better assessed in
this context. Even in Greece where the processel-decumented and openly
discussed, scholars tend to avoid absolute comcisison certain aspects of the
story. A prominent the Greek economic historianstés Kostis, complains about
the scantiness of the data to reach decisive csioclsl about the role of the
Population Exchange in the bankruptcy of the Gregite in 1932 Hence
determining the net effect of the Population Exg®mn agriculture (and other
economic and social areas) is a tough issue ame ifake into consideration the
limited character of the primary sources concerrilmg Turkish side of the story
and negligence concerning the issue by officiatonisgraphy in Turkey, we can
better comprehend the difficulty of the task undensideration. However, though
covering a different period and a different histalicontext, Terzib@glu’'s studies
gives us some clues about the importance of thegeef factor in the evolution of

the property relations on land in the late-Ottoraga™

112 Cited by Elisabeth Kontogiorgi, “Makedonya’nin Yamistan'a Ait Olan...”, p. 107
113 See especially Yiicel Terzimglu, “Land Disputes and Ethno-Politics: North-westématolia,

1877-1912" S. Engerman and J Metzer (eds.Etimo-Nationality, Property Rights in Land and
Territorial Sovereignty in Historical Perspectivf,ondon: Routledge, 2004), pp. 155-180, Yiicel
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The mass expulsion of Muslims from the lands brok&&#rfrom the Empire due to
the 1877-1878 Russo-Ottoman War and the Balkanofak912-1913 played a
significant role in the transformation processhad Ottoman Empire. The expulsion
of the Muslims from Serbia after its gaining autoryin 1815 was followed by
similar cases Greece, Bulgaria and Romania anceast Ifive million people
immigrated into the shrinking borders of the Ottontzmpire from the Balkans?
The intensifying population pressure within the Em@@nd the physical existence
of the refugees which meant the need for a rapidtisa for their material
necessities gave rise to some land conflicts. Then@an resettlement policy and
institutions corroded and eventually collapsed tu¢he these mass immigration
movements in the late-nineteenth and early-twdntentury create. Since the
imperial resettlement policy was an integrated pafrtthe land system, and
particularly the property relations over land whiedd been basically determined by
the local power relations due to the nature of eriyprelations based on local
memory and knowledge® This created frictional relations between large
landowners, who were generally absentee, nomads, lveldl become an active
element of the imperial resettlement policy, anfdgees, whose arrival resulted in
breaking-in the customary rights of the nomads arehted competition for the
local works on land. Moreover, the arrival of trefugees meant the injection of
highly nationalist atmosphere to their new “homesiich caused increasing tension
with local Christian population. The erosion oé ttustomary rights of the nomadic
yoruks as a result of the refugee influx coupled witk tktransformation from
multiple overlapping rights to individual rightsdy “a transition from a plurality of
rights on land to the uniform categories definethie Land Code®*!® The existence
of refugees and their claims on land eased thistoamation/transition and caused
“the clash between custom and private rights of exsimip” which was “the

Terzibgoglu, “Landlords, Refugees and Nomads: Struggles lfand around Late-Nineteenth-
Century Ayvalik’New Perspectives on TurkeSpring 2001, 24, pp.51-82.

114 Kemal Karpat, “The hijra from Russia and the Baka.”, pp.690-691
115 Terzibaoglu, “Land disputes and...”, p. 159

11 Terzibgoglu, “Land disputes and...”, p.158
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confrontation of the precpitalist notion of usehtsy with the capitalist notion of

exclusionary rights of private property*’

Among Turkish scholars there are discussions evethe contours of the issue.
Although there is a growing literature on the sieifects of the Population
Exchange on the socio-economic structure of Turkeigh as the loss of human
capital, the broken balance between urban and pollations, etc., there are also
counter arguments concerning the subject. FornostaTezel claims that “in the
long run, it can also be said that a social stmgctbomogeneous in terms of
language and religion and which had scaled downethaic conflicts in itself
created a suitable atmosphere for economic growth.If we remember the size
and the character of the ethnic conflicts in thet tays of the Ottoman Empire, the
relaxing consequences of the homogeneity of theulptipn in Anatolia can be

assessed in a better way®.

However, we believe that some further clues foretteo comprehension of the
Population Exchange process could be obtainedisnsection, there is an attempt
to discover the effects of the Population Exchamgegriculture through its effects

of land ownership and of agricultural production.

One of the most evident results of the Populati@ohénge was its effect on the
land ownership. We know that in the last days efEmpire, the agrarian structure
was based on a distinct polarization. Although itiegority of the peasantry was
formed out of farmers with small-sized holdings,sinof the land was under the
control of large landowners. In war conditions andhe absence of the control
mechanisms of a central authority, strong tendetogyards land concentration
emerged. This tendency was reinforced by the fragatien in small holdings as

7 Terzibgoglu, “Landlords, Refugees and Nomads...”, pp.78-79

18 Tezel, Cumhuriyet Déneminidktisadi.., p.90. Nationalist historians’ apologist attitudsvards
the Population Exchange seems to be quite reasandblwever, its is worth to note that Yahya
Sezai Tezel, in this study, attempts to approacthéoeconomic history of early Republic period
from a Marxist perspective which can be seen inctheceptual part of his study. Also see Kemal
Ari, Buyiik Miibadele — Tirkiye'ye Zorunlu Gog (1923-1925anbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari,
1995[2007]), p.178
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well as the troublesome conditions created by theeiace of a developed credit
market. Hence we can assume that due to uncentageny rights, the land tenure
system which had produced a callous polarizatidand produced further injustice.
the Greek population of the Empire started to ntegta the territories of the Greek
State after the Balkan Wars. Moreover, during three® occupation in Western
Anatolia, the policies of the Greek administrationthe region towards property
rights further enhanced the uncertainty of the erbp rights. the Greek

administration in Izmir tried to reverse the popigia movement of the Greeks after
the Balkan Wars. They transferred the Greek pefopie the Aegean islands, some
of whom were not of Anatolian origin. This attitudeupled with the policies of

occupation caused an internal migration of Musliowsards inner regions. We can
assume that in either case, most of the land viheregxpropriated or underrated.
The same assumption is true for the situation eetergth the withdrawal of the

Greek army. Some of thEnatolian the Greeks left Anatolia in this withdraw

If we compare the numbers of the Greek peasant80(680) transferred from
Turkey and the Turkish peasants (~350.000) resdetite Turkey during the
Exchange of Populations, we can reason that theageesize of holdings should
have been increased. Keyder makes a calculationeoong the average land
holding size in Eastern Thrace by using the dataviged by Ladas and
Pentzopoulos. However, it should be noted that i€eyaisuses the figures given by
Pentzopoulos. Pentzopoulos gives the aggregate erunhithe Greek refugees from
Eastern Thrace origin as 256.635. Keyder takes nismber (250.000) as the
number of the Greek peasants. Although this does aifect the ultimate
interpretation of the author, we should accept thathumber of peasants among
these people should have been less than this numMigecan think that in an area
used for the feeding of the Ottoman capital, th¢onts of the population should
have been engaged in agriculture and this peoplaaged with 152.770 Muslim
refugees (Keyder rounds this number to 160.000hcEehe average holding size
must have increased. Another calculation made lyd#&efor Aegean coasts is this:
Under the assumption of the existence of 60.000Gheek families engaged in

agriculture in the Western coasts of Anatolia anbNickoley’s estimation on the
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averagegiftlik size of Aydinvilayetin prewar period which was 4.5 hectares was
true, then the size of the lands belonging to theets reached to 270.000 hectares.
According to the 1927 Census, the size of theatiid lands in Western Anatolia
was 820.000 hectares. If this is taken as thedfdtlfie total agricultural land, then
the land owned by the Greeks would amount to the-saxth of the total
agricultural lands. Keyder warns us about the thalsi the assumption of equal size
of the Greek and Muslim land holdings. He thinkattthe average size of the
Greeks holdings may have been larger. He also tloé¢®n the lands owned by the
Greeks generally cash-crops were produced for éxgomm such as tobacco and

grapes-*®

One more calculation can be made by the data pedviy Barkan. Barkan gives a
table in his study concerning the government’smafattempts in the Civil Code in
order to give land to landless farmers which malp hus interpret the role of the

Population Exchange in land concentratith.

According to this data the following conclusionsndae deduced for the people

subject to the Population Exchange:

. The average size of the family engaged in agricellivas about 4
people. (380.243/99.709=3,8)
. The average land size be destined per family w@é #ectares.

(4.741.473/99.709=47,6 (x100G)1**

119 Keyder, The Definiton of.,.p.23-24

120 Barkan, “Ciftciyi Topraklandirma Kanunu’ ve Tugle’de Zirai bir Reformun Ana Meseleleri”,
in Turkiye'de Toprak Meselesi.pp.449-544

121 For Bursa, this figure for 1924-1933 period wasshlower, almost 3 hectares. (Calculated from

the data supplied biliibadele/mar ve/skan Vekalet{Ministry of the Exchange, Reconstruction
and Settlement)) See Appendix-C.
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TABLE-2.8: The Distributed Land between 1923 and 184

Land Vineyard Garden TOTAL
(1000 nf) (1000 nf) (1000 nf) (1000 nf)
Eastern 122.937 . . 122.937
Refugees
Refugees of
Population 4.482.567 98.606 160.300 4.741.473
Exchange(*)
Immigrants and 1.450.280 58,814 8.359 1.517.453
Refugees(**)
Native Peasants in 731 450 i i 731.450
need of land
TOTAL 6.787.234 157.420 168.659 7.113.313

(*) 99.709 household and 380.243 people  (**) 28.@6ousehold and 247.295 people
Source: Barkan, “Cift¢ciyi Topraklandirma Kanunu' ve Tuslé'de Zirai bir Reformun Ana
Meseleleri”, inTurkiye'de Toprak Meselesi.p,455

We know that most of the refugees such as eastéugaes made use of the land
left behind by the Greeks. This issue was so atitamd urgent that it was raised in
the Grand Assembly several times by the deputigheokastern provinces. One of
them was bySefik Bey, the deputy dDogubeyaziin March 13, 1924. He opposed
to the secondary importance attached to the eastdugees borne out by the
Russian occupation and migrated to the westernijwes. According t&efik Bey,

“at first the inside of the mosque should be tak#o consideration. He continues

as:

While the real sons of the motherlavdhose houses were devastated
and razed to the ground have been waiting and een Isupplied with
dwellings, the houses will be given to the prospectefugees first and
then they will receive... Your obedient servant bedfe that in the
eastern provinces the people who were not in nééelp are only one
or two or there is not at dif

It can be seen that there was a severe conflicthidmpossession of the properties
left by the Greeks and in the same day, the Grasdembly passed a bill

concerning this issue. The estimated number ofgesfs from Eastern provinces

122 Cited by Ayhan Aktar, “Niifusu Homojentkiriimesi ve Ekonominin Tiirklgtirimesi Sirecinde
Bir Asama: Turk-Yunan Nifus Mibadelesi, 1923-1924", inn&= Hirschon (ed.),Ege’yi
Gegerken...p.127 Turkish Parliamentary Minutes (TBMMZC), vol.VII/TAnkara: 1975) 414-415
[Our italics]
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who did not return to their homes was 35.017 whitdke approximately 9.145
families. Hence if we take into consideration tlmfrmation and recalculate the

average figures for family size and for land hotgin following results can be

reached:
. The average family size for the immigrants and rbieigees was
around 4 (247.295/58.027=4,3)
. The average size of the land holding per family @&shectares.
. For the eastern refugees, these figures were, ctesglg, ~4 (3,8)
and 1,3.
. We do not include the lands distributed to the gedibus peasantry

because of lack of data on the total populatiothcd category. If we take
these lands into consideration this average shbaldower. The overall
average of holding size of the Eastern refugedsigees subject to the

Population Exchange amduhacis and refugees was 3,8 hectdfés.

If we consider Panayatopoulos’ Axadgsakoy example we see that the average
land holding in this small district was 4 hectasesl Keyder gives us 4,5 hectares
for the average size of the land holding in the éeycosts. Moreover, the average
size of the agrarian enterprises in Anatolia adogrdo 1927 Census was 11
hectares?* Hence the lands left by the Greeks were distribirtesmaller parts than
the average land holdings of the tifi@ Together with the information of that the

incoming population, and the aggregate populatiiicially making use of this

123Since the family sizes for all three categoriesen@most equal, we have calculated the average
without taking into consideration of the weightstioé categories. For the problems occurred in the
resettlement process, see Milyik Mibadele..pp.105-125

124 Sjlier, Turkiye'de Tarimsal Yapinin, p.16

125We should also say thamval-i metrukéabandoned properties) left by Armenians who heehb
subject to forced migration in 1915 were used far tesettlement of the refugees. Hence we can
conclude that total area destined for the resettténof the refugees should have been larger. In
Samsun, Vezirképrl the refugees friayalar were let to settle in Armenian abandoned propertie
(BCA:272..0.0.12 — 53.123..23., [08/05/1927]. A #amsituation was experienced fmmir. The
officials were let to distribute Armenian abandorgdperties to the refugees when no the Greek
abandoned property existed. (BCA:272..0.0.13 —.7228 [02/07/1927]). Moreover iizmir, Ahmet
Aga, an immigrant fronKoprall, were let to settle in Armenian abandoned propéstybeing
indebted. (BCA: 272..0.0.12 — 57.147..2.2. [09/924)])

56



land distribution was much smaller than the Gresflgees, the positive effect of
the Population Exchange on the trend of concentraif land becomes obvious.

According to Keyder, this tendency for increasimgnaentration in land can be
explained by some structural characteristics of #ggarian body. The high
land/labor ratio, that is relative abundance ofdlamade it possible for the
appropriation of land left by the Greeks which wdrghly commercialized.
However, the desire for the appropriation of thémeds is still in need of an
explanation. For Keyder, this desire shows an epea of high profitability. The
first factor leading to such an expectation was Itve land prices. In our case,
sometimes it was possible to get these lands frearge. Moreover, this situation
was supported by the subsidies supplied by thergowent for implementing new

technologies and new production meth&ds.

Moreover, after the resettlement of the refugeles, grocess went on in favor of
concentration. There were two important factorslpma&tices and plundering.
Some of these could be traced through the petitbtise refugees. For instance, in
a petition Ragip, a refugee frolfayalar and his friends were complaining about
local people breakings into their latfd.Moreover there are many other documents
revealing the tension between natives and refugesma, a refugee from Lesbos,
who was settled irfCanakkale-Kugukgetmnformed the authorities that she was
debarred from tree distributidR® In another document, we see thdfilazim
(lieutenant) Hadi Bey occupied the property in Mandestined for two of the
Florina refugees, Hanife and Fethiydlanims®®® Another example about
malpractices is that after the head of registeicefold the properties of two the
Greeks subject to the Population Exchange for tmepensation of their debt, he
failed to hand in the official title deeds to therghasers. As a result of this he was

126 Keyder, The Definition of.,.pp.25-26
12T BCA: 272..0.0.12 - 46.84..12. [24/11/1925]
128BCA: 272..0.0.12 - 46.84..11. [24/11/1925]

129BCA: 272..0.0.12 - 47.89..10. [25/02/1926]
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dismissed from his positioff. There are also some other documents mentioning or
indicating certain malpractices. The last two exE®palso confirm that the
properties left by the Greeks (on which there weyeany official residential area)
were subject to purchase and sale and it can hemassthat a weak control
mechanism of central authority resulted in suchpnaaitices in the resettlement
process which gave considerable advantage for loat@bles or state officials in
deriving improper personal benefits over the propsrleft by the Greeks!
Secondly, malpractices and seizure of the abamt@neperties made refugees
leave the lands allocated for them. Together witpnactices and plundering, the
most important factor for their relinquishing wae iscrepancy between economic
and social habits of the refugees and those ofdéstination>> The cartoon in
lllustration-2.3, published in the&/aziféd*®* (Mission) on Kanunusani 8, 1339
(December 8, 1923) criticizes malpractices in #settlement of the exchangees.

130BCA: 30..10.0.0 - 123.877..20. [21/07/1925]

31 Hulusi Bey, the deputy of Bursa, was accused dfio@ part of this plundering movement.
(Koralturk, “Ekonominin Turklgtirilmesi...”, pp. 636-637)

132 Sophia Koufopoulou, “Tiirkiye’de Miisliiman Giritlile- Bir Ege Toplulgunda Etnik Kimlgin
Yeniden Belirlenmesi” in Renée Hirschon (ed&ye’yi Gecerken., p. 320

133 TheVazife, as far as we know, is the only example expotirginterest of the leftist movements
in Turkey in the Exchange process. In the artidliéten by Sefik Hisni, one of the most prominent
actors of the communist movement in Turkey, crgcl the absence of a central resettlement policy
in his leading column in th¥azifein Tesrinisani (November) 10, 1923. According $efik Hlsn,
the government had the opportunity to prepare ailddtresettlement program, but did ngefik
Husnu also underlines the economic potential afgeés as additional working force. However, he
complains about the limited nature of the employmepportunities in general. (Mete Tuncay,
Tirkiye'de Sol Akimlar 1908-192%0l.1, (stanbul: BDS Yayinlari, 1991) pp.517-518) In anothe
article in theVazifein Kanunusani 8, 1339 (December 8, 1923) it wasv@d that the malfeasances
in the transportation of the refugees seemed t@ todbery. In the end of the article related migist
was called for duty. (Ibid., p.544)
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lllustration-2.3 A cartoon in Vazife criticizing the malpractices in the resettlement of
exchangees. On the wall a signboard writes “Ya 84l@od, give me patienc

-Five hundred more refugees have come. Aren't tramg available houses even among
abandoned properties?

-No way. There were oy two mansions left from one thousand and five maddhouses. In thi
week, they have been occupied by the families ofroandeibeyand pashafend.

Source: Tuncay,Turkiye'de Sol Akimlz..., vol.1, p.529

What wasdefiniteconcerning property rightsas anuncertainty How can we de¢
with the ultimate effect of the population excharmgethe property rights on lan
In the related literature, there are two intergretes: According to the firs
interpretation which is generally accepted, togethigh the other policies of tF
government, the Population Exchange consolidategtivate property on land,

other words the capitalistic relations of prope-3*

134 Silier, Turkiye’de Tarimsal Yanin.., p.17, KeyderThe Definiton of.,.pp.2(-24, Ari, Bilyiik
Mubadele...pp.166-167
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The other interpretation claims the opposite. Adoay to this approach the
process, in which the Population Exchange waspaa@t@ sub-process, symbolizes
a breaking point in the liberal tendency in thd @ecades of the Ottoman Empire.
In this breaking point, the political mind dominadtdhe economic one and resulted
in the resurgence of the classic patrimonial staidition of the Ottoman Empirg>
This idea relies heavily on the historical factwétionalization” of the lands left by
the Greeks. It is true that there were clear exammf political “abuses” in
appropriation and redistribution of the land. Hoegvthe historical process in
which the capitalistic relations of property emaelgeas based on these abuses
aiming of theseparationof the masses from the means of production. Inxidar
political economy this process is called “primitiaecumulation” and as Marx
states, the history of this, their expropriation, is writtén the annals of mankind in

letters of blood and fire!3®

Therefore, it can be said that in our case thiet rog
private ownership was temporarily suspenttedthe sake of private propertyhe
successive developments in the cadastral sy3temnd the legal arrangements for

private property reinforce this view.

The effects of the Population Exchange on agrast@octure can be observed
through the production patterns. On this issue,rethare also conflicting
interpretations. Colonel H. Woods, British “CommalcSecretary of Britain in
Constantinople” and the author of a series of rspan the economic and
commercial conditions in Turkey, underlines theivalvof the ultranationalist and

protectionist tendencies among the administrators:

135 Keyder, “Nifus Mibadelesinin Tirkiye Agisindan..g,62. It is quite astonishing that we can
see Prof. Keyder among the supporters of the twrpretations. However, the second
interpretation, in fact, is the original contribartiof him to the literature and we think that ieds to

be reevaluated. For this reevaluation, we beliba¢ the concept of primitive accumulation can be a
suitable starting point.

13 Karl Marx, Capital : A Critique of Political Economy - vol.{New York: International
Publishers, 1975), p.715

1371n 1924,Land Registry General Directora@apu Umum Midirlgii) was founded and one year
later with the Law 658 a cadastral unit was adaeithis organization and this law reinforced private
property in land. In 1926, with the promulgationtbbé Civil Code, full private property was defined
in land.
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Nationalism in an acute form was prevalent in theuntry. The

protectionist policy was not limited to the merepimsition of high duties
with a view to protecting the few and strugglingive industries, but
went so far as to envisage the reservation of alevkeries of trades,
professions and industries.

There has, however, been a slight improvement hadharp edges of
nationalism are very gradually wearing off [,but .the spirit of the
New Regime still remains Turkey for Turks, who doog to think they
can by a clean cut with the past, successfullyamplthose foreign

elements which owe such success as they have ebtairthis country

to the inheritance conferred by generations of ggpee’®

Although Woods is critical about the growing prdiecist tendencies as a
commercial secretary of an imperialist country tél&s about the “replacement of
the foreign elements” as a success story. Whileehaluates the economic

performance of the refugees in agriculture, he Hagfs

The authorities responsible for the installation w#fugees, in

conjunction with the Commissariat of Agriculturegve been settled, it
is reported, approximately 327.000 refugees ineddffit localities. In

some districts, the refugees have set to work withill, especially in

tobacco growing districts, the acreage under atitm having been
considerably increased, with the result that theddyfor 1924 is over
double that of 1923

In 1931, in his speech on the Exchange of Popustiiikri Kaya Bey, the
Minister of Internal Affairs, claimed that despiteertain problems in the
resettlement of the refugees, the goal of the tlesstnt of the refugees had been to
gain energy and this mission had been accompli§fiedn the other hand, by
investigating the foreign trade pattern of Turkey the post-Exchange period,
Ladas, concludes that the exodus of the Greek eeigaused a severe paralysis of

economic life in Turkey**

138 Colonel H. Woods, O.B.EEconomic and Commercial Repoipril, 1925), (London: His
Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1925), p.5

139 bid., p.11

140 Bilsay Kurug (ed.),Belgelerle Tiirkiye/ktisat Politikasi vol.1(1929-1932)Ankara: Ankara
Universitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Yayinlat988), p.136

41| adasThe Exchange of Minorities, p.718
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We should say that —despite of deterioration ef digricultural prices in world

market— in post-National Liberation War era thems an agricultural recovery
which can be seen through the data given in AppeBdHowever, it is really hard

to isolate the impact of refugees in this recov&ince the increase in agricultural
harvest had several reasons. But the main reassenthved the recovery was the
result of a “bouncing effect” since the productied almost completely collapsed
during the 1914-1923 period. After this period, f@icies implemented by the

government gave an impetus to the agricultural pctdn:

. subsidies and price support programs for agricalproduction
. improving marketing medium
. effective role ofZiraat Bankasi Agricultural Bank, in the formation

of a controllable credit market

. customs exemption of agricultural machinery

. introducing new technologies and expanding the mméhi
technological requirements, such as plow

. training of the peasantry

. railroad construction for the further unificatioh domestic market
and reduction of railway tariffs

. abolition ofasar, tithe in 1924,

In spite of these measures, an observer commeatirntye economic condition of
Turkey describes the agricultural methods usethéncbuntry as constant since the

time of Adam'#?

Apart from these government measures, Colonel Waegdsrts more than one
source mentioning about “the peasant has workelt ragd day with a view to
intensifying cultivation [...]"*** This emphasis by Woods echoes Chayanselt

exploitationconcept:

192 Yorgaki Effimianidis, Cihan /ktisat Buhrani Oniinde Tirkiye v.istanbul: Kaatcilk ve
Matbaacilik Anoningirketi, 1935), p. 168
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The amount of labor product is mainly determined thg size and
composition of the working family [working withoytaid labor,a.n],
the number of its members capable of work, thethleyproductivity of
the labor unit, and —this is especially importarity the degree of self-
exploitation through which the working members effex certain
quantity of labor units in the course of the y&4r.

The degree of self-exploitation of labor in peastamily is determined by the
equilibrium between demand satiation in family dhdtyagostnos{drudgery) of
labor. Moreover, for Chayanov, the structure o$ tindividual economic units was
determined by “the economic and political measurfethe state power which by
noneconomic constraint controls the mode of landization and popular

migratior **°

among some other factors.

As for refugees and their effect on the agricultsteucture, the government wished
to make the refugees producers as soon as possgad. from the expenditures for
resettlement of the refugees, 4.300.000 olive,afigl various fruit trees, 27.501
ploughs, 20 carts, 20 garden rakes, 20 lawn mowsinowing machines, 12
tractors (totally 41.253 agricultural implements \@drious sorts), 19.070 kg of
agricultural chemicals (such as sulfur and blugal)t 22.994 animals to be used in

plowing were distributed®

The detailed effects of the Population Exchange @ritie refugees on agricultural
production are demonstrated through the study oflymtion techniques, tobacco,

wheat and olive and grape/raisin productions.

143 Woods,Economic and Commercial Report — 1925.13

144 A.V. Chayanov, “On the Theory of Non-CapitalistdBomic Systems”, in eds. Daniel Thorner,
Basile Kerblay, R. E. F. Smitf;he Theory of Peasant Econoiftjinois, The American Economic
Association, 1966), pp.5-6

145 Chayanov, ibid., p.13 [Our ltalics]

146 Cevat Geray, Tirkiye'den ve Tirkiye'ye Gogler ,rRiiktisadi Gelsmesi Aratirma Projesi,
(Photocopy), (Ankara: SBF Maliye Enstitiisii 1962, 22-24 and Nedinipek, Mibadele ve
Samsun (Ankara: Turk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 2000), p.17ogether with this, the archival
documents also show that new credit opportunitiesevgiven to the agrarian Population Exchange
refugees to avoid standing idle. (BCA: 30..18.18.41..10.)
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2.4.2 Production

2.4.2.1 Production Techniques

We saw that refugees introduced new products amd teehniques into the
different branches of the Greek agriculture. Howewee can say that such an
impact on Turkey was quite limited in comparisorirnniGreece. One of the most
important reasons behind this was the absencesydtamatic resettlement program
of the Turkish government. Most of the refugeesewsettled in districts with
characteristics totally alien to them. Almost eveegional study concerning the
early Republic period and touching upon the effettthe influx of refugees or the
direct studies on the Population Exchange complaimait this problem. Although,
Ari claims with the reference to Karpat that thdugees made a positive
contribution on the expansion of tobacco and potatitivation, in this particular
source Karpat does not talk about Turkish refugedsiect to the Population
Exchange but the immigrants from Bosnia and RomdhiZhe impact of the

Population Exchange refugees on tobacco cultivasialiscussed below.

In this context, Karpat mentiorgeneralandlocal contributions of refugees to the
agricultural production to the production methodd & the agricultural production
level respectively. This wasrfuhacircart”, a horse cart with four wheels. Due to
its maneuvering ability, it was preferredkasni, ox-cart-*® However, despite lack
of information we know that since the Balkan Wansmigrants had contributed to
the improvements in agricultural methods. Accordiog report published by The
Historical Section of the Foreign Office (of Britdi in 1920 contrasts the
agricultural methods of the immigrants and nativesMn population and as well as
immigrating native Christian Population:
As a general rule, the Christian peasants are siditeul and intelligent,

and readier to welcome modern improvements, thamative Turk; and
in the western vilayets , they possess valuabtitivaal lore and show

147 Kemal KarpatTiirk Demokrasi Tarihi., p. 97 and AriBiiyiik Miibadele..p.170

148 Karpat,Turk Demokrasi Tarihi.,.p.97
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wonderful ability in gardening and the raising darficular products
such as grapes, olives, opium and tobacco.Muieajirs, or Mussulman
immigrants from European Turkey, are likewise corafaely
advanced in agricultural knowledge and methods,theit villages and
fields can be distinguished at a glance from trafsithe native Turk by
their orderly and prosperous appearatite.

Therefore it can be concluded that, in our case,ettodus of the Greek peasants
who, according to the aforementioned report, weogenadoptable to the modern
methods in cultivation created certain decline grialture in terms of its
modernization. Although the immigration of the Tsirkto the current borders of
Turkey after the Balkan Wars meant a certain imgnognt in agriculture compared
to the natives, the net effect of the PopulatiooHaxnge seems to be negative on the
improvement of the agricultural methods when beginouthe number of the
deported the Greeks and their relative opennesswomethods.

It should be noted that the decrease in populgtioe Turkish refugees equalled
one tenth of the ousted the Greeks) coupled with ulgent problem of self-

sufficiency pushed the government to improve trehriecal level of agricultural

production and as we have noted above the refugads use of this opportunity as
well. The importation of agricultural machinery irased>® The Population

Exchange played some role in the mechanizatiorgo€wture. Since, apart from
restructuring the agriculture for creating a base hational industry, the

government tried to overcome the problem of lalsaraty in agriculture.

2.4.2.2 Tobacco

Tobacco was the leading agricultural product androodity on which the refugee
impact could best be observed. Tobacco, for a lang, had been an important
cash-crop for the economy of the country. In the-fattoman period, the share of
the tobacco in total exports was 10 per cent. éndarly-Republic era the income
from tobacco exportation form 25 or 35 per centheftotal export incomes. As it is

19 The Historical Section of the Foreign Office (H9F@natolia — Handbooks Prepared under the
Direction of HSFO- No. 59, (London: H.M. Stationary Office, 1920)79, also see p.73.

130 Among many sources see Silidfiirkiye’de Tarimsal Yapinin,.p. 20-21, and KeydefThe
Definiton of..., p.37-38
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seen in Table-2.9 after 1913 there was a steadyase in tobacco production until
1924. This was due to the shrinking borders ofEhgire which, then, precluded
some most fertile lands and gradual departure ®fGheeks which specialized in
tobacco production. However, a higher growth rdtebacco production (49,7 per
cent) than that of the total agricultural product(@3,8 per cent) from 1923 to 1924
was observed! This can be explained by the role of Turkish refesywho closed
the gap after the departure of the Greeks. Sinosiderable part of the Turkish
refugees were coming from the districts such asrarand Kavala which had been
famous for their high harvest and good quality.haligh the number of people
engaged in tobacco production was limited, the\atid land and the harvest show
an increase after the Population Exchange. It wasonly the increase in the
tonnage of the tobacco production but also theevaluthe production was almost
guadrupled in fix prices of 1913-14 from 1923 t0249(1923: 75.34 and
1924:292.55 in million piastres). The share oftthigacco production also increased
in the same period from 2.26 to 6.17 per cent. \ihith increase in the aggregate
agricultural production, the share of tobacco wasrelased, however this ratio
remained higher than 1913 level until 1928The refugees’ positive influence on
tobacco production can be traced better by lookirtheir local activities.

In a local newspaper calléteni Fikir, New Idea, in Bursa in 1925 an article titled
as “Refugees and Agriculture” informs the readeoualthat the refugees were

mostly engaged in cultivation of tobacco and maiZeActually the tobacco

151 Calculated from the data in Appendix-B and Tahk-2

132 The extraordinary increase in the share of tobaecagricultural production in 1927 (8.26 per
cent) could be explained by that tobacco productvas not affected by the bad harvest conditions
in 1927. “The winter has been extremely rigoroumtlghout Anatolia, and consequently certain
centers have suffered. The heavy falls of snow hven rise to great scarcity of foodstuffs and
fodder in interior districts where the means of cmmication precarious.” Colonel H. Woods,
O.B.E.,Report on Economic Conditions in Turk@fay, 1928), (London: His Majesty’s Stationary
Office, 1928), p.8

133 Nesim Seker, “Tiirk-Yunan niifus miibadelesi sonucu Bursa'ya gebemgnlerin kentin sosyal

yapisi lizerindeki etkileri (1923-1983Jnpublished MA Thesi¢Bursa: Uludg Universitesi, 1995),
p.89
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production in Bursa was increased from 5.057.B84es (in 1922) to 6.411.300
kiyyes (in 1927)%>

We should note that the exchangees experiencaabatto production was tried to
be settled in places where tobacco production haein bcommon before the
Population Exchange for the sake of a quick regovEor instance, 528 of 931
refugees settled in the center of Samsun were réeclaracticing tobacco-related
occupations. As a result of this resettlement, ¢obgproduction in Canikilayet

increased by 50.7 per cent from 1924 to 1927 (f&a@85.709 kg to 4.536.780
kg).>>® The majority of the refugees settled in the dissrof Samsun was farm labor

working in tobacco cultivatiof®

134 Raif Kaplanglu, Bursa’da Miibadelg (istanbul: Avrasya Etnografya Vakfi Yayinlari, 1999),
p.126

1% {pek,Muibadele ve Samsun.p. 164

16 Zehra Kosova, an important figure in the labor eroent of Turkey, was also an exchangee from
Kavala. As most of the refugees from Kavala, shé lzer family were settled in Tokat, a sancak in
Samsun vilayet according to the Ottoman adminis&adtructure and a city bordering Samsun in the
Republic of Turkey. Since her childhood, Zehra K@savas engaged in tobacco production with
other family members. It is worth to note that afigeir moving toistanbul Kosova continued to
work as a worker in tobacco processing. For her aietsee Zehra Kosov8en Isciyim, Zihni T.
Anadol (ed.), istanbul:ietisim Yayinlari, 1996). See especially pp.13-42. 9ee Rlustafa Ozgelik,
1930-1950 Arasinda Titiinciler Tarjlfistanbul: Tustav Yayinlari, 2003).
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TABLE-2.9: Tobacco Production (1909-1939)

Production (in

Tobac_co 1913-14 prices, in_ Total Tobac_co Production.(in

Year Prczg)uncgt)lon million P,rbc\)%rllil:il(t)l;ra(l(l%) Pro?kl;;tlon 191F)3i;?r gsr;ces,

piastres)

1909 31237 208.31 2.49 2.05 13.65
1913* 41692 277.05 3.59 2.64 19.28
1914** 37698 238.02 2.19 2.44 13.84

1923 26090 75.34 2.26 2.07 5.99

1924 51870 292.55 6.17 4.04 22.78

1925 56294 260.88 5.40 4.30 19.91

1926 54319 265.42 4.24 4.06 19.85

1927 69604 376.78 8.26 5.10 27.61

1928 43035 182.66 3.35 3.09 13.10

1929 36503 175.31 2.44 2.56 12.31

1930 47211 252.10 4.67 3.25 17.34

1931 51111 139.72 2.89 3.44 9.41

1932 18040 48.29 1.33 1.19 3.18

1933 40148 106.08 2.83 2.59 6.85

1934 35678 135.98 3.84 2.26 8.60

1935 36004 154.42 4.16 2.23 9.56

1936 75936 297.88 5.47 4.62 18.12

1937 72677 224.27 4.70 4.35 13.41

1938 58800 171.68 3.34 3.46 10.09

1939 65434 195.88 3.73 3.74 11.18

(*) Estimated data; Giran's data are increased.®?4 for the total value and 2.42% for the
total volume, for the shares of the non-surveyesvipces Asri, Erzurum, Erzincan, Hakkari,
Mus and Siirt.

(**) Estimated data, Glran's data are increased.BY6 for the total value and 2.48% for the
total volume, for the estimated shares of the nowey/ed provinces &1, Erzurum, Erzincan,
Hakkari Mus, Siirt, Adana, Bingél, Bitlisjcel, Urfa and Van.

Source Ozel,“The Economy of Turkey..,p. 28
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In Evkafdistrict of Samsun the refugees were successfulcatasing harvest and
guality and the tobacco exportation from Samsun leeh 2.178.536 kg in 1925
and it was 3.776.728 kg in 1928.Some similar developments were observed in
Edirne, too. The production of tobacco increase2.®0.000-2.500.000 kg in 1923
from about 1.000.000 kg in 1922 This example also can be seen as an answer to
the question asking whether or not the refugeesmdosuitable conditions for

production.

In izmir and its districts refugees created a deep ¢infheat changed the product
diversity and production habits of the indigenowgpuydation. In a source on the
topography ofizmir in 1924, for Bayindir, a district dzmir, it was said that
tobacco production previously dominated by the §tlamns was acquired by the
indigenous population and refugees. The produatime to 600.00&iyyes from
250.000k1yyes °°

2.4.2.3 Raisins and Figs

Production and exportation of dried fruits (suchrasins, currants, figs, etc.) were
another economically important area where the impéacefugees was apparent.
For us, among dried fruits raisins were especiatigortant for their high share in
total exports and for the role of the Anatolian tBeeeks in their production. The
role of the Greeks in raisin production was obviausHilmi Uran’s memories
during his Ceme district governorship in 1914. The emigration 48.000 the
Greeks from Cgne toChios due to the insecure atmosphere after theaBalars
and the resettlement of the Muslim refugees ign@geresulted in the deterioration
of vine growing in this district owing to the faittat the refugees were accustomed
neither to the climate of Gae nor to the agricultural character of the disffig

7 bid., p.166
138 A1, Bilyiik Miibadele..p.181
%9 |pid.

180 Hilmi Uran, Hatiralarim, (Ankara: Ayyildiz Matbaasi, 1959), p.72
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Raisins were not only important in §ee. They were one of the most prominent
export crops of the imperial exportation at thentof the century. According to
Keyder, raisins had become a principal export itanthe very beginning of the
integration of Western Anatolia into the world merk! The share of raisins in
total value of exports varied between 6.3 per et 10.4 in 1909-191%? More

than 60 per cent of exported raisins were soldritaid.

As far as production level of raisins is considergdnerally we do not see a
significant reduction in production of raisins lretlong run. However, a closer look
at the production level reveals that productiorra$ins inizmir was 69 million
kilograms in 1913 whilst the post-1923 maximum vids million kilograms in
1929%3 Such a sharp decrease in a period of recoverytmaxplained by the loss
of experienced vinegrowers due to the PopulatiorchBrge. The archival
documents prove that, though limited, the goverrtnreed to resettle experienced
vinegrowers to the Western regiofi$However, we can conclude that these efforts
made inadequate effect to increase the producfioaisins at least in the first years
of the Republic. The overall production of raisirsduced to 406.1 million
kilograms in 1925 from the level of 493.5 millionldgrams achieved in 1924.
Probably, problems similar to the ones insi@e in 1914 arose due to the
resettlement of exchangees of 1923 in the absdnzeesettlement plan. However,
the most evident impact of the Population Exchangerms of raisins was upon

the foreign trade of this agricultural product.

161 Keyder, The Definition of...p. 26

182151k Ozel,“The Economy of Turkey in the Late Ottoman and ¥E&epublican Periods — 1907-
1939 — A Quantitative Comparison”, Unpublished MiAeSis (istanbul: Bgazici University, 1997),
p.125

83 eyder, The Definition of...p.39. The production level in 1923 was 36 milliifograms. See
Eldem,Harp ve Mitareke Yillarinda,.p.142

184 For the settlement of the experienced vinegrovrers Crete in Bozcaada see BCA: 272..0.0.11

— 16.70..16. [28/12/1923] and for the settlementhef vinegrower refugee families from Vodine,
Karaferye and Karacaova immir region see BCA: 272..0.0.11 — 17.80..9 [2924].
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The transfer of sultana grapes from Turkey to Gzesith the refugees at the turn
of the twentieth century is discussed above. Maaderlines the increasing exports
of Cretan sultana grapes after the exodus of tleelGand Armenian growers in
Anatolia. While the export volume increased twofaidl the Cretan sultanas started
to command higher prices thammir sultanas where the price of Cretan sultanas
had been 10 to 30 per cent less timamir sultanas. The refugees frafourla (Urla)
and Izmir established large factories at Candia andeCtetprepare grapes for
export and a new industrial branch was introducedCrete: The Asia Minor
refugees established factories for the productibwaoden boxes for packing of
sultanas?®® However, the only competition for Turkish raisidisl not come from
Greece. There was also harsh competition coming fifee US® and Australia.
The expansion of world production of raisins resalltn the decreasing prices. A
ton of Turkish raisins had a market at TL 37 in49%owever, in 1927 the value of
a ton of Turkish raisins decreased to TL'1Such a fast decrease of prices was
the sign of a cut-throat competition and abundasfoaisins in the world market.
The competition was so strong that Britain, theananporter of Turkish raisins,
did not buy any raisins from Turkey and preferrédaeo countries in 1923. Together
with the reluctance of Britain towards Turkish mass decreasing demand from

Germany jeopardized the revenue from the major exgons’®®

Figs draw a very similar profile with raisins. Wi sultana grapes, in Greece figs
were not introduced by refugees, but refugees weagaged in fig production and
export. The international demand for the Greek éigsated a wooden box industry

for the packing of figs. Hence, Turkish fig prodigeompete with the Greek

185 Mears,Greece Today..p.70

1861t is worth to note that the entrance of the USh international raisins market was the result of
heavy migration from Anatolia to this country iretlate-nineteenth century. “Almost all US raisins
are produced in California’s San Joaquin Valleyemwhcommercial raisin production began in the
1870s with the arrival of immigrants from preseattdArmenia and Turkey.” Philip Martin,
“California’s Farm Labor Market: The Case of RaisiGrapes”, May 4, 2008,
http://migration.ucdavis.edu/cf/files/conference yn2008/martin_mason-
californias_farm_labor_market-the case_of raisiapgs.pdf

187 Our calculations based on Ozel's data.

188 Alaiyelizade Mahmud, “Rumlar'in Hicretinden Evvee Sonraizmir Ahval-i iktisadiyyesi”,
Istanbul Sanayi ve Ticaret Odasi Mecmu¥sar:41, No: 5, May 1341, p.873
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producers, as well as American ones. However, Bed#intions the figs-packing
industry declined after the Population Exchangectvhsan be interpreted as the

deterioration of importance of figs export in thespExchange periotf’
2.4.2.4 Grain

In grain production, it is very difficult to tradbe impact of refugees. Because the
widespread character of the grain cultivation amtiregindigenous population of
Anatolia makes it almost impossible. Neverthelegtemnining the refugees’
interest in cultivation of grains is important. &ngrain production of which share
in aggregate agrarian production was 30-40 per we# the core of the basic
economic activity in the country, namely agricudtuAlmost half of the GNP was
due to the agrarian component of the economy. Hep@asy calculation, it can be
deduced that 15-20 per cent of the GNP was baseagtain production. This bare

numbers are enough to reflect the importance oftam production in Turkey.

The increase in the agricultural labor force intaer regions created positive
expectations on the grain production which wasitaéle for the subsistence of the
country. A newspapetCumhuriyet declared that the aggregate grain production
would be tripled in the end of 1924. According hastnewspaper, 80 per cent of the

abandoned properties were under plotigh.
2.5 Summary and Conclusion

The Population Exchange deeply influenced the Bhrkigrarian structure and land
system. The most important consequence of the Exehes its impact on the land
system of Turkey. By means of our research on igssie, we conclude that
following the impacts of refugees in the late-nagtth century and early-twentieth

century the Exchange intensified the capitalistioperty relations in land in the

189 Mihri Belli, Turkiye-Yunanistan Nifus Mibadelesi — Ekonomik agiBir Baky, (istanbul:
Belge Yayinlari, 2006), p.97

170 Cited bySeker, “Turk-Yunan Niifus Miibadelesi Apaasi Sonucu...’p.89
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long run. At first glance, the depredation movemeawgainst the abandoned
properties seems to be in conflict with this intetption. For two reasons this is
just a seemingly contradiction. Firstly, the maspattation of the Greeks and
depredation of the abandoned estates which camaredas the clearing of estates
and the separation of the means of production laagtoducers by extra-economic
forces was a primitive accumulation which resultedthe intensification of the
capitalist production and property relations. Asrafmentioned, this was a
temporary suspension of the capitalist private ertyprights for the long term sake
of these rights. Moreover, the need for the redagdion of the land system became
more apparent with the mess after the Exchange.ld8dm arrangements which
define property rights around capitalist privategarty and the formation of a
cadastral system can be seen as evidences fontegpretation. More positively, it
Is sensible to claim that the examination of thelléenure during the resettlement
process of the refugees prepared a suitable grimrnakinging an ultimate end to
the upper hand of the local-oral tradition in detieation of the use rights on the
land. Secondly, primitive accumulation created leeessary capital accumulation

in the post-war era.

The opposite argument claims that the Exchangeedaas adverse trend when
compared to the positive trend of development efghvate property rights in the
Ottoman Empire which resulted in the consolidat@nstrong state tradition, a
leitmotiv in Turkish history. According to this argumentettstrong state” did not
lead to the development of an independent entrepremourgeois class! Such an
interpretation of the process relies on a doudéalization. First idealization was
concerning the mechanism of the rise modern prgpetations, that is, an ideal
model for the development of private property basedhe centuries-long mutual
clashes among the state, landlords, peasants sitygldaurgeoisie, such as the rise
of “agrarian capitalism” in Britain. However, nooé the capitalist countries other
than Britain followed the way of the capitalist @gpment in Britain. In our case,
the historical deficiency was met by the interventiof the state and the rise of
private property intermingled with some other higtal facts and events, such as

"1 See KeyderState and Class,.Keyder, “Niifus Milbadelesinin Tirkiye Acisindan...”.
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the Population Exchange. Second one was the idéaliz of the Ottoman state
based on a trans-historical strong state traditihnich annihilated capital
accumulation and caused the dominance of smallrigtops in the agricultural
structure. In this idealistic interpretation of titoman era, contradictorily, it
presumes deus ex machinealled strong liberal tendency in land systenis true
that the expansion of capitalist production relagi@and the penetration of Western
imperialism into the Empire resulted in the risepofvate property in land and it
was legalized by the Land Code of 1858. Howeveenewn the early-twentieth
century the property rights in land were determibgdocal power relations rather
than sanctity of the private property and oral inguather than documentatidff
We underline this not to deny the transformatiorihaf property rights in the late-

Ottoman era, but to show that the case was far beimg ideal.

As for agricultural production, the arrival of rgkees did not mean transfer of new
production techniques and means. However, theyoprafly affected production
level of certain crops. The most well-known exampetobacco. Though the
agrarian structure did not become to be a mona®yltabacco played a major role
in the integration of the Anatolian market to théernational market. As for other
crops having significant share in exportation, sashraisins, the situation was
different. In the first years, the production leeélraisins declined not destructively
although there were sharp decreases in certaifittesaWhat was more important
than the production level was the availability cdrkets demanding Turkish raisins.
As the result of the population exchange, certgoes of raisins were transferred to
Greece; and hence, the growing competition impaiteel revenue from the

exportation of raisins. The figs were also simitathe raisins.

12 vijcel Terzibaoglu, “Eleni Hatun'un zeytin bahgeleri: 19. yiizyildamadolu’da miilkiyet haklari
nasll isa edildi?”, Tarih ve Toplum, Yeni Yaldanlar, Gliz 2006, say! 4, pp. 121-147
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CHAPTER 3:

INDUSTRY

3.1. Ottoman Background

It is a well known fact that the industrial basetloé Ottoman Empire was quite
weak. However, the reasons behind this weaknesstiirdebated. There are some
explanations based on the expansion of the cagtitalorld-economy and the
incorporation of the Ottoman Empire to the capstalorld-system. On the other
hand, in some other explanations, the process a&s &s the semi-colonization of
the Ottoman Empire by the capitalist-imperialisiteyn. Most prominent discussion
of these explanations agree on the fact that tlgplperalization or semi-
colonization processes were accompanied bgiadustrializationprocess. Issawi,
as the most distinguished proponent of deindustatbn theory, defined this
process as the decline of handicrafts due to theeasing competition with the
West!"® The decline of the handicrafts and the re-arramgerof the industry on
the basis of new factory-systemeifdustrializatior) was another characteristic of
this process. Since there was limited capital acdation to support the
reindustrialization, there is no doubt that in thesndustrialization process there
were two important determinants: the State anddireagn capital. However, as far
as the industry was concerned, since the choicdwedbtate, in one way or another,

were determined by tropism stimulated by the ecaoareeds which were under

173 Charles Issawi, “De-industrialization and re-indliadization in the Middle Eastinternational
Journal of Middle East Studig&980 (12)passim

75



the influence of the international market, these tleterminants can be reduced to
one for the Ottoman Empire as any other dependé&ate.sSome scholars
overlooked the reducible character of one of théserminants to the other and
explained the process as an Industrial Revolutieniny taken place in the
Empire}’* Of course, it can be argued that before the patietr of European
capitalism to the Ottoman Empire, these two deteamis could not be reduced to
one, since within the Empire the rise of capitappsbduction relations had not
appeared yeProvisionism however, one of the leading economic principlethe
Empire which governed the economic system of thepiEEmtogether with
traditionalism and fiscalism makes this reduction possible. Provisionism, the
principle of keeping the supply of goods and s&wicheap and abundant, resulted
in the development of a “voluntary dependency” tieteship with the West, given
that as long as the imported goods and services alegaper and more abundant
than their substitutes produced in the domesticketathe State did not turn to
import substitution and moreover, export as an egoa activity was strictly under
control of the central authority® Furthermorefiscalism the principle of increasing
the revenues of the Ottoman Treasury, created @amoeuc mentality disregarding
the middle and long term growth effects of the eroit activities and evaluating
them in terms of their potential tax revenues whicteated a sort of
fiscocentralisnt.”® Fiscocentralismgave rise to an atmosphere lacking of incentives
for the domestic producerg&specially the producers of the Ottoman originowh
were not under the protection of the Western statese imposed to pay new taxes.
For instance, raw materials for the domestic mavkate subject to an additional
tax, 8 per cent over the value of the productdidriauthorities reported that it was

an economic “suicide” to invest in industry in tB&oman Empiré’’ Martal points

4 E_J. Clark, “The Ottoman Industrial Revolutiofriternational Journal of Middle East Studies,
1974(5), pp.65-76

™Mehmet Geng,“18. Yiizyllda Osmanli Sanayisi”, @smanli /mparatorlzunda Devlet ve
Ekonomj (istanbul: Otiiken Ngiyat A.S., 2000), p. 227. For more detailed explanationghef
principles of provisionalism, traditionalism andsdalism, please see Mehmet Geng, “Osmanli
Imparatorlgu’nda Devlet ve Ekonomi” i©smanli/mparatorlyzunda Devlet ve Ekonopistanbul:
Otiiken Nariyat A.S., 2000), pp. 57-67

176 Geng, “18. Yiizyllda Osmanli Sanayisi”,p.228
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out that whole tax burden on the producers wouddhe20-25 per cent if real estate
taxes and income taxes were taken into accBfirilthough there were certain
obstacles for the industrialization because ofdbenomic structure, disregarding
the industrialization attempts of the Ottoman Stedelld be an over-simplification.
There was, indeed, a state-led “industrial” devedept. Yet the Ottoman industry
was still in its infancy after a complex period “development” in the eighteenth
century. Geng refers to three examples for thamgte of the State to establish
manufactures, especially for the production of itest Woolen Manufacture
(1703), Silk Manufacture (1720), and Sailcloth Miamture (1709). Sailcloth
Manufacture was one of the most longstanding attemp This was due to its
privileged position in the market (monopoly, buss@pportunities with the State,
etc.) and the abundance of skilled labor force ablat for this traditional
manufacturing area. To these institutions, we shalso add the launching of
Dokumhane Foundry, in 1709. There were also various othiEmgpts in textile
industry, paper manufacturing, ceramic manufactarel etc. The efforts of the
State for the expansion of modern industrial préidacin the first half of
eighteenth century were halted by the developmentthe second half of this
century. In this period, some indirect measuresndky the State to protect certain
industrial activities ceased to exist as the resuihcreasing European intervention
to the economic sphere, especially to the termisadke. One other important reason
behind this stagnation and even recession was #reagenda of the State. The
Ottoman military power relatively weakened in cansence of the technological
developments in this area in Europe. In this centtlie wars of the Ottoman
Empire were defensive ones and ended in defeathwheant additional burden on
the economy in several respects. First, the burdenthe Ottoman Treasury
increased. Second, the State tried to escape flos increasing burden by
exploiting the producers through the systenVbfi Mibayaawhich allowed the

State to buy the needs of the military from the dstic market with very cheap

77 Cited by Kurmy, Emperyalizmin Tirkiye'ye Gii, p.173

178 Ahmet Martal, Degisim Sirecinde/zmirde Sanayilgme-19. Yiizyil,(izmir: Dokuz Eyliil
Yayinlari, 1999), p.127

19 Geng, “18. Yiizyllda Osmanl Sanayisi”, pp.237 4 25
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prices, sometimes below its production costs utftiename of an extraordinary tax
in kind. Some of the treaties in the end of theseswvere directly related with the
Ottoman economic sphere such as new tax exemptiemsprotections, etc. Third,
domestic demand collapsed because of the warsthrdbe shrinking borders of
the Empire meant shrinking market and declining raaterial opportunities for
production™® Hence, especially the increasing and multifacdtertien of these
defensive wars brought about stagnation in the stri@ization attempts in the

second half of the eighteenth century.

The second industrialization movement (1830-18%&ted in the first half of the
nineteenth century. Similar to the first wave oé tindustrialization attempts, this
second movement also concentrated in the textdeisiny to meet the military
needs of the State. The first three examples of itiovement were the weaving
factories founded in Bursa (silk), Balikesabgéa strong coarse wool cloth), and
Zeytinburnu (cotton). However, perhaps, the mosbwaned example of this wave
was the foundation ofeshane(factory producing fez for military) idstanbul in
1835. Apart from textile, there were also iron, gm@psoap, brick, flour, glass,
faience and glue factories established in the eoafghis second movement. The

determinants of this wave were such:

- The industrialization in Europe decreased the pctdn costs and increased
supply which literally caused an invasion of theéo@tan market by the
cheaper and higher quality European goods.

- The consumer behaviors changed along with the asarg supply and the
changing profile of the goods, hence demand foropean-like goods
increased.

- The handicrafts did not manage to survive this catitipn due to their
structural deficiencies such as their technologickivardness.

- The process of reform created new needs, espeialiyg military field.

80 For a more detailed evaluation of the effects laf tvars on the Ottoman economy in the
eighteenth century see Mehmet Geng, “18. Yuzylldanénli Ekonomisi ve Sayain Osmanli
Imparatorlyzunda Devlet ve Ekonoiristanbul: Otiiken Ngiyat A.S., 2000), pp.211-225
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The first determinant was thanks to the collapsthefprotectionist policies of the
Empire as a result afhe Anglo-Ottoman Commercial Treaty of 1838 (Battahi
Aggreement) which broke the tariff barriers of the Empire inmeces. The
Industrial Revolution initiated an increase in tlagv material demand of Europe.
This increasing demand pushed the Ottoman Empira taw material supplier
position slowly but surely. This also damaged ttmperial production. Hence, in
1826 the Ottoman State developed a protectionigtypoalled yehd-i vahidwhich
handed over the monopoly rights to producers irptioeluction of the certain goods
and foreign trade activities. This policy moreovegcured the economic activities
of imperial economic agents. It is not surprisidmatt this protectionist policy
disturbed the British economic interests in the Eeprhis condition imposed the
Free Trade Agreement on the Empire and with thiseagent, the Ottoman Empire
lost its right of imposing extraordinary taxes ooomomic activities in case
extraordinary conditions such as famine, war, and¥he yehd-i vahid system then
was abolished. Similar agreements with other Ewpoppowers followed the
Anglo-Ottoman Commercial Treaty. This did not mearly the invasion of the
Ottoman goods by the British goods, but also itoenage the motivation of the
foreigners to invest in industry. Especially theitiBh share in the industry
increased rapidly throughout the nineteenth centyrmus supplies us with
illustrative examples of the increasing role oftBh capital in the industry of
Western Anatolia®

The industrialization movement originating from tlaorementioned reasons
caused an increase in public investments in inguMoreover, there were some
highly profitable industrial branches which attetiprivate investments. According
to Martal, the terms after 1838 improved the pogitdof Greeks and Armenians in
the industry. Martal exemplifies this by examinthg authorizations and privileges
given by the State in 1846 and 1847. In 1846, MicGlaco was permitted to

establish a silk factory in Tirhala. In 1847, Nilkogitizen of France, gained some

" Henceforth this agreement is called as the FradelAgreement.

181 See especially the chapter called as “Sandyidiéiz Sermayesi” (British Capital in the Industry)
in Kurmus, Emperyalizmin Tirkiye'ye Gii, pp. 169-204
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10-year-valid privileges for his intention to edtsib a silk factory inistanbul.
Again in 1847, Askerglu Oseb was given 10-year-valid privileges and &rytax
exemption for his hemp and thread production agtily importing machinery
from Europe. In the same year, Mar@toAsord were permitted to found a factory
on woolen cloth and serge productioniiregél'® This brings us to the detailed
analysis of role of the Greeks in the imperial isitiy

3.2 The Role of Ottoman Greeks in the industry

Parallel to Martal’s findings, Exertzoglou claintseat Greeks played a vital role in
the emergence of modern industry in Anatolia. Adogg to him, in the period
1850-1910, the Greeks invested in the industrystatdish at least 2.000 plants.
These investments especially concentrated in fr@801t01910%° Only these
figures are sufficient to demonstrate the importaotthe Greek element’s role in

the Ottoman industry.

Given the backwardness of the industry throughbet Empire, the role of the
Greeks in the modernization and expansion of certaanufacturing activities
cannot be disregarded. The importance of Greek$wm industrial branches,
namely the carpet-making and silk production indest will be dealt with
separately due to their relevance to our discus@lahbefore this, let us discuss the
roles of the Greeks in other industrial branches.

3.2.1 Foundries and Ironworks
A local paper inizmir, namely Ahenk,bearing the date of 13 February 1898,

presents théssigonisfactory as “the oldest and the most perfect” sfkihhd in the

Empire and, similarly, in 1900 P. Fartdhoulis talidsout this factory by using

182 Martal, Degisim Siirecinde., p. 21
183 Haris Exertzoglou, “The Development of a Greeko®tn Bourgeoisie: Investment Patterns in

the Ottoman Empire, 1850-1914", @ttoman Greeks in the Age of Nationaligmls. Gondicas and
Issawi), p.96
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exactly the same word&! According toAhenk,the factory was founded in 1854,
however, Farthoulis dated it back to 1850. Accaydim the Greek consular report
issued in 1910, Demosthenis Issigonis factory Waditst factory to use the steam
power in Anatolia and it was established in 185an the factory letter shown in
lllustration-3.1 the foundation year is said to b84. According to the latter
source, in the Issigonis factory there were 75 dymwsver engines and 150-250
workers according to the season and it containechime-works, iron-works and a
foundry, as well as mechanized joineries. Martding from Scherzer, claims that
steam boilers, hydraulic pumps could be producedssigonis. In 1872, in this
factory 11 steam machines, 12 boilers in variomessi20-30 hydraulic press, 100
pumps, 40 garden pumps, 5 fire pumps, 2 steamsdrivédls, 60-70 tanks of
various capacities, for soap factories 10 ironapper boilers and 2000 okkas cast-
iron were produced by 60-70 workers. In 1887, a dewartment to produce iron-
needles was started within the factory during WWéssigonis's factory was
nationalized and his family left Anatolia for Londoafter the Asia Minor

Catastrophe.
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lllustration-3.1: A company letter of 1910 carryiagicture of the Issigonis factory
Source L.S. Skartsis and G.A. Avramididlade in Greece: Telinviké avtokivito, dynua Kol
agpookapog, (Patras: University of Patras Publicaitons, 2007)

184 Cited by MartalDegisim Siirecinde., p. 138

185 Cited by Panayotopoulos, “On the Economic Actasti.”, p. 105
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In the Industrial Censuses of 1913 and 1915, thesee 24 metallic [goods]
industrial plants employing more than 10 workerg.dBly looking at the names of
the factories we are able to say that 8 of thenewéiGreek originigigonis (sic.),

Hiralogos, Hristo Dolos Yani, Kalohretas, LeonidmgsuH., Leonidopulos Y.,

Mihailidis, Vasilyadis) 5 ifizmir and 3 inistanbul*®®

3.2.2 Flour Mills

One of the most important industrial activitiestire Ottoman Empire was flour
production. According to the Ottoman Industrial €@ses of 1913 and 1915, there
were 31 primary and 2 secondary establishmentsi®©ttoman Anatolia. 9 of them
belonged to Greeks as we identify from their nang&efanidis and Milakopidis,
Stimatyadi and Yakonos, Patrikyos, Plitas and Madks, Triyandafilopulos
Yorgi, Yovaniki, Frangopulo Dimitri, Venturato Paywd, and Yorgalo. “Stefanidis

and Milakopidis” was the first flour mill ifizmir.’

According to the consular economic report mentioabdve, there were about 23
flour mills in Anatolia 10-12 of which were stearypered. 4 of these steam-driven
mills belonged to the Ottoman Greeks: N. Karamasiol M. Nicolaidis,

Marcopoulos and Hadjiantoniou, Cousineris and &tgalso French seubject.

Panayotopoulos made the calculation of “daily Hetlecontribution” to the flour

production which was no less than 62.675 liters@ay this meant 34% of the daily
production in Anatolia. In 1911, this ratio impravéurther. There were 4 steam-
powered mills that belonged to Greek subjects (Karsiolos, Faypeas, Tsintsinias,
Vintirosos), 3 of steam-powered mills were Ottontzneeks (Girkalos, Tozakoglou
and Stefanidis, Mouratis and Mindissoglou (?))f them belonged to Marcopoulos
who changed his nationality to Italian. Excludifge tMouratis and Mindissoglou

and Marcopoulos, 65.3% of the daily production weathe hands of the Hellenic or

18 Okeiin,0smanl Sanayi.. pp. 199-200
187 |bid., pp. 39-40

188 Cited by Panayotopoulos, “On the Economic Actigti.”, p. 106
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Ottoman Greek&® The total value of the Greek investment in thist@e was
1.194.000 paper TL (=426.000 gold T.

We know that the flour mills of Tozakoglou and &Gtatlis was one of the
longstanding ones. In 1926, the factory at Raca was subject to compulsory
purchase by the Municipality dzmir and it was decided that the compensation

would be paid in eight annual installmefts.
3.2.3 Other Industrial Activities

There were some other industrial branches whereGtieeks were active. Martal
mentions that single “saw bench” factory lemir was inUrla and belonged to
Sirkeciglu Penanos. In 1901, there was a timber factorilordon belonging to

Penayi Mavromati, a Greek merchant. Other Greelchnaaits of the neighborhood
contested this factory by stating its “harmful pdial to public health and

comfort”*®? There were also hundreds of small tanneries arewdyks, soap-

works, confectionaries, box-making for exportataragricultural goods, especially
figs and currants. In the last item, the Greek ouation was the most apparent:
90% of this industry was under the Greek conttdln beverage (wine, brandy,
etc.) and alcohol industries, Greek investment walasut 400.000 paper TL. In
sugar products industry, 8 out of 9 factories bgémhto Greeks and in tanning
industry, 4 out of 77 It can be deduced that in certain industrial bihascthe

Greek capital became dominant. As we have mentiabede, the overall industrial
base of the Empire was quite backward and the ecmnpolicies of the State did

not encourage industrialization. Thus, except lier financial burden of founding a

189 |bid.

19 Exertzoglou, “The Development of...”, p. 97
191BCA: 30..18.1.1 - 18.25..2. [06.04.1926]

192 Martal, Degisim Siirecinde., p. 158

193 panayotopoulos, “On the Economic Activities...” 106

194 Exertzoglou, “The Development of ...", p.97
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factory, it was not easy to establish an indusgiaht. For instance, Tozakoglou
and Stefanidis applied for permission to found east-driven flour mill on their
registered land in Dagacl, izmir on the Perakdy Avenue in 1905. The official
correspondences for the foundation of the factamtioued till 1908 and at last it
was approved® Hence, we can claim that despite such bureauaatiplications
of the process and the heavy financial burden, IGrg#ayed a leading role in
Ottoman industrialization.

TABLE-3.1: Distribution of Industrial Plants Accord ing to Nationality in
izmir, 1919

s 8 s & 5 5 <
X 2 S & § © = s = £ & TOTAL
°o 3 £ s 2 & 3 T £ s 9
Q) — < L) m L < = < Q) m
4,008 1.216 28 21 13 8 6 3 2 2 1 5.308

Source Exertzoglou, “The Development of...”, p.105

Table-3.1 includes home industries, small workshapenufacturers, and factories.
Greeks’ share in the industry in terms of numberplEnts was 75%. Issawi
estimates the Greek share in industry and craftaénOttoman Empire at 49%%
According to Demitzakis’ data, from 1891 to 190034#hdustrial plants were
established by the Greeks and only 98 by the Tumkem 1901 to 1910, 437 Greek
industrial units were founded as opposed to 58 iShriplants:®” Table-3.2 also
shows the ethnic distribution of capital and lapower in 1915:

19 Martal, Degisim Siirecinde.,. p. 143

" It merits mentioning that these numbers belongedhe years of Greek invasion in western
Anatolia.

19 |ssawi, The Economic History of Turke§1980: Chicago University Press, Chicago), p.53-

197 Cited by Panayotopoulos, “On the Economic Actigti.”, p. 108
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TABLE-3.2: The Ethnic Distribution of Capital and L abor Power in Industry,

1915
Ethnic Groups Share in Capital (%) Share in Laboroer (%)
Muslim Turks 15 15
Orthodox Greeks 50 60
Armenians 20 15
Jews 5 10
Foreigners 10 0

Source Samim Akgonul, Turkiye Rumlarn — Ulus-Devlet @andan Kiresellgme Ca&ina Bir
Azinlgin Yok oly Siirecj (istanbuliletisim Yayinlari, 2007), p. 76

Table-3.2 shows that the Greek dominance ovemtipeiial industry was not based
on its sporadic nature, but also in terms of thereslin capital and in labor power,
the Greeks were the dominant element. Although lMakzes not mention the source
of his data, he underlines the role of Greeks imufecturing industry by claiming
that 73 per cent of the manufacturing industriahpd in Western Anatolia belonged
to the Ottoman Greeks. He proceeds to show the sifdéreeks in the labor force
in these establishments: 85 per cent of 22.000 everkhat is, 18.700 workers were
of Greek origim*® Tezel's data are not in an exact accordance wi¢hfigures
given in Table-3-2. In our investigation, we hawurid out that this data was
extracted from a report written by Bie Ravndal, Amwen Consul General in
Istanbul!®® According to this report, the percentage concernthe ethnic
distribution of labor force given by Tezel was gteare belonging to the aggregate
non-Muslim population (Greeks, Armenians and Jewkg section of this report

called as Effects of Nonmoslem Exodus given in Appendix-A in this study.

One should accept the “brightness” of these figunesvever, the facts behind these
figures should not be disregarded. As we have meati, the backwardness was
one aspect of the industrial structure. The mogiitant problem was the lack of
capital which constituted a major constraint befibie industrial development. The

Greek establishments were not immune from thislprobThe ephemeral character

198y, S. TezelCumhuriyet Déneminitktisadi Tarihi (1923-1950Q)(Ankara: Yurt Yayinlari,1982),
p.88

199G, B. RavndalTurkey: A Commercial and Industrial Handbgg¢Washington D.C: Government
Printing Office, 1926).
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of most of the industrial plants was due to theuffisient capital accumulation.
This problem was followed by the lack of technieamd managerial knowledge.
Apart from the general problem, there was one afygsioblem particular to the
Greek industrial establishments. This problem wahsirtindividualism and

“familism” . The Greek “industrialists” did not cooperate waach other and did
not make further advantage of their dominant ctiaran the industry. For
Demitzakis, this was also another reason for the-modernizing nature of the
industry?®® Panayotopoulos also complains about the spiriéchfcation based on
national sentiments rather than technical knowledgecording to Demitzakis,

their syllabuses did not meet the practical neéa@veryday life”?**

Finishing this discussion without mentioning theling people in the industry
would be a definite deficiency. The question to dmdressed is related to the
position of Greeks in the “Ottoman working class”.

3.2.4 *Ottoman Working Class” and Greek Contribution

While we are talking about the industry, we simglyote some figures showing the
preponderant numbers of Greek workers in the |dbare (see Table-3.2). This
dominance needs to be examined in more detail. eMndution of the Ottoman
working class and its dominant Greek element whichuld be subject to the
Exchange did have some profound implications ferdbcial and political structure

of Turkey.

As far as the Ottoman working class is considevesl,should consider the post-
Tanzimat period. In this period, the working class movemémsicame more

manifested in the last quarter of the nineteenttiurg and especially by 1908. The
1908 Strikes were very crucial in the formatiortteg working class in the Ottoman

Empire as well as in Greece.

290 panayotopoulos, “On the Economic Activities...”, @91

21 pid., p. 107
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As it is discussed above, the role of the Greekihénimperial industrial structure
was more prominent than the other ethnic groupsveder, the number of Greek
workers did not increase in accordance with to ¢xpansion of the Greeks’
economic activities in industry. It was a conseaaenf the fact that the Greek
factory or manufacture owners were in favor of emplg workers of Greek origin.
This tendency reproduced itself in the societyraghareasing communal solidarity
that created a sort of “public sphere”. In this lpuphere, the Greek society was
able to reproduce its ethnic identff{.According to Noutsos, this optimistic picture
suddenly changed with the rise of a labor moveraadtdiffusion of socialist ideals
among Greek workers. The class-consciousness atdnaaawakening were
intertwined in the Ottoman Empire. Greeks were ex¢mpt from this obvious
situation. However, we can see a persistent intiemmalist dimension in the Greek
labor movement. Especially in its early phasesréiselution of the social conflicts
was seen as a prerequisite for the resolution Gbme questiorf®® Dissolving
national problems in a socialist Balkan federati@s also another persistent theme
in Greek (and all Balkan) socialists’ political grams. There were some
mouthpiece journals of socialist circles in Greetteat had representative
correspondents within the Empire, especiallyizmir and istanbul, such a®
SosialistisandNeon Foganarchist-socialis§’ It was interesting thad Sosialistis
presented itself as the only socialist journalha&f Orient, moreover it was carrying
the subtitle of “Journal of Socialists from Greeowl Turkey”. However, these did
not create serious repercussion in the Ottomartigailisphere since they had not
met with the working class members yet and the mgrklass was too weak and

too inexperienced to be apparent and effectivaerpblitics.

292 Cited from Tsoucalas by Panayot Noutsos, “Osmémparatorlgu’nda Sosyalist Hareketin
Olusmasinda ve Gealinesinde Rum Topluffunun Roll: 1876-1925", in M. Tungay, E. J. Zircher
(eds.) Osmanl Imparatorlgu'nda Sosyalizm ve Milliyetcilik (1876-1923fistanbul: iletisim
Yayinlari, 2004), p. 113

23 bid., p.114

2% bid., p.118
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1908 was a turning point for the working class nmeat in the Ottoman Empif&>
Although there were some strikes before 1908, 190Bes were the first because
of their “epidemic” nature. We use the term “epid&nmot only for signifying the
diffusive nature of the strikes, but also for irating their spontaneity and

disorganized character.

The 1908 Strike Wave was no coincidence. A Britisport, Smyrna dated 1856,
mentions the miserable conditions of toiling peopfeall ethnic groups in the
Empire?®® Demitzakis’ comments on the living standards o thorking class
people,on the eve of the 1908 Revolution, provad et much changed since then:

Malnutrition, bad housing, humidity, and malaria deathem
sluggish, slow-minded and lacking in skillfulness ¢omparison
with their counterparts in the Greek Kingdom. Thadgo lacked
specialized technical knowledge. Any consciousioé$®longing to
the working class or to a professional class waskgabsent®’

Probably the political excitement created by thedRéion resulted in an increase
in the political and economic expectations of therkers which helped them to
overcome the lack of class consciousness. Thedirite inizmir started in July
(August?) 1908. It was organized by four hundredkees?® The representatives
of the strikers were N. Nerazoulis and S. Koufasgpoulos who were the
Ottoman Greeks. All workers of thiemir port joined the strike both for supporting
dockers and for their own demands. Panatoyotopocites fromAmaltheia the
Greek daily published itemir, that the striker dockers and porters gatherednd

295 For 1908 strikes and labor movement see Hakki Of®08 isci Hareketkeri ve Jén Tirkler”,
Yurt ve Dinya March 1977, no.2, pp.277-295, Donald Quata®dmanl Devletinde Avrupa
Iktisadi Yayilimi ve Diregj (1881-1908)istanbul: Yurt Yayinlari, 1987), Y. S. Karala, “The
Emergence of the Ottoman Industrial Working Cla¥gtrkers and Working Class in the Ottoman
Empire and the Turkish Republic 1839-19%&ds. D. Quataert and E.J. Zurcher), (London:risau
Academic Studies, 1995), pp.19-34.

208 Report — Smyrna for Her Majesty’s Stationary Offieondon: George E. Eyre and William
Spottiswtcode, 1856), passim

207 Cited by Panayotopoulos, “On the Economic Actastbf...”, p.110

208 Alkiviades Panayotopoulos, “The Hellenic Contribat to the Ottoman Labour and Socialist
Movement after 1908'Ftudes Balkanique4980/1, p. 39
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the Turkish and Greek flags and with the slogakes f¥asasin Millet' (long live
the nation) andHdirriyet Var” (there is freedomd’® According toAmaltheig most

of the dockers were Muslims, hence it can be satthis march was a certain sign
of the class fraternity among workers. It is ingtireg that during the early stages of
this movement the Committee of Union and Progre€8JR) was quite
“democratic” towards the strikes and tried to reéebetween the employers and the
employees. The CUP officials declared that thekestsi were free to express their
feelings and pursue their interests. Moreover, tamyi officials went one step
further and said that “measures were to be takensigthe exploitation of the
poor”?'° Probably the increasing number of strikes throughthe Empire
underscored the “democratic” approach of the CUfatds the labor movement.
There were 70 strikes throughout the Empire betwaegust and October 1968
Panayotopoulos also sees the internationalismeotthikes as a factor behind the
changing attitude of the CUP. Another big strikesvilaie one of thézmir-Aydin
Railway workers (and also civil servants) whichrtstd on August, 31. The role of
the Greeks in this strike was also very apparestthe workers printed and
submitted a petition in Greék? The strike was suppressed by armed forces. During
the demonstrations in the Develikdy Station Houses correspondent of the
newspapelO Ergatis (The Worker), Kotzamanis (Kocamani), was arreste t
wrote inZkdamnewspapef® In fact, Kotzamanis was the editor@fErgatiswhich
was the first socialist newspaper iaimir and started to be published in August
1908

2% |bid.

20 bid., p.40

21 Onur, “1908isci Hareketleri...”, p.282-283

“?panayotopoulos, “The Hellenic Contribution...”, p.41

23 0nur, “1908isci Hareketleri...”, p.291

214 About O Ergatissee Panayot Noutsos, “Osmamhparatorlgu’nda Sosyalist...” pp.125-128 and
Panayotopoulos, “The Hellenic Contribution...” Accimgl to Panayotopoulos® Ergatis “the
Gazette of the Working People” was published inkiglr. It had as a symbol of an L-shaped angle
and a hammer evoking hammer and sickle and a paiormpasses on this shape which perfectly

reflects the aim of the newspaper which was “edngaiur working class, teaching it, and raising its
morale.”
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After the first month of the strikes, it was sebattthe strikes and the protests were
disorganized, spontaneous and gradually becoming naglical. It was so much so
that the CUP asked help from the trade-unions atidnalize” the demands of the
workers?'® Panayotopoulos’ assessment concerning the imititomes of these
strikes reads as follows:

...they affected Smyrna’s economy. More importang Smyrniot

workers headed mainly by Greeks opened a new ahaptéhe

Ottoman labour movement. They began to realize theiver and

give another meaning to the claims of fraternitiie¥ also began to

realize the importance of being organized. As atenadf fact,

representatives of several labour unions met ancidee the
formation of an ‘All Workers Union, on September2%

There were strikes ifstanbul too. Some strikes istanbul witnessed the absence of
nationalistic sentiments among workers of differethinic origins. For instance, the
Oriental Railway strike committee was composed iffeent nationalities. There
were two representatives of the committee who v@nexek Aidonidis and Turkish
Huiseyin?!” There were similar solidarity examples among wk€&or instance,
during the one of the sessions of the Ottoman d&adnt Meclis-i Mebusan)with
regard to Strike Law(Tatil-i Esgal) on July 6, 1909, 5000 workers of different
ethnic origins protested this law and the attitofléehe CUP towards the working
people?® The speeches in the meeting were in four langydgekish, Bulgarian,
Greek and Ladino, and the leaflets prepared foddmonstration were published in
five language$’® According to Karakia, this was the first political meeting

organized by the Ottoman laborers. There were édutlkamples such & Ergatis

15 Onur, “1908is¢i Hareketleri...”, p.293
218 panayotopoulos, “The Hellenic Contribution...”, p.43
27 |bid., p.46

218 The Strike Law had been already in operation.alt,fit was put into action on 8 October 1908
without the Parliament’s approval, that is kasun-u muvakkat.aw passed through the Parliament
on 9 August 1909. According to this Law, in the labnstitutions, such as railways, seaways,
tramway, port, dock, gas, electric, water Strikesraw strictly forbidden. (Onur, “1908sci
Hareketleri...”, p.293) The Strike Law really haltdte increasing strike wave. Between 1909 and
1912 there were 33 strikes and only 5 between E31918. Karakla, “The Emergence of the
Ottoman...”, p.25

219 Karaksla, “The Emergence of the Ottoman...”, p.25
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leading article titled as “Workers dfurkey Unite” written by S. Papadopoul&S.
Moreover, in this articl® Ergatisdefined a united socialist organization made up
of municipal units. Yet, it should be noted thag timcreasing dominance of the
nationalist discourse in the whole country dire@ffected the fraternal solidarity
among workers. There were certain “socialist” @scpropagating socialist ideals
refracted through thilegali Idea such as.aos(Peoplef?*

In 1910,0 Ergatisdeclared thesocialist Center of Turke(SCT) and became its
news organ. The SCT participated in internatior@hgresses on behalf of the
socialists of Turkey and eventually in the endh&f same year, it was suspended by
the CUP and then its leader was expelled to Gr&éckhere was also a group of
the Greek, Bulgarian and Turkish socialists aroBadvus EfendiThis group was
quite limited in number. However Parvus’s influenge the CUP was still a

contradictory topié¢?®

In conclusion, it can be said that “Ottoman sosmlidid not succeed in going
beyond that initial stage, in contrast with the keys’ mobilization, which showed
remarkable militancy. Undoubtedly, the Ottoman @®seplayed a leading role in
both cases, and if they did not manage to answerngtionalistic dilemmas

successfully, the blame is to be shared also by Thekish counterpart®?*

220 panayotopoulos, “The Hellenic Contribution...”, p&ur Italics)

#21 See Ibid., pp.48-51

222 |pid., pp. 56-57

22 For more information about Parvus Efendi see Asaradémerliglu, “Parvus Efendi” inModern
Tirkiye'de Siyasi Diiince Ansiklopedisi v.1: Cumhuriyet’e Devredensiice Mirasi — Tanzimat
ve Marutiyet'in Birikimi, (eds. T. Bora, M. Giiltekingil),i§tanbul:iletisim Yayinlari, 2001), pp.
304-307 and W. B. Scharlau and Z. A. Zem@w®vrim Taciri fttihat ve Terakki'nin Bekvik
Teorisyeni: Parvus Efendfistanbul: Kalkedon Yayinlari, 2007)

224 panayotopoulos, “The Hellenic Contribution...”, p.57
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3.3 The Refugee Impact on the Turkish and Greek Indstries:

The refugee impact on Turkish and Greek industr&gsbe analyzed by examining
the developments in carpet-making and silk produacéind weaving industries both
in Greece and Turkey. These two sectors are choseheir striking change after
the Exchange. This change makes it possible tonseger the impacts of the

Exchange upon the industries of these two countries

3.3.1 Carpet-Making and Weaving: Transfer of an Industry?

The bodily transferof the valuable Oriental rug industry of Asia
Minor to Greece, with the influx of the Anatoliarégks, has been
largely responsible for the growth of the textilgtals. [...T]he
Asiatic Greeks had developed and perfected thissimg until,
before they left Turkey in 1922 and 1923, they Hadlt up an
enormous trade in hand made ‘Turkish’ (but almoste®) rugs of
many sizes and stylé%’

Mears, as one of the leading scholars who investigthe effects of the Population
Exchange in Greece, talks about the “bodily trarisiethe carpet-making industry
to Greece from Anatolia. Similarly, Pentzopoulosionis the writer of a path-
breaking study on the effects of the Exchange Wp@ece, calls the effect of Greek
refugees in the carpet-making industry as their strimportant contribution®?®
Pentzopoulos also mentions of “the transplantatbrentire industries from one
side of the Aegean to the other” as the resultrafisfer of population€’ The
terms, “bodily transfer” and transplantation, udsdthese two authorities, have
certain implications about the demise of this indakbranch in Anatolia. Although
it is certain that the emergence of this manufaeguactivity in Greece was the
result of the Exchange, the termination of carpakimg in Turkey did not take
place, contrary to the views of Mears and PentzlgsouHowever, Turkey lost its
unrivalled position in the production of the orightarpets. The effect of the

2% Mears,Modern Greece., p. 105-106 (Our italics)
2% pentzopoulosPopulation Exchange..p, 163

227 |bid., p. 144
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Exchange can be named as cloning rather than teaipn. The cloning of the
carpet-making industry and the increasing rivaleyween Greece and Turkey for

the carpet market are discussed in this part offtbgs.

There are no detailed figures in the official retsoof the Empire for the carpet-
making industry. Even in thimdustrial Censuses of 1913, 19t carpet-making
industry was not included in the industrial statst Okciin who re-examined the
Ottoman Industrial statistics and published therurkish, underlines this absence
and call this phenomenon as biza&fe.Although it was excluded from the
statistical tables, there were some verbal desengtof the situation of the carpet-
making within the Empire. According to the data\pded by the Census, carpets
were not weaved in the factories or workshops, gredominantly in houses. In
Usak, the center city of carpet-making with a popolatof 25.008%° there were
1.500 looms and an average of 6.000 people werageqdgin carpet-making.
Hence, it can be concluded that almost one foufthhe total population was
employed in this sector. The same ratio was validdwns like Gordes, Kula and

Demirci >°

The quantity, quality and some aesthetic propedfethe carpet production in the
Empire were determined by European and US demani@ct, the oriental carpets
produced within the Empire were tbaly finished goods to be exported. Although
in the official documents of thedustrial Censuses 1913, 191l%e advances in the
carpet-making industry emphasized, in 1911 Turkisind (Turk Yurdu) the
political and ideological journal of the Nationalcdhomies movement, was
complaining about the weak position of the carpakimg industry in Turkey in
front of the international competition basicallyedto the mechanization of the
production and warned about the danger of the tetioin of this industry>" It is

228 Bketin,Osmanli Sanayii .. p. 130

22 Since the beginning of the nineteenth centuryceeter of carpet-making had beegald in the
Ottoman Empire. In this century two-third of thepexted carpets were weaving in this city.

230 bid., p.130-131
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possible to take this caution of Turkish Laasl an exaggeration to underline the
openness and the weakness of the sector. The soumsmtion the new
organizational steps and regulative measures coincethe carpet manufacturing
with the increasing commercial value of the carp&dhe only international rival
for the Ottoman carpets were the ones producedam The high profitability in
carpet-making and the non-satiable character of itlernational demand for
Turkish carpets attracted the entrepreneurs francahmercial centers of the
Empire. This resulted in a quick diffusion of carpsaking all over Anatolia.
Sometimes, this diffusion was directed by the Staie generally it was the profit-
oriented movements of merchant hoG3tso as not to create an increase in wage
level in the old production centers. The rise gfalta, Konya and Sivas as carpet
making centers in Anatolia was the result of thisfip motive. Labor force was far
cheaper in Konya, Isparta and Sivas than that kakf?* However, high
profitability of the sector still created a harsbnoetition. In the last years of the
nineteenth centuryistanbul-based merchant houses introduced a broabnke
active in the Konya region. At the same time, threasortia of Jak Muslim rug
merchants threatened thizmir-based merchants’ predominant position. The
foundation of theDttoman Carpet Manufacturers LtfOCM) was the result of this

competition amondzmir, Usak andistanbul merchant®. In order to consolidate

21 Tevfik Nurettin, “Tirk Esnafinin Hali”Tirk Yurdy n. 2-3 (1327/1911), p.46 cited by Sabri
Yetkin, “Sanatsal Uretimin Pazarlanmasinda MillgieTartsmalar (1922-1927) - Ege’niriki
Yakasinda Hali RekabetiToplumsal Tarihn.62, Feb. 1999, p. 11

#325ee Okgun@smanl Sanayii... p.131 and Elden®smanli/mparatorlyzu'nun.., p.85

23 QuataertOttoman Manufacture,.p. 151

234 |bid., for other data on the wage level in thisdiustry see also EldemQsmanli
Imparatorlyu’'nun..., p. 85, Quataert, “The Age of Reforms...”, p. 919d &uataert,Ottoman
Manufacturing.., p.138 (Table 5.3), 155 and 159, Quataert, “MaglBneaking and the Changing
Carpet Industry of Western Anatolia, 1860-19QR5urnal of Social HistoryVol. 19, No. 3, (Spring,
1986), p.481 and Panayotopoulos, “On the Economi®..104. In 1900, the daily wage of a skilled
woman laborer able to make 5,500 knots was 2-Stggmsn Wak, whereas in Sivas household
knotters received only 0,5-1.0 piasters per workdldgges per knot was as little as one-eighth of the
wages per knot paid ingdk. Later on the wages in Sivas improved to onetlfioof the ones paid in
Usak (QuataertDttoman Manufacturing... p.159). However, it is worth to note that the wégvel

in carpet-making was generally far lower (even gak) than in other industrial branches (Okgiin,
Osmanl Sanayii.,.p.131). Together with the demand boom, this empléhe reason of affinity of
entrepreneurs.
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and improve their position, sizmir firms joined to form to a single trust callad
the OCM with a capital of £ 400.000 on January 19@8er increased to £ 1
million).?*® The OCM was a trust founded basically with th&igr capital. After
the capital increase, the OCM became the largest iin the Empire when the
railways are not considerétf. Although some sk manufacturers tried to survive
this competition for a longer time and only twotleém managedstanbul merchant
houses rustling in Konya, one year later, were Iwvea by the OCM. In one-year
time, the number of rival firms reduced to sevemnfrfifteen®® In 1913, OCM
established its monopoly over the manufacturing>qforted carpets. Hence, it can
be concluded that “the bulk of the profit of theglest export industry flowed out of

the country, to the corporate offices of the tindtondon”?*°

As mentioned above, the foundation of the OCM dbuted to the dispersion of
carpet-making to new centers in Anatolia. The testablished new workshops in
the cities famous for their carpets suchiasir, Sivas, Burdur, Isparta and Mgra
Moreover by setting up agencies in several citied towns (Demirci, Akhisar,
Sivrihisar, Ngde, Kula, Kutahya, Simav, Manisa, Gordesak] Denizli, Milas,
Aksehir, Sille, and Isparta ) it regulated and rededdhe carpet production across
Anatolia?*® The number of these workshops ultimately reachdid the 1913

Industrial Census, it was said that there werecéfeées engaged in wool spinning

2% |n 1907, a national carpet-making firm,sdk Ottoman Carpet FirmUgak Osmanl Hali
Ticarethanegi was established. For more detailed informatioeapé see Sabri Yetkinjkinci
Mesrutiyet Oncesi Ege’d8irket-i Milli Denemesi: Wak Osmanli Hali Ticarethanesi — Toplumsal
Tarih, vol.5, no. 26, February 1996, pp.14-19, aikdriti Mesrutiyet Oncesi Ege’d&irket-i Milli
Denemesi: WJak Osmanh Hal Ticarethanesi — lIToplumsal Tarih vol.5, no. 27, March 1996,
pp.26-31

236 Kurmus, Emperyalizmin Tirkiye'ye Gii, p. 178, QuataerQttoman Manufacturing,.p. 153,
Okcuin, Osmanli Sanayii.,.p.130. In the Industrial Censuses, the capitabiarh of the firm was
stated as 400.000 Liras and then 1 million Liras.

237 Kurmus, Emperyalizmin Turkiye'ye Gii, p. 178

238 |bid., p. 178 and Quataefttoman Manufacturing.. p. 153

239 Quataert, “The Age of Reforms...”, p. 920

240 Bketin,Osmanli Sanayii., p. 131
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for carpet-making?* According to Kurms, three of these factories belonged to the
OCM (one of them was in Bandirma and the otherg\eizmir).?** This diffusion
resulted in an ethnic diffraction in the force eoydd in carpet-making. In the
beginning of the nineteenth century when the ingustas restricted within Lk,
the Turks constituted the predominant element @labor force. Moreover, most of
the means of production belonged to the Turks. s dispersal took place, the
Greeks gradually entered to the sector. After theni in the last quarter of the
nineteenth century the Greeks and the Armeniangnumbered Turké*
However, according to Panayotopoulos, the Greek Hekienic capital was not
invested in this field. Greeks were purely supglief labor-force perhaps with a
few exceptions such as the carpet manufacturersS.TSpartalis and C6*
According to Demirzakis, after the establishmentha& OCM, this firm took in the
largest portion of the Greek labor-force. This dengrasped from the following
figures: In 1919, the OCM had 1.570 looms and eygnlo6.400 women of whom
4.400 were Greek in thelayet of Aydin?*® However, the role of Greeks in the
labor force is a disputed issue. According to a-pas statistics cited by Quataert,
85 per cent of the labor force in carpet-makingustdy was Muslinf*® However,
as the statistics belonged to the post-war daban fthese figures we cannot draw
any conclusions about the composition of the ldbare in the pre-war period,
since with the collapse of the Greek front in Atiatomass population movements
hastened and considerable part of the Greeks letoha together with the Greek
armed forces. There are not further figures comsigethe share of Greeks in the
carpet-making workforce, yet some further point$y d&e noted. The ethno-
diffraction effect created by the diffusion of tb@rpet-making industry resulted in a

higher participation of Greeks and other non-Muslimmmunities (especially

21 pbid., p.128

242 Kurmus, Emperyalizmin Tirkiye'ye Gii, p. 180
243 panayotopoulos, “On the Economic...”, p. 104
24 bid., p. 104

245 Cited by Ibid., p.105

246 QuataertOttoman Manufacturing... p. 156
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Armenians) in the manufacture of carpets. Althotlgh majority of the workforce
remained Muslim in the early centers of this ecoioactivity, in the newer areas

“Greeks and Armenians were likely the majority lné tvorkforce™*’

Greek element was also important in the exportatibthe carpets produced in
various parts of Anatolia where the Greeks werengjority. For instancel.evissi
(Kaya Koy}*® carpets were exported to Europe by the Greek metstaf Meis
since the seventeenth century. After the demandildoothe Anatolian carpets and
monopolization of the market by the OCM, the rofettee Greeks still remained
unchallenged.

As most of the carpet industry was still organizeda putting-out
system (after the domination of the OCM - ASA), tBreeks, along
with other local Muslim and non-Muslim entreprerguacted as
agents in the interior for Western firms. They wereharge of the

manufacture and remittance of carpetsdzmir on behalf of their

principals?*®

Given this background information, it can be codeld that as far as the carpet-
making industry is considered, the Greeks playedudtifaceted role as laborers,

merchants and inventors.

As for production, the destructive results of thea\and the material losses
resulting from the Exchange, the exodus and theration of the labor-force
formed by the skilled and specialized laborers pagfound impact on carpet
manufacturing. On the March 13, 1340 [1924] issbiAgriculture and Commerce
Newspaper 4{iraat ve Ticaret Gazetesithe decline in the revenue from the

247 bid. p.156

48 |_evissi, later on Kaya Koy, was a large Greekl4ge” in Mesri (now Fethiye —fromMaxpia
[far, afar] in Greek-) and famous for its carpdfs population in 1912 was 6.500 and purely Greek.
Kaya Kdy was a well-developed city with its schodlbraries, pharmacy, hospital and artisanal
workshops, etc. After the Exchange, the Turkishpubation settled irKaya Kdydid not reconcile
with the conditions of the region and migrated tarliéa. The Greek population aya Koysettled

in newly formed districts near to Athens which weedled as Nea Levissi and Nea Maksri. It is still
possible to visit the ruins of this district. SeFt&kan, “Kaya Koy Halillar” Milli Folklor, v. 10, no.
74, Summer 2007, pp. 84-85

249 Frangakis-Syrett, “The Economic Activities...”, 2 3
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exported carpets was emphasized. According to Alue and Commerce

Newspaper {iraat ve Ticaret Gazetgsithe value of the carpet exportation of
Turkey in pre-war period was £ 450.000 whereasénlast three years it declined
to £ 150.000 — 160.000° The figure for 1923 was even lower, somewhere ratou
£120.000. The decline was not only in the valuéhefexported carpets, but also in

the volume of the exportation as grasped fromithads in Table-3.3.

250 “izmirin Vaziyet-i Ticariyesi”, Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetes#, 10 March 1340 cited by Sabri
Yetkin, “Ege’niniki Yakasi Arasinda...”, p. 12
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TABLE-3.3: The Volume of Exported Carpets from theizmir Port
(Selected Years)

Period Exported Carpets (Tons)
1897/1898 640
1901/1902 1.240
1910/191% 2.016
1911/1912 1.584
1913/1914 2.000

1919-1922* 924
October (Terin-i Evvel) 1922-1923 994!
1923/1924 752
1924/192% 1.048
1925/1928 969
1926/1927 1.013
1927/1928 1.246
1928/1929 1.105
1929/1938 1.180

Source

2 Eldem,Osmanli/mparatorlyzu’nun. ., p. 87

® Alaiyelizade Mahmud, “Rumlar'in Hicretinden Evveke Sonraizmir Ahval-i iktisadiyyesi”,
Istanbul Sanayi ve Ticaret Odasi Mecmu¥sar:41, No: 5, May 1341, p.876

# Annual average

¢ Mehmed Zeki, izmir iktisadi Mintikasi Halicifgi”, /zmir Ticaret ve Sanayi Odasi Mecmya
(1927), pp.249-250 cited by Sabri Yetkin, “Ege’ibkin Kiyisi Arasinda...”, p.17

4 “Halilarimiz”, Izmir Ticaret ve Sanayi Odasi Mecmyasil0, (1930), pp.578-579 cited by Sabri
Yetkin, “Ege’niniki Kiyisi Arasinda...”, p.18

1 plaiyelizade usedrsin-1 murabba(arsin square) instead of meter square.aknin is 0,68 meters
and hence aarsin-1 murabbais 0,46 meter squares. According to Alaiyelizade1919-1922 period
during the Greek occupation, the total producticasi.168.000 em-1 murabbas, that is, 537.280
m?. From the figures given by Eldem, we have caledahat the one meter square of the exported
carpets weighted 2,15 kg. Therefore aggregate ptmfuweighted 1.155.152 kg. If 80 per cent of
the total production was exported as Eldem mentiptieen, 924.122 kg. of carpets was exported
annually in this period. The same calculation islenfor October 1923/1924 period.
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Although there was a noteworthy recovery in thetpes period until the
symptoms of the economic crisis appeared, the &xqagacity of the country did
not reach to its pre-war levels. The loss of lalooce was enormous. The number
of the looms operating in the pre-war period wd$)0.according to Alaiyelizade.
This number reduced by 30 per cent and retreat€d3ib. However, as it can be
comprehended from the figures given in Table-3.8Be tactual production
deteriorated twice as fast as the decrease in uh#er of looms. On the eve of
World War | 2.000 tons of carpets were exportedreag, after the War merely 752
tons of carpets were subject to foreign trade. Vbokime of exportation was
contracted by 62 per cent. Therefore, we can cdechhat the decrease of the
production and exportation was not only becausit@fdeteriorating impact of the
war over the means of production but also due ¢éoltiss of skilled labor in the

sector.

Another reason behind the shrinking volume of thx@oetation could be the

increasing competition between Greece and Turkey the markets of Europe and
the United States. The emergence of carpet-industi@reece created multiple

effects. First, the population engaged in this sitduwas composed of women and
children, a considerable number of whom were widand orphans. Therefore,
securing subsistent life standards for this portbbpopulation was very crucial for

social order and particularly for the integratidrtleese people. Although the carpet
manufacturing did not solve the entire problemhetped the solution of a very
persistent problem. Moreover, since this industas\a newly developing industry
thanks to the Asia Minor refugees, we cannot tél&ud a very important setback

for the economy, namely the tension between natbyrilation and the refuge&s.

%2 This conflict was relatively mild in Turkey. In €ece, this was one of the major problems in the
Exchange process: The tension between the natp@lgtoon and the newcomers, from water outage
in rural areas to bloody disputes showed itsel€ities especially as reflections of the increasing
competition among the working class. At a rathelyedate (August 21st, 1914) when the number of
refugees was rather limited the Athens Workers't&ewhich was an umbrella organization of more
than twenty worker syndicates demanded from the@iilinister that passing the works of native
laborers to the hands of refugee workers be prigabiThey claimed that the refugees stole their
jobs. (See KontogiorgRopulation Exchange in ..p. 167) It is easy to predict that these demands
and claims continually gained strength. This temsiwas effective especially in Greece in
restructuring the labor market. As a result of ¢benpetition between the active population and the
newcomers, wages dropped, it became difficult toycaut strikes, work conditions deteriorated,
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Furthermore, a new industry with a highly value edidutput emerged in Greece in
a —relatively— very short time. Table-3.4 shows trewth of carpet-making
industry in Greece. Considering these advantagdabkeofndustry, the Greek state
and the Refugee Settlement Commission (RSC) suggpohie industry. After the
RSC’s admission of the carpet making as a sorpodductive productiorf®®, the
RSC promoted cooperative carpet factories as3/&8ince the living conditions of
the refugees were not suitable for a “putting-azafpet industry, the arrival of the

refugees might have encouraged the mechanizatitredéxtile industry.

and as a whole the exploitation rate increaseds Thiamong important “contributions” of the
refugees to Greek industrialization. For more esiten analysis on the clashes between the native
Greeks and the refugees see Dimitri Pentzopoti@sBalkan Exchange of pp. 199-219; G. T.
Mavrogordatos Stillborn Republic: Social Coalitions and Party &tggies in Greece, 1922-1936,
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1983, 182-225; Renée Hirschorgirs of The Greek
Catastrophe ...pp. 33-51, Elisabeth KontogiorgPopulation Exchange in ..pp. 165-185 and
Nicos Marantzidis, “Ethnic Identity, Memory and Richl Behaviour: The Case of Turkish-
Speaking Pontian GreeksSouth European Society and Politis®l.5, No.3, 2000, pp. 62-66

253 George Kritikos, “State Policy and Urban Employinei Refugees: The Greek Case (1923-30)",
European Review of Histaryol.7, no.2, 2000, p. 200

%4 Mears,Modern Greece., p.108
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TABLE-3.4.: Growth of Carpet Industry in Greece, 1923-1927%°

Numb(_ar of Number of | Number of | Production
Year Organized » Value ($)
Looms Workers (m)
Plants

1923 40 1.050 4.000 60.000 430.000
1924 58 1.810 5.000 80.000 645.000
1925 70 2.150 6.500 120.000 1.000.000
1926 80 3.000 8.000 150.000 1.500.000
1927 92 4.000 10.000 180.000 1.750.000

Source Mears,Modern Greece.,p.107

In contravention of these positive aspects of thewmqg carpet industry, the
dependent character of the textile industry, paldity the carpet-making industry
in Greece to the imported inputs (such as wookcks, dyes, and etc.) and the “for
export” nature of this industry determined the fateit as well. The Great
Depression of 1929, which hit most severely the ti& main importer of the Greek

carpets, caused a severe crunch in carpet manufecio Greece.

%5 Although the figures given by Mears relied on @Greek sources, such as the report of Banque
d’Athénes Bulletin Economique et FinancieFebruary 1928), they contradict with the figures
supplied by Pentzopoulos which are also base8tatistical Annual of Greeed30 issued by the
Ministry of National Economy. According to Pentzawos, the figures belonged to the carpet
production as the following

Year Prcz)duction
(m°)

1925 68.000

1926 104.000

1927 147.000

1928 195.411

Source PentzopoulosThe Balkan Exchange, p.164

And according to the source from which Pentzopowjostes these figures, 7.250 people were
employed in this industry.
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Illustration-3.2:Carpet factory in a suburb of Athens where refuges® employed.
Source Yiannokopoulos (ed.Ylpoopvyixi EiAdda...,p.23

Illustration-3.3: Evanthia Topaloglou, a famous refugee carpet-weéwearing black) with her
daughters in 1960
Source: Yiannokopoulos (ed.YIpoogpvyixii EAAdda...,p.109
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This short-lived brilliant period of the Greek catgpmaking resulted in a Greco-
Turkish cut-throat competition for the US and Ewap markets, as we have noted
above, which caused severe political and economaugsions between and within
the countries concernétf On July 17, 1340 [1924], the Athens special
correspondent ofnadoly a newspaper dizmir published between the years ----,
was forewarning about the increasing potential oéeGe in hisLetters from
Greece According to his data, there were 35-40 carpetinga “factories” and
thoroughly 1.500-2.000 looms operating in GreeceAthens, Piraeus, Hydra,
Galos, Crete where refugee population was dens.irfliormation is consistent
with the information given by Mears and data shawrnTable-3.4. TheAnadolu
correspondent underlined the state assistanceauftiret development of the sector
in Greece. Actually, the Greek state and the RS& wapporting carpet-making
industry in various ways for the reasons mentioabdve. After admitting the
productive nature of carpet-making, the RSC esthbll a cooperative rug factory
at Daout-Matli with twenty workers, and four oth&actories in Macedonian
localities®’ Four days later, on July 21, 1324, Halicizade biu§akir's an article
was published iinadolu He strictly insisted on stopping the Turkish @eexport

to Greece. According to him, Turkish fleece wabetter quality than Greek fleece
which was quite hard and hirsute, and in the alesehgood quality fleece, Greek
carpets would not compete with the Turkish onedéninternational market. One of
the directors of the OCM, Norman Saykis, declarednatolia on July 27, 1340
that to make a price competition with Greece, ttoelpction costs should have been
reduced by the assistance of the state. In conetes, he was requesting a tax and
custom reduction or even exemption. The detailedonte of the Anadolu
correspondent based on official statistics of Geemsused panic in Turkey. In fact,

the author of the report seemed to aim at this.tleeof the report was “All of us,

%% Unless otherwise is stated, this part is baseSabri Yetkin, “Sanatsal Uretimin Pazarlanmasinda
Milliyetci Tartismalar...”, pp.11-19. The information on the discusdibat appeared in the press of
the time is cited from this source.

" Mears,Modern Greece., p. 108 The support of the Greek state to thisstny drew attention of
the Turkish press before the Anadolu correspondemiirning. In 10 March 1340 [1924jraat ve
Ticaret Gazetes{Agriculture and Commerce Newspaper) mentionedctistom exemption of the
imported carpet-making inputs in Greece and themgit of the government to reduce the train dues
by 33 per cent. According to the newspaper, “Turkleguld not be indifferent.”
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beware or else carpet-making will be lost”. In tteport, he was calling attention to
the fact that the carpets produced in Greece warging trademarks such bgak,
Gordes, Kula, Ispartaand eté>® The same situation was also stated in an article o
the Turkish newspapdre Journal d’Orient on March 4, 1925. This article was
reprinted in the Greek press under the title ofé€e is creating dangers for the

Turkish carpet industry®* In this article,

he Greeks were accused of taking advantage of xhbaage of
populations in order to conquer the European marketating
‘fierce competition for the Turkish carpet industtgbeling without
hesitation the trade markJsak’ on the carpets made in Athens and
Salonica’.

Like Halicizade Hulusi ilAnadoly Le Journal d’Orientalso was suggesting a ban

on the export of fleeces from Anatolia to Greece.

As inferred from this example, both parts followtbd reflection of this competition
in the other country. The articles published in jdw@nal of theAthens Chamber of
Commercewere immediately translated into Turkish and ph@id in Turkish
press. For this journal, with the arrival of th&ationalist brothers and sisters”, the
totally unfamiliar industry of carpet-making wastroduced to Greece and
flourished. It was argued that Turkish carpets werByzantium origin. The Turks’
answer came from Mehmed Zeki, the Director of ligehce and Press dgmir
Chamber of Commerce. Mehmed Zeki called his Gremknterparts’ claims as

“charlatanry” and “delirium”.

In order to sustain their position in the interoatl market, Turkish manufacturers
put pressure on the government. For this aim, egadgion met witismetinoni in
Ankara to call for government assistance and ptiotecOne of the members of this
delegation, M. Turgut, wrote out his impression®\iradolu His words reflect the
impact of the Exchange on this sector. Accordingltomgut, the exodus of the

Anatolian Greeks and Armenians created serioussrfea the first time concerning

#8 See also Ladaghe Exchange of Minorities, p.679

29 Cited by Kritikos, ‘State Policy and Urban Employmerit.p. 200
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the production and foreign markéf8. These debates continued more rigorously as
the competition deepened. There is no doubt thah@sxodus of the Anatolian
Greeks contributed to the “Turkification” of theomomy, these debates reinforced

the nationalist discourse in the economic sphere.

These nationalistic suggestions for the solutiorthef problems reached to peak
with the suggestion of a national carpet enterpaise planning of the production,
especially the production of intermediate goodspiider to avoid overproduction

which caused the exportation of these intermedjatels to Greec®&*

With the spread of Greek propaganda in Européangtétat not only carpet-making
but also economic sphere in general had collapseadrasult of the Greek exodus,
the authorities tried to prove the opposite instefachaking an accurate calculation
of the cost of the Population Exchange. In a réfowritten by Mehmet Turgut,

General Secretary dzmir Chamber of Commerce, wording of which wasaultr
nationalistic and very aggressive, the conditiohat thad brought about the

Exchange were stressed one more time:

We all know that curtailing the population of a oty is not an
action corresponding to the principles of livingagtices and
economy. Yet, the expulsion of the Greeks and tiraehians was a
necessity. They betrayed to the country of whichythook the
benefit and in which they lived in an absolute wdfice and
happiness. They were far away from being effectiaad
hardworking elements of Turkey. These two natiommained as
fistula in the very existence of the Republic offkay and Turkish
Nation. We have cleaned and got rid of this malpéic of our body
by a successful operation. This operation has rested even least
trauma in Turkish body. On the contrary, the Turkmation pacing
through the hale and always prolific and fertileysiand starting to
paddle her own canoe on her own ideas and as hercapital has

20 A similar comment was made by Arthur Burben Dileegarpet expert from the US who visited
Turkey. In his interview published iBon Saathe reported this fact: “Watch out: The Asia Minor
Greeks who has settled in Greece are dangerouls.rivéence | would like to bring up to the
Turkish manufacturers that Greece makes consideeffdrt and gives paramount time to compete
with Turkish carpets.” He underlined that espeyidiiie refugees from Asia Minor were busy with
manufacturing carpets in carpet factories settle@rieece.

%1 See Ahmedserif, “izmir iktisadi MintikasiniSiddetle Alakadar Eden Miihim bir Rapoizmir
Ticaret ve Sanayi OdasI Mecmu&g(1927), pp.5-6

%2 Mehmet Turgut, iktisadiyyat: Halicilik Sanati Ne Merkezdedi@kirler 2 (1927), pp.7-8
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been taking more brilliant and more successfulsstgjph each day
passing.

The competition over the European and US markedingel as the Great
Depression approached and then ended. Thus, wesaarthat neither of the
countries benefited from this competition espegiafter the competition turned to
be a price competition. Even in 1929, Mears wagingithat every year 30.000
square meters were unsold since the demand wakespting pace with the
supply?®® Although the Greek state and the RSC tried todathoé collapse of the
industry with certain measur8$ in 1929, carpet production declined by some 65
per cent in comparison with the production of threvipus yeaf®® The Great
Depression and the collapse of commodity pricesemtidnsustainable to lean on
exporting raw materials for imported manufacturedds. As we have mentioned,
Greek carpet industry was basically dependent enntiportation of raw materials
and also it was highly vulnerable due to its depewcée on the fluctuations of
foreign markets. According to a Turkish source, tatie of the textile exports of
Greece decreased by 62.3 per cent from 1930 to.#83Furkey was also affected
by the Great Depression. The value of the exparéedets remained stable around
1.1-1.2 million kilograms in the last years of tt@20s. The same source mentions
that in 1931 Turkey exported carpets valued at @60 Liras and in 1932 the
value of the exported carpets was 1.187.488 Lifhs. decrease was more than 50
per cent®” The main cause of this deterioration was becatfisheoprotectionist

policies of the carpet importing countries, espgciat the US.

63 Mears,Modern Greece., p.107

%41n 1929, RSC established a co-operative carpédrfia@s we have mentioned. Moreover, in the
same year “the government created” says Ladas “atonamous ‘Greek Carpet-making
Organization’ with the purpose of protecting and@maging the sale of carpets. The organization
was granted special rights as regards collectisgadvances and loans. A special tax on raw
materials (wool and cotton yarn) was paid into actof the organization.” Ladagxchange of
Minorities...,p.679-680

265 Kritikos, “State Policy and Urban Employment offigees...”, p. 201

266 Effimianidis, Cihan /ktisat Buhrani...vol.Il, p.258

%7 |bid., p. 265
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Hence, we can conclude that the effects of the Rtpn Exchange on Turkey and
Greece should be handled separately when carpatignekconsidered. In Greece,
with the arrival of the refugees, a carpet-makindustry which had been totally
unknown before 1922 was introduced. Therefore, assalt of the Population
Exchange in other words a mass importation of huozgoital; a new industry was
quickly built by utilizing national sources and emational loans allocated for the
resettlement and integration of refugees in Gredosvever, this did not mean the
collapse of carpet-making industry in Turkey. Thbdr-force shortage was quickly
restored by the Eastern refugees, chiefly by thedish women. The production
level and the productivity of the sector did notm@ase significantly. However, we
can talk about a decline in quality of the cargetsduced in Anatolia. For instance,
the manager of the Hereke Carpet Factory, MaR@griboz?) mentions that in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the Gordgmetsahad been the highest
qguality whereas the Goérdes carpets were amonghtbapest and the most inferior
in the 1920$°® Another source writes about a revival in Herekepess after WWI
and a decline following the reviv&l® Not only Gérdes carpets, but all carpets
produced in Anatolia suffered from the same probl&ve think that the loss of
skilled labor was as influential as the corrosiVieas of mechanization over the
artistic sides of the carpet-making. Moreover, vem say that the competition
between Greece and Turkey for the demand of theahiSEurope turned to be a
cut-throat price competition. The deteriorating remmic conditions in the Western
world caused the price elasticity of demand to herdased in this highly
competitive atmosphere. These two made it impassiblreflect increasing input
costs onto the price and accordingly caused a sedecline in carpet-making

industry.

%8 M. Resat, Halicilik — “Tiirk Tarihinin Anahatlari” Eserinin Méveddeleri no. 1,7.16

209 vasfi Kotan, Tirkiyede Halicilik (istanbul:istanbul Ticaret ve Sanayi OdasisNgati, 1949),
p.18, 22 In this source, the author shows thatehel of exportation started decreasing as a redult
the Great Depression in 1929 and in the post-WaN(Wperiod, carpet-making became an industry
producing thoroughly for the domestic market (p.Z3radoxically he also writes about the position
of Turkish carpets in international carpet commeane he does not mention the name of Greece
among the rivals of Turkey (p.25). We think thatodpucollapse of carpet-making industry in Greece
caused such ignorance.
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3.2.2. Greeks and the Silk Manufacturing of BursaA Complete Deterioration?

The development of silk industry in the Ottoman Eepvent through a cyclical

path. There were periods in which the Ottoman gitkduction was splendid, and
hence silk occupied a significant place in the allfeaconomy. However, there were
also periods in which the silk production and th@dpction of silken cloth

collapsed due to some natural causes, such asésssickening the silkworms or
the mulberry trees, the only nurture of the silkasr and definitely affecting the
silk production or the economic circumstances saglthe collapse of demand for
the silk and silken goods or the technological iowements forcing the Empire to

leave the international market as an exporter ofufectured goods.

The most apparent transformation of the industok tplace in the midst sixteenth
century and in the following two centuries; the wieg of silken goods

disappeared. The Empire became one of most imgoctamoon dealer centers in
the international markets. We can categorize thsaes behind the decline of silk
industry in two: (i) the internal reasons and (i external reasons. Dalsar writes

about these reasons in defafl.

For internal reasons, first he writes about thecgcdéabor and silk sources of the
Empire. These sources were insufficient for meetiegexpanding needs. Although
the Empire was generally successful in acquiringugh silk to meet the demand,
there was an acute constraint, namely the lackkidled labor to process the
imported silk. The diffusion of the silk processitigoughout the Empire was the
second internal cause for the decline of the probolu®f silken goods. Despite its
seemingly positive avocations, the diffusion resilin the worsening quality of the
products. With the expansion of the production, ¢batrol over it by the central

government became economically expensive and teahniimpossible. After

presenting these reasons, Dalsar discusses themmad®n of the industry which

20 Fahri Dalsar, Turk Sanayi ve Ticaret Tarihinde Bursa'dfpekgilik (istanbul: istanbul
Universitesiiktisat Fakiltesi Yayinlari, 1960), pp. 291-309
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created some adverse effects on the productionatbemulation of the means of
production in the hands of the wealthy obviouskated certain problems. First, the
mass production in manufacture-like production singsulted in loosening the
control mechanisms over the labor-force which afféd¢he quality of the products.

Moreover, the expansion of wage-labor usage in piduction caused some
corrosion in raising new skilled labor generatiombirdly, Dalsar mentions the

high tax burden on the shoulders of producers wtegikaled that the State did not

try to protect these manufacturers.

Dalsar then looks at the external dynamics affgcsericulture which predominated
the internal factors as well. There were two basiternal dynamics: First, the
effect of the continuous wars with Iran which calisearcity of silk and the loss of
skilled labor throughout these wars. In fact, tessks of labor-force in Iran,
indirectly affected the Ottoman Empire due to Ieabeing among the chief silk
suppliers to the Empire. Secondly, the rise ofcsdttire and silk weaving in Europe
should be emphasized. The competition was harsterFior instance, writes about
British industrial spying over sericultuf&: Dalsar also draws attention to the quick
withdrawal of the Ottoman Empire from the competitiwith Europe which can be
considered as a third reason. Hence, the Ottomapir&rturned to be one of the

raw material suppliers by abandoning its own mactufang position.

The Ottoman sericulture entered the nineteenthucgim an atmosphere shaped by
these determinants. In the nineteenth century,streculture, especially cocoon
dealing expanded to Anatolia and especially to AfesAnatolia towns, such as
town of Aydin However, Bursa was the leading city not onlyilk production but
also in weaving. Except from the centers in AnatoDamascus was also famous
for its silken clothes. The main silk supplier viitthe Empire was Bursa. Even
though the Empire’s position as a manufacturerhef finished goods declined,
towards the midst nineteenth century raw silk oé tBttoman Empire was

unrivalled in the European market. While the ris&orope negatively affected the

2" | eila Erder,The Making of Industrial Bursa: 1835-1978npublished Dissertation, (Princeton:
Princeton University, 1976), p. 93
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silken cloth manufacturing in the Empire, with tfeemation of the international
division of labor (1800-1840) which compelled thefiire into the production of
cocoons and raw silk, the raw material producingitmmn of the Empire
strengthened and the revenue from silk increasedrtis the end of this period.
However, the rise of Italy and France with the ioy@ment of mechanization,
again threatened the position of the Ottoman $ik$he response to this situation
was the mechanization in silk reeling by importingw machinery and know-
how?”® There are some debates over the date of the ishimeht of the first
factory?’* Dalsar, by utilizing the information 1878 Hudavendigar Vilayeti
Salnamesidates back the foundation of the first factoryl®882”> Some other
sources claim that the foundation of the first dagtwas in 1845. According to
Erder, 1845 was the date of large-scale exparféiohhe expansion was quick
enough to increase the number of factories to 18 decade. In 1855, there were
twenty two reeling enterprises according to the bers given by the Vice-Consul
of Sardinia, M. Terraneo. Only two of them wererfded by the investment of
foreign capital. The majority of the remainder mgJed to the Christian minorities
and some to the Muslims as wéll. The State also changed its attitude to the
industrial development in silk production by tryitmgencourage the capital owners
to invest in silk industry. For this aim, an im@@rcommission was formed and the
commissioner reported about their attempts to emagauthe local Greek merchants
who had enough wealth to invest in this area. H@nethe Greek merchants were

reluctant to accept this offer made by the commrssAugustinos claims that this

"2 Dalsar,Turk Sanayi ve Ticaret Tarihinde.p. 409

"3 Erder,The Making of.,.p.108

21% wEactory’ as the term is used here should notljmipdustry with an integrated production
process from raw material to finished product. Ehgitk reeling factories were only performing the
last steps in preparing raw material for expotitl, p. 126

2’5 Dalsar,Turk Sanayi ve Ticaret Tarihinde.p. 410

2’8 Erder,The Making of...p. 100

217 |bid., p.105,Seker, Turk-Yunan Niifus Miibadelesi Apfaasi Sonucu,.p.57 Erder warns the
reader about the reliability of these figures. 8ititese figures were basically derived by analyzing

the names of the establishments. The onomastiysisalid not always reflect the origin or the
locality of the establishments.
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was the result of the Greeks’ general reluctancenfaking business with the State,
“no doubt they believed trading in such manufactir® be a more lucrative
enterprise®’® However, the Greeks’ role in silk production asestors improved
gradually. Kaplanglu, by quoting from Perrot’'s impressions based @ 1867
travel to Asia Minor, mentions that in 1867 therergvalmost 35 factories engaged
in silk production and 6 or 7 of them belongedhe European investors and the
rest belonged to the Armenians, Greeks and 3&wBack to the Augustinos’
assessments on the role of the Greeks in serieylinraddition to the wealth, we
should underline that their trading network creaesiitable atmosphere for the silk
and cocoons produced in Bursa. Moreover, this estemnetwork made Bursa an
entrepotfor the silk produced in Iran or China to be swidhe European market.
Alongside the expansion of the mass production, nbed for labor-force also
expanded. As it is mentioned in Chapter 2, the malment of the workforce in
silk reeling was Ottoman Greek women. Accordingssawi, in 1872 only 4 per
cent of the work force in silk reeling was formddale workers and 95 per cent of
the female workers were either Greek or Armeffahere were also statistics of
the Institute of SericulturéDaril-Harir) reflecting the overwhelming majority of
the Christians. Between 1888 and 1905, there we2841“graduates” of the
Institute, 72,9 per cent of whom were from Bursd aome 73,3 per cent of these
were of either Greek or Armenian oriditt. Torkomyan Efendi, the founder of the
Institute of SericultureQarul-Harir), gives different figures about the number of
graduates and their communal identities. AccordiogTorkomyan Efendi, the
number of persons getting diploma from the Institaf Sericulture from 1890 to
1900 was 2032. The ethnic distribution was as s88b: Armenians (44.0%), 658
Greeks (32.4%), 458 Turks (22.5%), 19 Bulgariand anJews>? These figures

show the importance of non-Muslim elements —Greekspur case— in the

2’8 AugustinosThe Greeks of Asia Minar, p. 99
"9 Kaplan@lu, Bursa’da Miibadelep.35
280 |ssawi, The Economic History,.p. 313

%81 Donald Quataert, “The Silk Industry of Bursa, 188114”, in Huriislamglu-inan (ed.),The
Ottoman Empire and the World Econgr(3987:Cambridge, Cambridge University Press292

82 Cited by DalsarTiirk Sanayi ve Ticaret Tarihinde.p. 430
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industrial character of Bursa in many aspects,agstal owners, as traders, and as
workers. Especially as the right of determining s$ilke tithe was transferred to the
Ottoman Debt Administration (ODAD@yun-u Umumiyk the ODA decreased this
tax. the decrease in this tax thus created a nemaentive for the non-Muslim

minorities and Ottoman citizens of foreign origin.

It is certain that the fate of the silk industry svaot determined by the pure
economic factors. The industrial base of Bursa daasaged by the ongoing wars in
Anatolia and the exodus of non-Muslim populatiofobe the Exchange. In the pre-
War period, there were 5 large factories operatingursa. Three of them belonged
to Armenians, one was of a Turk and the other watage enterprise. Moreover,
most of the 41 raw silk factories belonged to theis€lian Ottoman citizens. Till

1913 all of these factories ran, but in 1915 onhe cof these factories was
running®®® From 1913 to 1915 period the value of the silkdoed in these

factories (together with thélereke Fabrika-1 Himay(nureduced to 514.854

piasters from 1.103.068 piastéfs.The decline in the revenues from silk reeling
due to the ongoing wars and uncertainty made theMgslim capital leave the city

and hence give up operating their mills. Moreoweunjberry groves were damaged
either by the war conditions or the inability ofetlowners to meet their loss. In
1923, the volume of reeled silk production redutted level less than one tenth of

its pre-War levef®

The decline accelerated owing to the exodus oek¥as a
result of Exchange of Populations Convention. Befdhe Greeks and the
Armenians entirely left Bursa, there had been 28&tofées engaged in silk
production and reeling. Only two of therS8akaryaand Gaffarzade managed to

survive.

In the light of this discussion, we can say thdite Butlook of Bursa changed deeply
due to the Exchange of Populations. The equilibribetween the urban and the

rural populations was disrupted in favor of theatum fact, approximately 120.000

230ketin,0smanh Sanayii., p.155
%4 bid., p.157

25 Erder, The Making of.,.p. 135
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Armenians and Greeks left Bursa and only 40.00Qgeds were settled in this
city.?®® Independent from the newcomers’ profile, indigenqopulations’ mass
migration resulted in this consequence. As we haventioned above, a
considerable number of the Greeks and the Armeniam&ed as workers in the
industry. Hence, together with the industrial bake, former labor-force also left
country as a result of deportations, migrationggered by war conditions and
uncertainty and the compulsory exchange. Althougihs8 remained having the
highest working population/total population ratim@ng all Turkish cities except
from istanbuf®’, there were only 3.670 people engaged in silkiedlandustries
(reeling, dyeing, weaving and silken cloth manufaog) according to 1927
Industrial Census throughout Turk&Y.It should be stressed that this new labor-
force was provided by the immigrants and refugedtesl in Bursa. These figures
clearly reflect the destructive effect of the exedd the non-Muslim population:
There were 54 weaving factories established in 8t 1933 and none of them
could be dated back to the pre-National Liberatidar period®, and most of them
were probably founded after the Law for Encouraganeé Industry in 1927. For
Keyder, due to the Greco-Turkish Population Excleatigere were only 12 raw silk
factories left in Bursa where as we have noted aelibere had been 41 raw silk
factories in Bursa according to the 1915 Ceridudvloreover three of these
factories belonged to the French investors, ang pmeduced for French domestic
market only. Government attempted to restore thdustry in Bursa by taking
certain measures, such as distributing young muyjhieees to peasants, offering
prizes for worm, egg, and cocoon production andldishing the Silk Institute in

Bursa for control and improvement of the industyHowever, these attempts were

8 |pid., p. 123. According to the data Wyiibadele/mar ve /skan Vekaleti(Ministry of the
Exchange, Reconstruction and Settlement) there @4ré58 refugees settled in Bursa. See
Appendix-C.

27 Erder,The Making of.,.p.142

2881927 Sanayi Sayinpp.26-27

289 Kaplanglu, Bursa'da Miibadelep. 125

2% Keyder,Diinya Ekonomisicinde.., p.83
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insufficient. The officie authorities apparently made no additional effootsettle
down therefugees in accordance with their previous occopatAlthough the
center of all the divisions of the silk industry sven Bursa, in 1924, the refuge
who had been coco dealers and coming from KaracaovaTihessaloniki, for
instance, were sent Harput (Elazg) where the silk production had been an ac

“industry” in the sixteenth centur®?

The production of silk can be seenFigure3.1. A sharp decrease in product
after the Balkan Wars is apparent. The inabilitytloé national economy to gi
further support for silk producers and processorgpted with the downward trer
in silk production in the first years of the Repuabillt is logical to claim that th
exodus of the experienced silkworm growers andgssars had a serious imp

on the ontinuity of the decreasing trer

FIGURE-3.1: Silk Production in Turkey 187€ — 1940
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Source: Fahri Dalsar,Tiirk Sanayi ve Ticaret Tarihinde Bursa'dpekgilik, (istanbul:istanbul
Universitesiiktisat Fakiltesi Yayinlari, 1960), p.£

21 C L. Stotz, “The Bursa Region of TurkeyGeographical Revieywol.29, no.1, (Jan. 193¢
pp.97-98
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However in some cases, a new potential in termbefilk industry appeared. In

Odemi, one of the largest districts dzmir with a considerable exchangee
population, this industry grabbed a chance of rgpaivth in the second half of the
1920s. After the decline of silk industry with tihesultant impact of the period

between 1914 and 1923, a growing foreign demandh®silken goods (cloth and

handkerchiefs) seems to create certain hope foe¢cbhaomic future of this district

in 1927 and 1928

We have so far talked about the history of silkustdy in Turkey and the effects of
the exchange of populations on this industry. Tteeroside of the coin gives us
further clues to observe the effects of the Exglkaumpon industry. Silk production
and processing industry developed rapidly afterERehange as the result of the
arrival of the new comers who had been workinghis industry in their “old”
country to Greece. Pentzopoulos notes that the lpobpou engaged in silk
production and processing was transferegd masseto the plains of Argos in
Peloponnesus. A refugee settlement district caledNea Kios (New Gemlik) —
note that Kios was the name of Gemlik, in BursapagnGreeks—was formed and
there was a colony of 550 families members of whigre engaged in silkworm
breeding. In this settlement a mulberry grove 8D6stremmatavas created by the
Greek State. The increase in the number of silkweggs was enormous. The
expansion of the silk industry was supported by @reek government and the
RSC?* There had been only 50.000 boxes of these egd928@, whilst by 1926
the production increased by some 220% and reach&8G.000 boxes. According
to the official numbers, with the contribution dietrefugees settled in Macedonia,
Greece produced 1.690.460 kilograms of fresh cazodhe predictions about the
Greece’s position in the international silk-mariet not materialize due to the rise
of artificial silk; however, in the 1930s Greek tiesxwas self-sufficient in terms of

silk and silken goods thanks to this expansion he t11920s. According to

293 fzmir Vilayeti Salnamesi 1927-192@&mir: Bilgi Matbaasi, 1929), p. 129
2% |n addition to what Pentzopoulos mentions herepating to Ladas, 500.000 drachmas were

allocated as credit for the refuges settled in Maoé& and having been engaged in silk industry and.
(The Exchange of Minorities, p.715)
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Pentzopoulos, in 1930, the production of silkertttie@ached to a level of 3,1 fold
of its 1925 levef®

The overall expansion of the textile industry ine€ce can be observed in Table
3.5. Despite the general backwardness of the industGreece and its lacking of
certain incentives, the textile industry, generatlwing to the arrival of the
refugees, managed to expand above the annual gratethn industry which was
6.8 according to Mazower's calculatioff§ According to our calculations based on

Table 3.5, the textile industry grew with a ratel8fper cent.

TABLE-3.5: Expansion of the Textile Industry in Greece, 1923-1930

1923 1930
Number of Factories 120 238
Installations, looms, etc. 603 1360

Number of persons employed  9.359  22.900

Production (million drs.) 747 1.800

Source PentzopoulosThe Balkan Exchange of Minorities.p.163

29 pentzopoulosThe Balkan Exchange of Minorities p.163

2% Mazower,Greece and the Inter-war, p. 92
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The overall impact of the Population Exchange ome&rindustry seems to be
positive. The number and the power of new industiims from 1921 t01929 in

Greece are given in Table 3.6.

TABLE-3.6: The Number and Power of New Industrial Hrms in Greece,
1921-1929

Number of new

Year establishments Horsepower
1921 56 1.821
1922 46 371
1923 41 1.217
1924 107 2.518
1925 132 4.624
1926 124 3.145
1927 214 6.105
1928 192 6.540
1929 62 3.215

Source Mazower,Greece and the Inter-War, p.92

The acceleration of the investments after 1923 lmarseen in Table 3.6. Unlike

Turkey, this acceleration cannot be seen pByaicalrecovery from the war due to

the fact that Greece had not experienced war witlen borders. However, the

recovery of the labor force can be one part obaoaable explanation together with
the relative stability of the period. The recovefthe labor-force had two reasons:
First, the end of mobilization and the return oflesatheir homes, and second, the
Anatolian refugees arriving to the Greece. Accagdio Svoronos, the number of

laborers in the Greek factories had been 60.00®ikv and by 1930, this number
reached to 140.008 In this increase the contribution of the refuge@s beyond

any dispute.

The Asia Minor refugees had a three-dimensionakichpn Greek industry: Some
of the refugees were ready to participate in laiarket as laborers, some of the
refugees managed to carry their capital with théveseto Greece and hence they
were entrepreneurs, and lastly, all refugees, estrgee children, were consumers.

Sir Norman Angell describes this triple identitythe following:

297 Nikos SvoronosGagdas Hellen Tarihine Balg (istanbul: Belge Yayinlari, 1988), p.96
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[T]he admission of an immigrant’s family first ofl @reates work,
employment. The children have to be fed and clotaed housed
and warmed, and the production of the food, clagthifuel keeps
someone in employment... And when the refugee headhef
family... begins to earn money, he must spend thatepowhich
gives employment. Even a refugee camp is a mariettaarefugee
child a consumet?®

Apart from these mechanistic effects, one shouldsicter that refugees brought
together with them certain assets such as somefiegpenformation of the Turkish
market, some new production techniques and somaawik industrial branches,
and some capital as well. A careful observer ofe&rsde of the story says that “in
1961, almost forty years after the arrival of teéugees in Greece, one out of five
Greek industrialists had been born in Turk&*”Moreover, the refugees deeply
changed the structure of the labor market. Thessxsapply of labor resulted in the
collapse of wages under the level of subsistemcéhd light of this discussion, it is
legitimate to ask whether the Asia Minor refuge@fecded the Greek industry
positively. Although the impact of refugees was enapparent and much well-
documented in Greece as compared to Turkey, amafive answer would be too
reductionist; since the refugees created a burdenthe social, political and
economic structure of Greece as well. As far aseteomic burden is concerned
totally, $36.490.227 were spent for rural refugelement alone. The burden was
so heavy that it made a certain “contribution” e bankruptcy of Greek state in
1932. The Greek industfy’ was in need of modernization; however, government
had no “time” and funds for a state-led modern@atmovement in industry or
encouraging such a modernization by some incenfimeshe entrepreneurs. The
burden of the refugee resettlement was a momentfastacle in front of
modernizing economic policies. The Greek state ccoohly protect existing
industry by heightening custom walls and by crepanfavorable fiscal regime for

the investors. According to predominant view, tin€onditional protection caused

2% Cited by Pentzopoulohe Balkan Exchange of Minorities p.150

29 A, P. AlexanderGreek Industrialists (Athens: Center of Planning and Economic Research
1964), p.62

%0 These evaluations on Greek industry are based amoiMer,Greece and the Inter-War, p.91-
100
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a huge inefficiency. Although the 1920s witnessedirdustrial boom beyond
recovery, this boom was not accompanied by a stralcthange. There had been
no heavy industries in Greece in the beginningthef1920s, so was it in 1930s.
Moreover, industry meant a socially dangerous claamely the proletariat, thus,
the Greek state, as a strategy, tried to form aetewiddle class engaged in
agriculture out of the Asia Minor refugees and gau@ encouraging

industrialization.

Insofar as Turkey is concerned, we briefly talk atbhthe poor legacy of the
Ottoman Empire to the nascent Republic in termadadistry. Most of the industrial
plants were either idle or unusable. In the pefi®d3-1927, the Turkish State was
not able to take necessary steps to improve indudiase of the country. The
approach of the government towards the problemmadistrialization in thdzmir
Economic Congress in 1923 was strongly criticizgdrtellectual circles® After
the Izmir Economic Congress, there were some measuién taoncerning
industry. The government constituted some monopadie certain foreign trade
items which directly affected the industry. Moreguwle protectionist measures and
privileges for the investments in sugar industryL 825 were taken, such as 8-year-
long tax exemption and 30 per cent discount fotsca$ transportation and raw
material®®> The most prominent step taken by the governmesti®a7 the Law
for Encouragement of the Industfesvik-i Sanayi Kanunu)lwhich was a re-
enactment of the 1329 (1913ksvik-i Sanayi Kanun-u MuvakkatBy this law,
investors were donated land up to 10 hectares ffeea charge and they were
exempted from taxes of land property, of buildingl @f income®®® These were
certainly crucial incentives for industrial capjtaihd hence it can be thought that
the State transferred its land accumulation thahaxee showed in Chapter 2 to the
industrial bourgeoisie to certain extent. Howewee, can say that the government

1 See A. G. OkguinTurkiye 7zmir Iktisat Kongresi Haberler-Yorumlar-Belgele¢Ankara:SPK
Yayinlari, 1997), pp.307-310

%92 5SCB Bilimler AkademisiEkim Devrimi Sonrasi Tirkiye Tarih{istanbul: Bilim Yayinlari,
1979), p.111

93 pbid., p.112
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approached selectively towards the enterprisesagglied for taking advantage of
this law. Large-scaled industry was advantageousrims of preconditions of the
Law. Therefore, the small scale industrial entegsj that is, the dominant
industrial unit in Turkey according to the 1927 €es, were hardly benefited from
the Law for Encouragement of the Industry.

As far as the results of the 1927 Industrial Cersasconcerned, it is not possible
to compare the results of 1913 and 1915 Indus@mhsuses, since there is an
important difference in the scale of industries emthvestigation. However, a

comparison of these censuses gives us some claastak effects of the Exchange
upon the Turkish industry. For instance, Ozel makash an assessment by
comparing 1913/15 and 1927 Censuses:

The main difference in the results of the 1927 @enBom the
previous censuses was the considerable declirextiies. Although
it had been the leading sector in terms of employnpetential in
both 1913 and 1915, with 46% and 48% relative shexspectively,
by 1927 this sector only employed 18.7% of the Itatdustrial

labor. Thus agricultural industry and textiles tome extent
exchanged their relative positions between the 4%fd 1920s,
although it must be kept in mind that the scaled eassifications
differ among the census&¥.

Until now we discussed the importance of Greek el@nm textile industry and the
effects of the Exchange. We can reach to the ceimiuhat the striking decrease in
the employment share of textiles can be relateti we Population Exchange. It
can also be said that improvement of the relatostipn of agriculture can be seen
another result which implied a sort of urban deration in the economic sphere.
Moreover, the total industrial production in 1918{ixed prices, Turkish economy
recovered to its pre-War period not before than7188own in Table 3.7 and the
share of industry in the GNP recovered to its pra-\Whd exceeded this level in
1927. The figures also display that the industpabduction in fixed prices

continued to decline further in 1924, a year obrery expectation and this decline

can also be correlated with the Population Exchahige decrease in labor-force, in

304 Bzel,“The Economy of Turkey..,pp. 53-54
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capital and the chaotic atmosphere suspending ptioduor commercial relations

can be considered as the outcome of the Exchangegs.

3.3 Summary and Conclusion

The Greco-Turkish Population Exchange had a negampact on the industrial
base of Turkey. The industrial legacy of the Empiees very weak and backward.
However, even in this limited industrial developmehe Anatolian Greeks had a
certain share, as entrepreneurs, workers and camsuim this chapter, we have
tried to trace the consequences of the Populatiah&hge regarding the industry
through analyzing its effects upon the textile isttyy particularly the carpet
weaving and the silk (from sericulture to procegyinndustries. The terms
“industry” and “factory” have been used in theirdest meanings and do not refer
to the integrated and mass production, but ratkeri-snechanization of certain

steps of the production and marketing of the prtsluc

In the case of carpet-weaving, we have shown tiatransfer of the experienced
and skilled weavers to Greece resulted in the faonaf a rival for Turkey in the

oriental carpet market. This was due to the losiwhan capital in this sector.
Greece wisely saw this sector as a pool for thel@ynpent of the “more marginal”

refugees —widows, orphans, etc.—settled in the rurbeeas. However, the
intensifying competition between Greece and Turltielynot create any incentives
for the structural improvement of this sector ither of these countries. The
competition turned to be a price competition. Thkapse of Western —especially
the US— demand for the oriental carpets with th@nemic crisis in 1929 gave rise

to the decline of this industry in both cases.

As for silk, the mass departure of the Greeks e&peed in sericulture and silk
processing combined with the physical destructisra aesult of World War | and
the Greek occupation. Moreover, the economic exigemaking the mulberry

cultivators unrig the trees which were the onlyrsewf nutrition of the silkworms

122



deteriorated this industry. We should also add haphazard nature of the
resettlement plan of the Turkish Government.

Although the impact of the Population Exchange wase apparent in the carpet
weaving and silk industries, these were not thg esbamples of industries affected
by the Exchange. Belli points out the fact that soother branches of industry
declined after the transfer of qualified and exgeced working force and capital to
Greece. Fig packaging and olive oil industry weve bther examples mentioned
by Belli.*® The data of 1926 Statistical Yearbook \difayet of izmir confirms
Belli’'s argument. According to the data of this g&aok, only 110 out of more than
270 industrial establishments (factory and floul)nwere recorded as among the
ones founded after 1923 and 69 of these new eshatdints were ifzmir District
which was totally ruined by the “Great Fire of Smgt in 1922°°° This shows the
slow pace of growth of the industry in the age exfavery inizmir and it is quite
reasonable to take for granted that some of thaserfes and flour mills were
abandoned by the Greeks and especially of the ionde districts other than the
district of izmir were re-established by their new owners d@fé&#3 with limited or

no modernization.

Another important consequence of historical segeieeshaping the Balkans and
Middle East at the end of World War | in which tRepulation Exchange had a
distinct role is the creation of two similar pergshl economies, nhamely Turkey and
Greece. The Exchange played a crucial role deegehmm “similarities” of these
two economies which had historical connections #msl process decreased their
comparative advantage towards each other. Suchditiom resulted in the rise of
an economically competitive atmosphere betweenetis countries which had
economic and political consequences for both cesmtEconomically, the possible
revenue generated from these industries declinede Sthe absence of incentives

and lacking feasibilities for the modernizationtbé industrial base resulted in a

395 Belli, Turkiye-Yunanistan,.p. 97
3% Collected data from th&actories and Flour Millssection inizmir istatistik Kalemi {zmir

Secretariat of Statistics)zmir Vilayeti 1926 Senedstatistigi,(Iizmir: Hafiz Ali Matbaasi, 1926),
pp.221-267
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price competition between Greece and Turkey whigcined to be a highly
aggressive one. One result of the integration moti¢hese peripheral economies
with the international market was the increasingesielency to the products subject
to this competition. Since they were one of theugaddded products of these
countries which were very limited in number, thisolght about growing
vulnerability of these economies to the fluctuasidn the international markets.
Politically, such a competitive atmosphere easedpilrification of the economic

structure in terms of ethnicity.

As a last remark on this issue we should add that,Exchange resulted in the
transfer of Greek workers experienced in labor mwmt. The exodus of the
militant Greek workers resulted in a discontinuantehe formation of working
class movement in Turkey. The absence of such andygnin the political and
economic life can be seen as one of the factotiseomonolithic structure of Turkey
till the 1940s. We believe that a comparison ofdffects of the refugees in Greece
and Turkey will give crucial results for a betterderstanding of the effects of the
Population Exchange in both countries and also h&# $ocial formation in

Turkey3”’

%7 For the impact of refugees upon the Greek politsmhere see MavrogordatoStillborn
Republic: Social Coalitions and Party StrategiesGmeece.,. Mazower, Greece and the Inter-
War.., Kontogiorgi, Population Exchange in Greek Macedoni@ne of the most important
impacts of the refugees which determined the whobzrse of the Greek politics in the interwar era
was their relations with the Communist Party of é&e (KKE—the abbreviation of the party in
Greek). Refugees created a major actor of the Quebtics out of a very marginal movement. For
the refugee-KKE relation see A. S. Alpan, “DonimkNsinda Hayat ve Siyaset: Orak, Ceki¢c ve
Mubadiller”, Toplum ve Bilimno.112, 2008, pp. 158-181. The effects of thageés upon Turkish
politics are almost untouched. For the politicghmort of the refugees for the the Free Republican
Party see Cem EmrencBerbest Cumhuriyet Firkasi — 99 Gunlik Muhalefistanbul: iletisim
Yayinlari, 2006). For the political reaction of therkish left concerning the Population Exchange
and the refugee problem see Mete Tungaykiye'de Sol Akimlar., pp. 515-544
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CHAPTER 4:

COMMERCE

4.1. The Commercial Structure in the Ottoman Empire

The need of a constantly expanding market for iitslpcts chases the
bourgeoisie all over the whole surface of globe. nitst nestle
everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connexweasywhere.

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation ofweld market given a
cosmopolitan character to production and consumpti@very country.

To the great chagrin of Reactionists, it has drésem under the feet of
industry the national ground on which it stood. Ald-established
national industries have been destroyed or arey dwing destroyed.
They are dislodged by new industries, whose intttido becomes a life
and death question for all civilized nations, bgustries that no longer
work up indigenous raw material, but raw materighveh from the

remotest zones; industries whose products are omtsunot only at
home, but in every quarter of the globe. In pla¢eth® old wants,

satisfied by the productions of the country, welfirew wants, requiring
for their satisfaction the products of distant lamahd climes. In place of
the old local and national seclusion and self-sidficy, we have
intercourse in every direction, universal inter-eiegence of natiorrs?

Where trade is concerned, the nineteenth centutiyessed three long waves of
capitalist development: 1826-1847 contraction mkrk848-1873 expansion period,
and 1874-1893 contraction period.

%8 K. Marx and F. Engels, “Manifesto of the Commuritsirty”, D. Fernbach (ed.Jhe Revolutions
of 1848 Political Writings — vol,{Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1973), p.71
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The first contraction period (1826-1847) was chimazed by the protectionist-
mercantilist policies of post-Napoleonic Wars efflowever, these protectionist
policies were seriously conflicting with the intste of the Great Britain which was
undergoing the Industrial Revolution and hence waseed of markets for her
products then raw material for production. The éasing grain prices—decreasing
real wages—due to successive bad harvests ledsénies of social unrests in the
1830s that Britain had hard times to tolerate. Bspecession of legislative actions,
the British state began to enforegssez faireand “economic liberalism became a
militant creed”®® By 1840s, the East Mediterranean countries haarbecthe
markets for British products and once the restiiimposed after the Napoleonic
Wars had been abolished by the enforcement of iBrita great stimuli for the
unification of the world marketemerged . Four distideterminants affected the
change in the capitalist developméfitnamely: the decline of protectionism all
over the world, the disappearance of the moneytapes thanks to newly found
gold sources, technological improvement leadingaadement of transportation
and communication techniques and lastly the redgtipeaceful atmosphere of the

century.

As described in the introductory passage above hyxMind Engels, the internal
“connexions” of the world economy were construcaéedl reinforced; in addition,

an international division of labor was introduced“bniversal inter-dependence of
nations”. Certainly, the Ottoman Empire also totk part in this international

division of labor. The internal factors of the Emgand the increasing economic
relations with European countries determined thatjom of the Ottoman Empire in

the new world order. The Ottoman Empire becameuatcp exporting agricultural

products and raw materials; and in return the Eenpias importing value-added
products®**

399 Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation — The Political and Ecoim@rigins of Our Time
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1957), p. 137

310 Resat KasabaOsmanli/mparatorlyzu ve Diinya Ekonomisi — Ondokuzuncu Yiifistanbul:
Belge Yayinlari, 1993), pp. 39-40

11 According to Pamuk in 1911-1913, the breakdowithefexports gives such a result that 90 per
cent of the total exportation was constituted by raaterials and agricultural products. However, as
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Commercial relations between European countriestlaa@ttoman Empire deeply
changed in the nineteenth century. According to idanm the period - 1730 -1780
the volume of the commercial activity between thito@an Empire and Europe
grew with an average annual rate of less than T et (totally ~50 per cent). This
rate was almost 1,5 in 1780-1830 (~90 per cente dVverage annual growth rate
exceeded 5 per cent after 1830s and especiallys18&4ich meant 100 per cent
growth in every 11-13 year$? The value of the exports increased by 5 folds with
current prices and 10 folds with fixed (1880) psi@nd the corresponding figures
for imports were greater than 6,5 with current gsi@nd 12 with fixed pricés®
Table-4.1. prepared from the figures supplied bjniashows the evolution of the
value of the commercial activity between the OttarEapire and “core” countries,

that is, the industrialized Europe and the US atiogrto Pamuk’s definition.

TABLE-4.1: The Value Ottoman Trade with Core and Aggregate, 1830-1911

The Share of “Core” in Total

Trade with “Core™* Total Trade Trade
Period Export Import  Total | Export Import Total Export Import  Toth
(million £) (million £) %
1830-32 | 2,40 2,10 4,50 3,80 4,00 7,80 64,3 52,5 57,7

1840-42 | 3,60 3,80 7,40 520 5,70 10,90 70,0 66,7 67,9
1850-52 | 6,700 7,10 13,80 8,80 9,50 18,30 76,4 74,7 75,4
1860-62 | 9,10 8,70 17,80| 12,40 12,90 25,30 73,4 67,4 70,4
1870-72 | 13,50 17,20 30,70 | 19,40 22,40 41,80 69,4 76,8 73,4
1880-82 | 9,60 11,50 21,10 | 15,20 15,40 30,60 62,9 74,7 69,0
1890-92 | 13,60 14,80 28,40 | 17,90 19,20 37,10 76,1 77,1 76,5
1900-02 | 15,9¢ 15,70 31,60 | 20,30 20,30 40,60 78,3 77,3 77,8
1910-11 | 20,0d 29,70 49,70 | 25,90 37,70 63,60 77,0 78,8 78,1

*Qur calculation based on Pamuk’s figurégrade deficit in commercial relations with “core”
"Trade deficit

Source Sevket PamukOsmanl Ekonomisinde Banlilik ve Biyime820-1913, istanbul: Tarih
Vakfi, 2005), pp.33-34 (reorganization of Table @l Table 2.5)

for imports, more than 90% of the importation wasde up of the value-added materials
(consumption goods, investment goods, etc.) @aset Pamuk19. Yuzyilda Osmanl Piricareti
Tarihi Istatistikler Dizisj vol. 1, (Ankara: Devletstatistik Enstitiisii, 1995), p.36.

%12 sevket PamukOsmanli Ekonomisinde Benlilik ve Bilyiiméd 820-1913, istanbul: Tarih Vakfi,
2005), p. 30

33 |bid., p.26
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The role of the Great Britain was quite fundameirtathis picture. The value of
imports from Britain increased 12 folds between 2&hd 1836* Since this
statistics precedes the Free Traktreement in 1838, it is obvious that this pact
acted as a catalyst in the opening of the Ottontamamy. In 1850, the Empire

15

became the most important market for the Britisbdpcts®*® The other countries

with which the Ottoman Empire had trade relatioressinown in the Table-4.2.

TABLE-4.2: The shares of Major Countries in the Otbman Foreign Trade,
1894-1912

Import Export
Country

1894 1900 1906 1912 1894 1900 1906 1912
g‘ifaﬁreat 100,0 91,8 121,4 110,0| 10000 96,1 110,0 81,3
Aus-Hun. | 57,0 53,1 72,0 75,5 23,2 25,9 37,2 38,9
Germany | 3.1 5,4 14,7 57,5 5,1 7.9 21,3 21,4
France 30,3 32,8 29,5 43,6 62,0 25,4 83,6 74,8
Italy 6,9 14,7 27,0 27,2 8,2 12,4 17,3 16,2
USA 0,2 0,4 3,2 13,5 2,6 10,0 8,4 24,1
TOTAL 197,5 198,1 267,7 327,3 201,1 177,6 277,8 256,7

" $39.842.000 and$ 25.238.000
Source Our calculation based on the figures in Cavi¥allj Miicadelenin.., pp.72-73

The data above illustrate that commercial relationgh Germany and the US
improved steadily in the period considered. HoweveVWI affected the

commercial activity of the Empire and this pictupeofoundly changed. The
commercial activity contracted to the commerce whith Central Powers and non-
allied countries™® According to Eldem, due to the abrupt increasth@prices of

the exported materials by Turkey (350 per cent)tartie continuation of the trade
with the aforementioned countries, the economyhef Empire was not affected

314 Tezel,Cumhuriyet D6neminin,.p.62
315 YerasimosAzgelsmislik Siirecinde..vol.2, p.56

%18 For a detailed investigation of the commerciahtiehs with the Central Powers see Eldétarp
ve Mitareke Yillarinda.,.pp.56-72
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severely in comparison with the other sectors efébonomy?’ Nonetheless, state

intervention to regulate the foreign trade suchh&sprohibition of trading certain

goods in the international markets or increasing taxes on the international
trading activities became more difficult. Until theginning of WWI, the Ottoman

Empire could not manage to raise the tariffs tced gent. It was only when WWI

broke on October 20, 1914, the tariffs were raiged5 per cent and on June 3,
1915 tariffs were further increased to 30 per ¢&ht.

The enhancement of commercial relations with thestéfa countries within which

capitalist production relations developed altereel ©ttoman Empire socially and
economically. In this transformation process, dédfé social and ethnic groups took
up a variety of roles. The role of the Greek elemierthis process is particularly

important for the purpose of our study.

4.2. The Asia Minor Greeks and their role in the Otoman Commercial

Structure

As we have mentioned above, the Free Trade Agreemeh838 constituted a
springboard rather than a turning point as farh@scommercial relations between
the European states and the Ottoman Empire areecwett Before the British
hegemony stuck ouéissez faire laissez pasaé the driving force of the economic
sphere, the Ottoman state has attempted to adpeshational and internal trade. In
fact, the regulatory attempts towards domestic mernational trade were the
result of the decline of the Empire’s economy. Aany authors have claimed, in
the heyday of the Empire the regulations were aaiatds commercial activity—
the commercial activities of merchants were noulagd byhisba— but towards
the market place which can be observed throughbtupra-capitalist societies.

However, we should underline that the Free Tradee&ment which was followed

%7 bid., p.67

318 A. D. Novigev, Osmanli/mparatorlyzu’nun Yari Sémirgejenesj (Ankara: Onur Yayinlari,
1979), p.74
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by other free trade agreements with other Europstates created a neoteric
atmospheré®

As far as the role of Greeks in commerce is coremkrit was much more apparent
than other fields of the economy. As mentioned abiovChapter 1, many of the
travelers in the late-nineteenth and early-twente#ntury and the scholars of the
period talk about the rise of Greeks in AnatdfiaThe new free trade opportunities
went hand in hand with the economic expansion @de®s of Asia Minor. The
diffusive nature of Greek population which resulteda social network easing the
commercial activity, the Diaspora Greeks massivelygaged in commerce
throughout the world Moreover the increasing temgem the unification of
internal market through railways and the uncompetiposition of the Muslim
merchantsHayriye Tiiccari’, due to the terms of Free Trade Agreement and the
relatively low tax rates in commerce as opposeth#oagricultural activities gave
rise to an climate in favor of Ottoman Greeks. Gneuld also highlights the role of
increasing activities of the foreign merchants witlthe Empire. To be more
precise, the changing conditions in politics andtle international economy
resulted in a boom in the trade centers of Anatolia

The Greek merchants had an intermediary charadtehea beginning of the
nineteenth century. The certificat&efaf authorizing them to make translation for
the foreign merchants/commercial houses fashionetd an intermediary position

%19 For the effects of the Free Trade Agreement amdstitcessive agreements see Oya Kdymen,
“The Advent and Consequences of Free Trade in tem@n Empire—19 Century”, Etudes
Balkaniques 1971/2, pp. 47-55, Orhan KurggdThe 1838 Treaty of Commerce Reexamined” J. L.
Bacqué-Grammont and P. Dumont (ed&gonomie et sociétés dans I'empire otton(®aris:
Editions du Centre National de la Recherche Sdigun&, 1983), pp. 411-417%evket Pamuk,
Osmanli Ekonomisinde Banlilik ve Bilyumé&820-1913, istanbul: Tarih Vakfi, 2005), pp.17-22.

320 5ee fn.6 and fn.8 in this study.

%21 The Ottoman State classified the merchants operatithin the Empire in three groups. As we
have mentioned here the Muslim merchants were ccalkehayriye tliccar Apart from hayriye
tuccary, there weremistemen/ecnebi ticcawho were foreign merchants atérath European
tuccar, imperial non-Muslim merchants although they werledaas “European merchants”. For
more detail see Zafer Toprak, Tirkiye'de Militisat (1908-1918), (Ankara: Yurt Yayinlari, 1981),
A. 1. Bagis, Osmanh Ticaretinde Gayri Muslimler: KapitiilasyonlaAvrupa Tiiccarlari, Beratli
Tlccarlar, Hayriye Ticcarlari, 1750-183%Ankara: Turhan Kitabevi, 1983) and Charles Idsaw
“The Transformation of ..."”, pp.261-285.
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in the commercial structure. Together with the Pas relations, this intermediary
role of the Greek merchants supplied them with ‘fatimate, confidential
knowledge of the market from the most remote aoédke Anatolian hinterland to
London or Calcutta®* The “intimate and confidenti&howledge of other markets
bring about an advantage in “imitating producti@ehniques” and/or importing
technologic improvements. On the other hand, thigimate and confidential
knowledge” about the customs, consumer preferemoasgket conditions, and etc.
guaranteed the consonance between the producersthendconsumers. As
Frangakis-Syrett puts it, the international linkeant another favorable condition in
terms of credit availability*> Moreover, this array of contacts was active in the
internal regions of Anatolia, a place totally inassible for the foreign merchants
due to legal and practical reasons. This is why $&ninsists on the role of Greeks
in the operation of the market mechanisms by sayiagy“even where the capital is
foreign, the practical working is to a great extent directbg Greeks These
reinforced the “circulating” nature of the Greelpital as well as its intermediary
character. It is this circulating nature of the &kecapital which enabled the
increase in the significance of Greeks in differsettors of the economy such as
banking, industry, mining etc. Hence it can be vedrlout that the lack of physical
and money capital was compensated bysthgal capitaf>* in the Greek economic

network and commerce was the key element of thaghch

322 Frangakis-Syrett, “The Economic Activities...”, p.19
A similar condition to the one described here viasgosition of the Armenians, however these links
of Armenians was not as strong as the ones ediallisy the Greeks. Ibid., p.20

33 While discussing the role of Greeks in Ottomanustdy, we criticize the “technologically
backward” and “individualistic” character of the €&k economic development within the Empire.
We should underline that this was a comparison nietieeen western investments and the Greek
ones. The commercial network mentioned here caritib to the development of the industrial
activities of the Ottoman Greeks.

324 Social capitalcan be described as the following: “Social cafigadn aggregate of interpersonal
networks. Belonging to a network helps a persocordinate his strategies with others. Where the
state or the market is dysfunctional, communitieabde people to survive, even if they do not
enable them to live well. But communities oftenadlwe hierarchical social structures; and the theory
of repeated games cautions us that communitarlatiaeships can involve allocations where some
of the parties are worse off than they would haeerbif they had not been locked into the
relationships. Even if no overt coercion is visjbluch relationships could be exploitative.”
(Dasgupta, Partha, social capitalhe New Palgrave Dictionary of Economi&even N. Durlauf
and Lawrence E. Blume (eds.), Palgrave Macmilla®)8 The New Palgrave Dictionary of
Economics Online, Palgrave Macmillan.) The impoctanf the social capital in the Greek economic
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Quataert describes the relation between the nordiMudttoman merchants and
foreign merchants at the beginning of the nineteentury, as antagonisfic,
However, the relation between the Ottoman non-Muginerchants and foreign
merchants seemed to be symbiotic. The main antsigowas between the declining
local Muslim merchants and the “others”. GoOcgek cdegs this symbiotic

relationship via such determinarits:

I In order to clear off the problems originating frotine internal
conflicts of European states, they began to loakr&diable and
unbiased agents within the Empire, and the non-iusierchants

satisfied this conditiof?’

i. There were little incentives for the European manth to participate

in the internal trade within the Ottoman Empire.eTéapitulatory

expansion became apparent especially with therdeoli the Ottoman power. For instance, together
with 1774 Kaynarji Agreement, Black Sea and the ubenbecame a part of the international trade
and the network between Greek family members gealtt® different port cities enabled them to
profit from the increasing commercial opportunitigsor a comprehensive description of this
commercial network see Traian Stoianovich, “CongueBalkan Orthodox MerchantThe Journal

of Economic HistoryVol. 20, No. 2, (Jun., 1960), pp. 234-313. Ondlieer hand, one can relate the
“familism” in Greek economic life which we evaluaite Chapter 3 and its adverse effects to the
economic development of Greeks when Greeks areecoed. This dimension of Greek economic
role in the Ottoman Empire can be related with §éacked in the interpersonal networks. However,
the advantages of this network were much more a&mpan the formation of Greek economic
development in the Empire than its disadvantagestioreed above. We should underline that the
concept of social capital has both economic and-etmmmomic implications. As a non-economic
factor, Kasaba talks about the importance of thee@Orthodox Church recognized by the Ottoman
State together with the dense population in the t@¥escoasts of Anatolia (Kasab&smanl
Imparatorlygu..., p.87). The role of the Greek Church can be evatlian the context of human
capital since it took a certain role in the forroatiof the “Greekness” of the Anatolian Greeks and
hence it was an authority reinforcing the econopawver through the religious and “national”
sentiments. The role of the social capital becamesnapparent in the anti-Greek boycott in 1911
which will be discussed below.

325 Quataert, “The Age of Reforms...”, p. 839

326 £, M. Gocek,Rise of the Bourgeoisie, Demise of Empire: Ottorméesternization and Social
Change (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), pp12413. For a contradictory interpretation
of the relations between the Greek merchants aedBoropean ones see Exertzoglou, “The
Development of Greek...”, p.91. According to Exertoag in the age of free trade the European
protection was unnecessary, if not useless.

327 See also GoceRise of the Bourgeoisie, pp.88-89
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regime gave certain advantages to the foreign metshand non-
Muslim (Beratl)) merchants in terms of taxes. Muslim merchants had
to pay 10 per cent tax over their international owrcial activity
where non-Muslim and European merchants had toopay 3 per
cent. On the other hand, for internal trade, theogean merchants
were subject to the same terms with the Muslim hnants.

ii. The concern of the European states for the minangychants were
a part of their interest in the Ottoman Empire.dasive distribution
of language certificatesas a part of this ambitiott®

\2 Apart from taking economic advantages of using nbe-Muslim
merchants, the European merchants also took thiticpbland
administrative advantages of employing the minontgrchants as
intermediaries such as trading in the Black Seanrewhere the
activities of the foreign merchants were strictbyliidden. Moreover
not being subject to Islamic law was also an achgamsince Muslim
courts might have cancelled off the contracts betwiluslim and

European merchants in favor of the Muslim ones.

328 |n 1808 there were 120.000 Greek merchants uheeprotection of Russia. (Quataert, “The Age
of Reforms...”, p. 838) For instance, one of the nmsicessful trading companies at the time was of
Rallis Brothers, a Greek firm idstanbul, and this company was under Russian piotect
(Augustinos, The Greeks of Asia Minar, p.100) The Russian protection for Ottoman Greek
merchants became usual especially after the Tofd€pynarji, 1774. According to Sell, the Russian
protection meant “an important step in the develepinmof the spirit of independence” for Greeks.
(Canon Sell, The Ottoman Turks, (Madras: The Ghanst.iterature Society for India, 1915), p.79,
See also Kasab&smanli/mparatorlyu..., p. 24) Furthermore, acts of naturalization weesyv
common. “As early as the eighteenth century thetarss were supposed to have distributed a
quarter of a million such privileging documentstéairitories later lost to the Empire. In the core
areas as well, ambassadors were willing to digteilon sell ‘hundreds of thousands of passports’ to
Greeks and Armenians who were thus liberated fratoran citizenship.” (Ggéar Keyder, State
and Class in Turkey-A Study in Capitalist DeveloptéLondon: Verso, 1987), p.21) Keyder also
claims that during the nineteenth century “the rotité&zed crusader perspective” of the West was to
liberate the Christian populations under the ydkence the formation of a Christian intermediary
class articulated with this ambition and formedttdal project designed to solve the Ottoman
problem.” (Ibid., p.34) A report ofzmir written by George Rolleston (Fellow of PembedBollege,
Oxford, and late Assistant Physician to the Brit@Sivil Hospital at Smyrna) for the Secretary of
State of War underlines another important econaawiivity concerning international trade which
Greek merchants made under British protection: itBesthe English lines belonging to English
houses, there is also, as already mentioned, afikaglish steam-ships in the employ of a company
of Greek and Armenian merchants.” (George RolledRaport on SmyrnglLondon: Her Majesty's
Stationery Office, 1856), p.86)
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V. Language and religion were obvious pluses for tba-Muslim
merchants for reinforcing the solidarity betweem tmon-Muslim

merchants and the Europeans.

Vi. The European protection under the capitulatorymegivas the only
de jurebarrier in front of the Sultan’s right of confisima. Hence
the minority merchants sought for protection of Engopean powers
for a more favorable legal stattfS.Moreover, being protected by a
foreign country meant certain economic advantagas;h as
exemption from capitation tafcizye) and being subject to some

other lower tax rates.

After describing the improving role of Greeks innmmerce ofizmir, Frangakis-

Syrett also warns her reader about the fact thavduld be misleading to consider
the Greeks as all-powerful and able to keep Westerthants out of any branch of
trade”*° Yet, when the western large-scale firms tried tmopolize some sectors
imperiously, it caused inevitable frictions betweesstern and Greek capital in the
Ottoman Empiré®" The claim of an antagonism between the foreign ted

minority merchants is based on the overwhelmingiaance of the non-Muslim

Ottoman merchants among the whole merchants inguttie foreign ones in the
Ottoman Empire. As a matter of fact, in the secbalfl of the nineteenth century,
the composition of merchants deeply changed. Amathange taking place in the
nineteenth century was the investment patterneefterging Greek bourgeoisie,

especially after the Crimean War. This change wa® do the incoming

329 For the confiscation practices in the Ottoman Eenpind its impacts see Halitalcik, “Capital

Formation in the Ottoman EmpireThe Journal of Economic Histary/ol. 29, No. 1, (Mar., 1969),
pp. 97-140 anderif Mardin, “Civil Society and Culture in the Ottan Empire”,Comparative

Studies in Society and Histoivol. 11, No. 3, (Jun., 1969), pp. 258-281

330 Frangakis-Syrett, “The Economic activities of . p’23

%1 bid., pp. 23-24
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accumulation from commerce. According to Exertzadluree different periods can
be distinguished in the evolution of the activiti#Greek capitaf™?

I. Exclusive involvement in trade and shipping
il. Commerce as first priority but expansion towardseotactivities,
like banking

iii. Entrepreneurs getting involved in almost every@ect

In the nineteenth century the position of the tngdnon-Muslim Ottoman citizens
improved so much so that in consequence the nurabéttoman merchants
increased —seemingly at the expense of foreign maets. There were 1300
registered Ottoman merchants within the borderhefEmpire by 1830; whereas
there had been only 412 in 1815and the majority was the Christian merchants
among whom Greeks took the lion’s share. The ecam@xpansion created an
uneven development in the demographic structutbefVestern coasts. Avg@ia,

by citing from Commander of Division 58gerif Aker, draws attention to the rapid
increase of the Greek population Bzine after the Crimean War. In the pre-War
era, there had been no Greeks in Ezine, howevex,rasult of the mass migration
of the Greeks fronYanya the Aegean Islands and from Greece, in due cdhese
had been 308 Greek houses in Ezine. Similarl{zdremitthere had been only two
Greeks who were servants of Turkish landlords; haneby 1909 there were 1500
Greek families living in Edremi* The most striking example wakmir.
According to Hilmi Uran, head of Gme, in 1914 Turks seemed to be out of sight
among dense Greek population and an outsider éeftelf as if it had been in the
midst of a Greek community. The Greeks irsiGe knew no Turkish; however, all
Turks spoke in Greek with the Greeks. In other wptde dominant language in the
public sphere of Gene was GreeR® Wealth, properties and estates belonged to

332 Exertzoglou, “The Development of ...”, p. 90
333 Quataert, “The Age of Reforms...”, p. 839

334 Dogan Avcigslu, Milli Kurtulu s Tarihi 1835'ten 1995’/0l.3, (Ankara: Tekin Yayinevi, 1987), p.
1059
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Greeks; and hence Turka fortiori, are associated with an old —not respected and
not accredited— reigft® Avcioglu then underlines theGreekificatiori of izmir
population through the nineteenth century. In 1808, population ofizmir was
approximately 100.000 of which 30 per cent was &rée 1910, the population
increased to 225.000 and Greek share was almgmrs@ent?’ These figures seem

to be exaggerated. Yet, other sources also notéhtbanumber of the non-Muslims
exceeded Turks at the beginning of WRAA.This demographic change in the
region, especially ifizmir was due to the growth of commercial capacitythe

region, and the Empire.

While elucidating the material base of the Jewrsipact in the Mediterranean
region before the seventeenth century, to emphaisezeole of commerce Braudel
borrows Sombart’s “sun” allegory for Israel andiia that “if “Israel” was a ‘sun’,

it was a sun teleguided from the ground. Jewislchaarts went towards regions of
growth and took advantage of their advance as nascthey contributed to i?°
The “sun” of Greek bourgeoisidlegali Ideg was, also teleguided from the ground

by the growing opportunities. Issawi, by citingorft Indzhikyan, presents an

%% Lingua francacharacter of Greek language in Western coastecisly for economic activities,
is the leitmotif of several memoirs.

3% Uran,Hatiralarim, p.66

337 For the different estimations of the populationizhir in 1702-1914 see T. A. Baranztnir'in
Imar velskani (1923-1938) Unpublished MA Thesis,igmir: Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi, 1994), pp.
7-9. At the beginning of the eighteenth centurgréhwere 15.000 Turks, 10.000 Greeks, 1.800
Jews, 200 Armenians according to Koprili. His estiom based on Chorseul Gouffier's data, the
population of the city was almost 100.000 at thgitr@ing of the nineteenth century and there were
60.000-65.000 Turks and 21.000 Greeks. lkamus al-a’lam in the second half of the nineteenth
century, the population of the city was 130.000udmg 65.000 Turks and 40.000 Greeks. Rauf
Nezihi's estimation for 1912 (the Balkan Wars) 80100 Turks, 50.000 Anatolian Greeks and
25.000 Hellenic Greeks. Nurullah Tagalan also gamesther bunch of estimates famir population
and its composition based on Western sources. Aowpito this, Greek population exceeded the
Turkish one by 1861. See Nurullah TacalBge'de Kurtuly Savai Baslarken, (istanbul: Milliyet
Yayinlari, 1970), pp.50-51

338 Tacalan also mentions the sharp increase of teelGshare in the population kxfimir by giving

an interesting example. According to Tacalan, thgregate number of Greeks, Armenians, Jews,
Hellenic Greeks and Levantines exceeded Turks ¥919The 1919 (25 January) election for the
Izmir mayoralty witnessed a severe competition betwBurks and Greeks. Although Greeks were
capable of winning the elections, they boycotterldlections in the last minute. Ibid., pp.47-50

%39 Fernand BraudelThe Mediterranean World in the Age of Phillip Iivel. Il, (New York, Harper
Colophon Books, 1976), p.816
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analysis of the ethnic composition of the econospicere in 1912 based on various
yearbooks. This breakdown is given in Table 4.3thi table below, although the
Muslim elements seem to be prospered in the pogaBaWNars era, the figures
demonstrate that the difference between two etlgnaups was so big that a

“natural” convergence seems to be impossible.

TABLE-4.3: Breakdown for the Ethnic Composition of the Economic Sphere,
1912

Number Turks Greeks Armenians Others
Per cent
Internal 18.063 15 43 23 19
Trade
Industry and 6.507 12 49 30 10
Crafts
Professions 5.264 14 44 22 20

Source Issawi, “The Transformation of the Economic...”2@3, See also Issawl,he Economic
History.., p.13-14

A Greek source on the subj&tis also in coherence with the figures mentioned by
Issawi. According to this economic report, 80 pemtoof the merchants trading with
the hinterland of Aydin were the Ottoman Greeks.rédwer, 50 per cent of
international trade activities were controlled hg Ottoman Greek¥? In addition,
according to the French Consul Rougon, there wdré&rddling companies within
the Empire, 15 of them belonged to the Ottomarzeis including 10 Ottoman
Greeks and furthermore there were three foreignpemmes (two French and an
Italian) of whose owners were Greeks. Besides,rdaug to the British sources, the

import trade ofzmir was totally dominated by small-scale Greekdngrs>+2

%40 The aforementioned source was a report dated I®&pared by the Greek Consulatdzmir.
%41 panayotopoulos, “On the Economic Activities...”, p0-101

2 bid.
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Although the trendline of the Greek commercial exgdan was positively sloped
till the collapse of the Greek front in Anatolidyet actual development of this
expansion did not follow a linear trajectory. Therere certain factors determining
the economic opportunities. One was the risks pérticular market. For instance,

in the mid-nineteenth century the English ConsBimsa noted that:

Of their [the Greeks] former respectable merchams families very
few indeed are left who have preserved the sampepto and credit,
owing finally to overspeculation in foreign tradearticularly in silk
when on the eve of its last extreme depretiatian). {5

Obviously, the English diplomat underlines the @spron in silk market due to the
imported silken goods and to the economic habitsnotivations of the Greek
merchants. Moreover, we should keep in mind thecefbf the long waves of
capitalist development.

Another factor determining the economic conditiovess obviously the “politics”
that the Greek merchants depended on. Due to wréasons the Greeks could not
have demanded the transfer of political power share of it. Gogek relates this
“deficiency” with the unfavorable impact of ethrdvision on class formation. This
unfavorable impact can be summarized as the lackarket rationality in this
ethnic group which was basically governed by comahtraditions®** Yet Keyder
views the problem with different lenses, accordiog Keyder the absence of
productive capital as an important category cauwsesnhibitive effect for the

sufficient differentiation of the bourgeois classr pe’*

This differentiation, for
Keyder, was asine qua nonfor an opposition to merchant and money capital.
Employing Dobb’s conceptualization, Kurgndefines the same situation, as the
non-revolutionary path to capitalism which is themdnance of merchants not

aiming to progress the productive forces over itguand not claiming the political

383 Cited by AugustinosThe Greeks of Asia Minar, p.102

%4 Gogek Rise of the Bourgeoisie, p.108

35 Keyder, State and Class,.p.46. See also Keyder, “Proto-Endiisgrile”, Toplumsal Tarih
Calismalar,, (Ankara: Dost Kitabevi Yayinlarl, 1983), pp. 6%-7and “Proto-endistri ve

Emperyalizm”, op. cit., pp.78-95 According to Keydthis process resulted in tircorporation of
the Empire to the capitalist world-economy fromipkery, that isperipherilisationof the economy.
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power>*° Since this exclusion from the political power veasepted by the Greek
mercantile bourgeoisie, the stunning economic esipanof the Greek commercial
capital (and the rise of the Armenians financigbitz) in the nineteenth century
resulted in a sort of separation of the economid @olitical spheres. This
separation can be seen as the disintegration stthpheres which constitutes a
unity in the feudal mode of productidH. This division was a sign of the
development of capitalist production relations whiwas accompanied by the
nation-building process including the formation afnational economy. In the
Ottoman Empire, as we have mentioned above, tluisegs took the form of the
“Turkification” of the economic sphere by means afneo-mercantilist policy

specifically called as National Economidsilfi Zktisaf).>*®

The Greek Revolt in 1821 certainly created a trawh&h resulted in the rise of
national ideology among the ranks of the Turkistiharities. With the 1897 Greco-
Turkish War, the nationalist discourse reinforaedhie imperial economic sphere as
well. Consequently, the Ottoman Government dectdetkeport all Hellenic Greeks
and some of the native GreeXS.Increasing tensions between Greece and the
Ottoman Empire brought about the successive wangelee Greece and Turkey.
These wars unmistakably affected the economicioasitbetween these countries
and the overall economic conditions of the relatedntries. Inflating conflicts gave

rise to a reactive nationalism in the economic qiedi of these two countries that

346 Kurmus, Emperyalizmin Turkiye'ye Gii, p. 171

%7 Here we use the term feudal mode of productiodescribe the cellular unity of political and
economic oppression of the large masses, basitalypeasantry. Feudal mode of production here
refers “a society of peasants managing their owmg$aand thus having direct access to their means
of livelihood. Such peasants, who can directly odpice themselves with the products of their own
labor, can be made to hand over part of their predenly by non-economic coercion.” (Suraiya
Faroghi, Approaching Ottoman History: An Introduction to $mg (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999), p.17)

38 See fn. 18 in this study.

39 The British merchants who were competing with Greeerchants for the Ottoman market saw
the approaching disaster and warned the Britishegowent to take action in order to stop the
deportation process, since at the end of this gstsey would have lost their middlemen as well.
The diplomatic pressure over the Ottoman Empirek@eéaMoreover, two British battle ships
anchored irizmir. The governor ofzmir put the deportation decision into action. &iritdistributed
2626 passports in order to nullify the deportatidarmus, Emperyalizmin Turkiye'ye Gii, p.240

139



reinforced the governments’ “coherency” quest. Aesult, the CUP government
developed certain methods to “clean” the econonphese from non-Muslim
elements and to alter the ethnic composition ofctiggtal within the Empire. One
of the most effective weapons in the hands of thd>@vas to organize boycotts,
that is to say, formulating an economic war whetitany one was impossibf&°
The CUP organized boycotts against the annexatibrBasnia-Herzegovina
(Austria-Hungary), the Crete crisis (Greece), theupation of Trablusgarb (Italy),
the independence of Bulgaria and the occupatioth@fAegean Islands (Greece).
As for the boycotts against Greece, there wereethignificant ones. The apparent
reason behind these was to put leverage on Gregckef unlawful irredentist
policy. However, the subject of the boycotts turoed to be the Anatolian Greeks.
While the boycotts were becoming an integrated giatihe internal policy, the aim
of the boycotts developed into the appropriationtloé Greek capital hence
compelling the Greek population leave the courthAvcioglu calls this period as

“economic nationalism?>2

The first Greek boycott® was organized against the “enosis” declaratioCrafte
contradicting even with the interests of the Eusspeountries which were regarded
as the “protectors” of the island by internatiomgreements (the Great Britain,
France, Russia and ltaly). In the first days of 8exond Constitutional Era, on
August 17, 1908, a boycott was declared againsGtieek. The boycott declaration
published in theAhenkinsisted on the fact that the boycott was agaimstgoods

and citizens of Greece and it had nothing to ddvite Greek citizens of the

%9 1n Ahenk August 17, 1908, the news concerning the Greslcdto (economic war instead of
military war) was vindicated by arguing the histadly pacifist attitude of the Turkish nation. See
Raziye Kii, “2. Merutiyet'in 7k Yillarinda (1908-1911)zmir'de/ktisadi Hayat, Unpublished MA
Thesis (Ankara: Hacettepe Universitesi, 1990), p.62

%1 Fuat DiindarModern Tiirkiye'ninSifresi — fitihat ve Terakki'nin Etnisite Mihendigli (1913-
1918) (istanbuliletisim Yayinlari, 2008)

%2 Aveioglu, Milli Kurtulu g Tarihi..., p.1108

%3 Unless otherwise stated, the information on thst find second Greek boycott was based on
Kisi's work. Kisi, “2. Mesrutiyet'in /lk Yillarinda...”, pp.62-70
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Ottoman Empiré>* Although the boycott was not well organized, itswacorded
to be successful. In order to break the boyco#t,@toman Greeks decided not to
open their enterprises. This decision was answdé@ck with the immediate
reaction of the Turkish authorities. Thus this bmyevas abandoned on September
1, 1909. However, this was not an ultimate endorgtie boycott, but rather a short
break for a better organized one. On June 9, 194éwabetter organized boycott
started. The names of the Hellenic merchants atetmises were publicized via
newspapers and posters, and moreover, Ottomaergtiwho insisted to carry on
their economic activities with the Hellenic Greeits directly with Greece were
subject to equal treatment with the Hellenic Greekbere were records of
applications of the Hellenic Greeks so as to bec@tieman citizens. This can be
taken as a sign of boycott’s success. Althougloffieial documents and discourse
were careful in distinguishing the Ottoman and Hlenic Greeks from each
other, the actual situation was quite differenerféh historian Driault called this
process as “the war of terminatiof”. Avcioglu also stresses that the boycotts
conflicted with the interests of Britain and Framwgkose economic activities were
dependent on the Greek intermediaries. Furtherrtiosewas also a turning point
which caused Germany and the Ottoman Empire rapproent. Since Keiser’s
policy towards the Middle East was based on thelikhgsand the Jews, he wants to
“strangle the Hellenism®® Although a few years ago Austria-Hungary had been
the prey of the CUP’s boycott policy herself, th@muntry was also supporting the
Greek boycott.

Frangakis-Syrett claims that “the anti-Greek bogdatthe end, apparently affected
Turkish more than Greek economic intereStsby relying on the British official

documents stating that:

$4«Boykot sirf Yunan emtia ve tebaasinagariub bunun kat'iyyen Rum vatandarimizasimalii
yoktur.” Ahenk August 18, 1908. Cited by Ibid., p.63

%5 Cited by Avciglu, Milli Kurtulu s Tarihi..., p.1111
% |bid., pp.1109-1112

%7 Frangakis-Syrett, “The Economic Activities of...”, 6
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It was the shipping that suffered most openly, hast of the boycotted
lines of navigation have since established profitadervices elsewhere:
while Greek merchants were but little affected,tlasy either found
means of trading through others or changed theiomaity to Austrian
or ltalian. Within the last yeaf1910-1911] Greek tonnage itself
increased.

Hence, it can be claimed that the commercial amiakoetwork which Anatolian
Greeks and Hellenic Greeks had constructed thraugbenturies helped them in
minimizing the effects of the boycotts of the OteamEmpire.

The third Greek boycott was in 1914. This boycattl la more political discourse
than the previous ones. In fact, the economic pressue to the boycott policy and
the unlawful practices of compelling the Anatoli@reeks to leave the country went
hand in hand. Turkish authorities absolutely demiembnscious state policy for the
deportation of the Greeks, but it is known that @@nmittee’s local organizations
were leading these practic®&. Hence the 1914 boycott directly aimed at the
presence of the Anatolian Greeks as well as théekleleconomic activity within
the Empire. This boycott was harsher than the pteviones and much more
widespread. On the surface the Boycott was noetang the Anatolian Greeks and
it was declared that the officials were to be pieedl But in fact only officials who
did not successfully manage to administer the bivymothose who did not deport
Greeks quietly and discreetly were penaliZ8diVe should note that the migration
movements and/or the deportations of the Gree&igjrgg in the first decade of the
twentieth century and continued during WWI resuliada declension of the
prescriptive commercial structure. WWI intensifiede nationalist sentiments
among the different ethnic elements of the OttorBarpire. Following WWI, the
Greek occupation of Western Anatolia extended theie-based contradictions. In
Karagoz the Greek tradesmen were criticized for beingematbeneficiaries of the

war>® The recapture of the occupied territories by Tahkiroops did not change

%8 Avcioglu, Milli Kurtulug Tarihi..., pp.1115-1119 and Diindafodern Tirkiye'ninSifresi...,
p.208

%9 Diindar,Modern Turkiye'ninSifresi..., p.207

%0 Karag6z and Hacivat look at a window of a butcher.
Karag6z: How fat it is!
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the situation. In a cartoon publishedGulerytzin May 1921, the changing attitu
of the Greek tradesmen wparodied as shown in Illustration-4.1

Illustration-4.1:Apostol the Groce
Source Francois Georgeon, “Gun ve Gozysglarinin...”, p.9t

One of the most important elements of the natighaliscourse was to idealize 1
conditions of the minorities in the Ottoman Empireone of his articles iAgiksoz,
written as a response to thews published in international press on the aspin
of themigrated Anatolian and Cypriot Greeks towards Ty, ismail Habib write:

the following lines®®"

Why not to miss: Even the rich Greeks who had nwégtarom our
country became poor there; on tother hand, the undressed com
from Greece to us became rich here. Since here titzele had bee
uncompetitive, their lives had been assured, theiidarity had bee
firm. In Turkey, there had been no military servagigation for them

Hacivat: Which one? Lamp or she

Karag6z:Neither! Yorgi the butch

Francois Georgeon, “Giiin ve Gozyslarinin Kiyisinda”, S. Yerasimos (ed/stanbul 1914-1923
— Kaybolup Giden Bir Diinyanin Bkenti ya da Ygi /mparatorluklarin Can Cekines, (istanbul:
iletisim Yayinlari, 1996), p.¢

%1, H. Seviik,Kurtulus Savarnda Yunanllar ve Anadolu Rumlari Uzerine Makate(Acikso:
Gazetesi)(Ankara: Ataturk Argtirma Merkezi, 1999), pp. 53-54
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there had been no one barging in their businessyneoappropriating
their profits and earnings. On the contrary, thead been a small tax in
place of military duty and an unrivalled commeraahere. Whilst this
was the case, during the Balkan Wars they did ashrharm as, showed
as much hostility as, show as much ingratitudehay tould. What is
the reason behind all of these? Being liberatecthfts? | assure you
about the fact that none of the Greeks think irt thay. None of the
Greeks were as dumb as to kick five or six censdid@g welfare.

In 1922, while the course of the war was changding,Turkish nationalism was on
rise and this had a reflection on the economiceissinistanbul, Ahmet Hamdi and
some other Turkish entrepreneurs founded a compzaled as Economic
Research, Publication and Documentation Joint S@mkipany iktisadi Tedkikat,
Nesriyat ve Muamelat Anoninfirketi). One of the first activities of this company
was the preparation of Turkish Trading Yearbo®lirk Ticaret Salnamesivhose
was to determine the weight of the Turkish elemernthe commercial life of the
Empire. The results of the spadework for this yeakbwere very dramatic.
Koraltirk gives the following information concergirthe share of the Muslim-

Turkish element in different businessés:

- In foreign trade — 4 per cent

- Brokerage — not greater than 3 per cent

- All businesses related with ports — 0 per cent ¢©obusiness in the
ports it was a must knowing Greek, Italian or Frenc

- Purchasing agents, brokers in share and exchaongk starket — less
than 5 per cent

- There were only two small banks founded with Turkispital. {tibar-i
Milli BankasiandAdapazarislam Ticaret Banka!

- No insurance companies

- Wholesaler working for domestic market — 15 pertcsami-wholesaler
and retailers — 25 per cent

- Urban services related with water, gas, electrictslephone, tram,
subway (Tunel) belonged to foreign countries. Theeze no Muslim-

Turkish civil servants working for these companies.

%2 Murat Koraltiirk, Turkiye'de Ticaret ve Sanayi Odalar (1880-195Z)stanbul: Denizler
Yayinevi, 2002), p.67
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- Workers and cleaners, doormen, etc. were Turkish.
- Almost all of the tores, shops, restaurants in Renged to non-

Muslims.

As seen above in all major businesses, the rotaefTurkish-Muslim population
was very limited. The yearbook concluded that theeee 4267 establishments in
Istanbul, only 1202 of these belonged to the Turk8.3 per cent}®® The
spadework and the result of the study reveal afgignt difference. We think that
this was due to the changing profile of the ecomolifié after the Turkish troops
had got the upper hand in the military struggle.

4.3 The Impact of the Population Exchange on Commee

The effects of the population and capital trandbgr the Exchange on the
agricultural and industrial structures of Turkeye adiscussed in the previous
chapters. To discuss the level of agricultural paotidhn, we investigate the
evolution of the foreign trade pattern of certagrieultural crops production that
had been in the hands of Greeks before the Popul&kchange. Similarly, the
effects of the Exchange on the industry are alsoudised with a special emphasis
on the trade of Turkish textiles in the internaiibmarket. Hence, the different
items of foreign trade are not covered here onermy. Instead of this, we make
some general observations concerning the impathefPopulation Exchange on
commerce and we discuss the effects of the Popuol&kchange upon the economy
with a special emphasis to the ethnical transfalonabf the commercial structure
in Turkey. In addition, we discuss the impactshaf Exchange on the mining in the
Eregli Basin We study this issue under the title of “commerseice the mine
operators were the members of the chambers of cocenrethe Ottoman Empire.

%3 bid., p.68
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4.3.1 General Observations

The results of the Population Exchange on tradarbecmuch more apparent than
the other sectors of the economy. Unlike otherasecthe physical destruction of
the war was not a matter in this ca&Essentially, the basic damage for trade is an
outcome of the departure of Greeks intermediatmghe trading activities. The
decline of the Turkish commercial centers was nthtikgan observer of the period

in 1927 as follows:

What an irony of fate! It seems that through thiuinof the refugees
Athens and Piraeus have prospered as Constantii@dedeclined.
Before 1912, 2.000.000 tons of shipping passedutiiraConstantinople
and | think about 400.000 through Piraeus. Now figpires are
practically reversed®®

This reversal brought about the refugees’ struggi¢heir survival. In other words,
the refugees engaged in commerce actively parteipan the recovery from the
Asia Minor CatastropheMoreover, they managed to dominate the commercial
structure. “Once recovered from the shock of tteastier,” says Pentzopoulos “the
Greeks from Smyrna and Constantinople, employiregr thusiness acumen and
utilizing their commercial connections in Westerar&pe, competed successfully
with the established enterprises and often captuhed domestic markef®®
According to Yiannokopoulos, the Asia Minor refugerere active in the chambers
of commerce of different cities in Greece. Thergeng.000 Asia Minor refugees
among 7.000 members of the Chamber of Commercalens and in 20 per cent

%4 The Great Fire ofzmir may be discussed here. However, the fire didaffect the port and in
comparison with the damage of the involuntary tranef Greeks, its effect on trade was quite
limited. For the Great Fire, see Biray Kirfi-rom Ottoman Empire To Turkish Nation-State:
Reconfiguring Spaces And Geo-BodietInpublished Dissertatign(Binghamton: Binghamton
University, 2002), pp. 218-245, M. H. DobkiBmyrna 1922 Destruction of a GitfNew York:
Newmark Press,1998), Bilge Umafunanllarin ve Anadolu Rumlarinin Anlatimiylamir Savai,
(istanbul:inkilap Yayinlari, 2002), Leyla Neyzi, “1942mir Yanginini Yeniden Diiinmek’, “Ben
Kimim?” Tirkiye'de Sozlii Tarih, Kimlik ve Oznellfistanbul:iletisim Yayinlanlari, 2004), pp.77-
102

%5 Cited by Pentzopoulo$he Balkan Exchange of Minorities p.166

%6 |bid., p.210
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of the members of Chamber of Commerce of Piraeuse wefugees®’ This
illustrates the amount of the transferred commeércapital by the Exchange in

favor of Greece.

Besides money-capital, the loss of human and soajatal was enormous. In 1923
a British dried fruit importer was complaining abdloe collapse of his commercial
contacts with Anatolia in the monthly journal ofiteth Chamber of Commerce®
Even in 1927, Commercial Secretary of the Britismiassy inistanbul was
complaining about the lack of experience of Turkestporters along with the
limited numbers of goods and produti¥lthough Turkish exporters lack
experience, they were aspiring for filling the gapt comes out with the transfer of
the Greek commercial capital. Alaiyelizade Mahmuehiirons this ambition of the
“entrepreneurs from interior” and claims that adicéts of commerce ifzmir
improved in every aspetf’ As it is mentioned above, Alaiyelizade’s reportswa
written in order to neutralize the anti-propagaistiaming the decline of Turkish
economy and especially the decline of commerciphciy of the main exporting
Turkish port city, namelyzmir. Hence, the overemphasis on “bettering-ofisd
be taken into consideration while using the infaiioragiven in this report. Since it
is a known fact that in the post-Exchange peribe,izmir Port left its leading

position tolstanbul.

The government did not have many instruments tolagdg the international trade of
Turkey because of the restrictions of the Treatyafisanne on customs policy.

These restrictions made the conditions difficult #n industrialization attempt.

%7 G. A. Yiannokopoulos, “Refugee Greece” in G. AaNnokopoulos (ed.Ylpoopoyici Elidda:
Pwroypagics amo 1o Apyeio tov Kévipov Mixpaaiatikdv Zrovdov: Refugee Greece : photographs
from the Archive of the Centre for Asia Minor SaglilAthens: Center for Asia Minor Studies,
1992), p. 42

38 Ayhan Aktar, “Nufusun Homojengéirimesi ve Ekonominin Tirklgirilmesi Siirecinde Bir
Asama: Tiark-Yunan Nifus Mibadelesi 1923-192¥arlik Vergisi ve Turklgirme Politikalar,
(istanbuliletisim Yaynlari, 2006), p. 51

%9 Woods, Report on Economic and Commercial ConditionTurkey — May,1927, (London: His
Majesty’s Stationery Office: 1927), p. 32

370 Alaiyelizade Mahmud, “Rumlarin Hicretinden Evveé \Sonraizmir Ahval-i iktisadiyesi”,
Istanbul Sanayi ve Ticaret Odasi Mecmuday 1341 (1925), year: 41, no.5, pp. 876-877
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Hence, the industrialization perspective inheritiean the late Ottoman economic
thought was postponed. Instead of this, a domestiemercial reconstruction was
aimed. Actually, this was hardly a reconstructismce the inherited commercial
structure from the Ottoman Empire was protectedwéler, it lacked a critical

element; that was the expelled non-Muslim interraees. The Turkish merchants
had to fill up the missing link in the chain. Inhet words, the Turkish merchants

strived for restoring the vital situation after fRepulation Exchange.
4.3.2Turkification of the Commercial Life

The Turkification of the economy was a policy implented since the late-
nineteenth century. This policy was inherited bg trascent Republ¢! For us,
Turkification was not a self-contained policy buather Turkification of the
economy was correlated with the capitalist unevevetbpment and the economic
tasks of the formative period of the Republic nadissm. It is this correlation
which made possible for Turkification to become gredominant policy shaping

the economic life in a period which is called asceptionally liberal”.

The Population Exchange thus, was a landmark déetedhiy this policy. Although
the Exchange was a step of the Turkification pglityvas not immune from this
policy as well. The economic nationalism affectdwe tPopulation Exchange
process. The right of transportation of the refiggee Turkey was given to the
Llyod Tristino Steamship Company. However, such action was not in
accordance with the spirit of the period and hesreated serious discussions in the
National Assemble. The Union of Turkish Steamshipe@tors made the
government to abolish the contract with the Llyatsfino Steamship Company and
to give the right of transportation of the refugéeshe Uniort’? Even this simple
example demonstrates how eager Turkish merchant® we dominate the

economic sphere in the new period. Yet, eagerness net enough to constitute

371 Korkut Boratav Turkiye/ktisat Tarihi 1908-2002(Ankara:imge Yayinevi, 2003), p. 40
372 A1, Bilylik Miibadele...pp. 37-43, See also Kemal Ari, “Mubadillerinsiramasiisinin Tiirk

Vapur Kumpanyalarina Verilmesi — Mubadele ve Ulusgbnomi Yaratma Cabalarioplumsal
Tarih, August 1999, no. 68, pp.12-17
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such dominance in the economic sphere for two reasbirst, there were still

“rivals” within the borders of the nation-state,chuas the Jews, and their capital
accumulation was too limited to achieve this gdalkerefore, the government did its
part as well. The legal framework of “economic oatlism” was prepared and

supported by a series of nation-wide actions antpaigns®’®

* Restrictions by the government on movement of Gydelyond the borders
of Istanbul, the journeys of the Greeks made conditionapermission —
1925

* The law against “insulting Turkishness” restrictde press activities of
Greeks

e The Law Concerning the Compulsory Turkish Usage Hoonomic
Establishments — 1926

e “Citizen, Speak Turkish” Campaign by Turkish Heg(Tkirk Oca) — 1928

As Alexandris correctly diagnosed, these attemptsated a “claustrophobic”

atmosphere for the Greeks. The first two implementa resulted in the isolation
of the Greeks. Economically this meant the impabtsilof the continuation of their

regular financial activities. For instance, the daucratic delays in travel permits
obstruct the Greek entrepreneurs’ conducting basir@ having establishments
outsideistanbul?™

Also it should be stressed that sometimes not ¢akmitiative or holding back

denotes a kind of intervention as strongly as emguair taking quick action. The

373 The “perfection” of the legal framework and supj@r actions were continued during the 1930s
e The Crafts and Professions Devoted for Turkishz€its in Turkey — 1932
e Anti-Semitic events in Thrace — 1934
¢ Property Tax — 1944
e Istanbul Pogrom — 6-7 September 1955

374 In izmir the governor of the city ordered the use ofKkigh in the companies and economic
establishments as early as 1923.

375 Alexis Alexandris, The Greek Minority of Istanbul and Greek-Turkishlailens 1918-1974
(Athens: Centre for Asia Minor Studies, 1992), 01
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ongoing ambiguity in the problem éfablis”® created unfavorable conditions such
as uncertainty for the economic activities of th€&eek merchant. There is no
doubt thatétablis issue had an international character; however duksh be
underlined that the continuation of the problem waaccordance with the agenda
of the Turkish governmenf’ Economically the Greek minority was marginalized
by some further economic regulations, such as idigzatory taxation and creation
of state monopolie¥® Hence, the Greeks merchantsistanbul were disqualified
from the race. Yet, there were some other rivalecvibecame evident in the re-

formation of the commercial life dgmir.

In Izmir, almost all segments of economic life had béeminated by the Greeks
before the Exchange. The exodus of the Greek elenreated a gap which was
supposed to be filled by Turkish-Muslim entrepraseddowever, the Jews were
quicker than the Turks in filling this gap and tkeesused an unexpected obstacle in
the desired trajectory of the process for the Tufkss obstacle was removed by a
harsh struggle in themir Stock Exchage of Commerce. The struggle wagemp
with the triumph of the Turkish element in 1928. Become a broker in the stock
exchange, proficiency in speaking and writing Tsihkivas made mandatory. In
order to test the proficiency in Turkish, examioa were scheduled thus 38

Jewish brokers were “dismissed” from the stock exgfe®’®

376 Etablis This French term means “established” in EngliEie problem occurs due to the Article
no.2 in the Exchange convention. According to #riicle Greeks “established” istanbul were not
subject to the Exchange. The problem was the détation of the borders ofstanbul and the
context of the concept. The Turkish government ednio minimize the borders of the city,
equivalently the number of the exemptions and/ointerpret the ternétablis as if it had been
“resident in the city before 1923".See ABiyik Mibadele..pp.87-88 and Alexandri§he Greek
Minority...,pp.112-117

377 Alexandris, The Greek Minority..p. 140
38 |bid., p.141
379 yetkin and Serce, “Ticari Hayatin Millijérilmesi...”, p. 184 As for Muslim-Jew contradictipn

for an opposite view claiming a supplemental relatbetween Jews and Muslims see Yalgin Kuguk,
Gizli Tarih vol.1, (istanbul: Salyangoz Yayinlari, 2007).
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The removal of the non-Muslim element from the carcral life was the
“successful” side of the story. But the only nondish elements were not limited
to the Greek, the Armenians or the Jews. Thisrzakes the Turkification alleged
and paradoxical. To elaborate, while the governmexs trying to pick out the non-
Turk citizens from the capitalist class, it wasoaéncouraging the influx of the
foreign capital. According to Keyder, although tien-Muslim elements had been
eliminated, the old division of labor remained t@me. The Western merchants
were still controlling the direct links between Kay and the world markets. The
role left for the Turkish merchants was the middierdf® Moreover, even this
position—together with shipping and other actiatie was not free from foreign
competition. The member composition of fseanbul Chamber of Commerce gives
an idea about the position of the foreign merchantbe economy: among 10.046
members, there were 1595 western merchidhtddoreover, there were incentives
for foreign commercial capital. Our emphasis on theentives for the foreign
capital seems to be conflicting with protectiorpsticies, such as the formation of
state monopolies. The abolition of tReégiein 1925 and the nationalization of the
commercial rights of tobacco in the foreign mank@ts not an actual challenge for
the foreign capital which was interested in thennational commercial rights of the
product. This can be seen by the fact that in I8B@cco exportation was totally in
the hands of foreign firms. Therefore, it can bggasted that this new arrangement
ostensibly in contradiction with the foreign intst® that made the Turkish
merchants a local extension of the foreign capifaWe think that this illustrative
case also reveals the explanatory limits of the@ggh that considers the process as

“Turkification”. This will be discussed at the enflthis chapter.

380 Keyder, “Cumbhuriyetiflk Yillarinda...”, p. 245
%1 bid., p.249

32 For a detailed analysis of this situation see KeytCumhuriyetinilk Yillarinda...”
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4.3.3 Additional Remarks Concerning the Impact of he Population Exchange

on “Commerce and Industry”

In this part, we briefly examine the effects of tRepulation Exchange upon the
mining sector. The reason for our assessment af idgue under the title of
commerce, although it does not seem to be direethted with commerce, is that
the mine operators were considered as merchantstreyd were members of
chambers of commerce and industry where availébliact, the increasing share of
Greek capital in mining was a sign of maturing hass profile of the Greek
merchants characterized by investment diversificefi° Mine operating merchants
of the Greek origin were active in mining some méte such as emefi/, chrome,
lignite, zinc, alum and etc. in western Anatolidthdugh those mines owned by the
Greeks were not as big as the ones of the giatisBenterprises which flourished
after Maadin Nizamnamesmining regulations, (1869) which was followed tine
additional regulations of 1887 and 1906, they weretotally ignorable. Frangakis-
Syrett and Kurmg separately, refer to a Greek merchant called Maunlms who
was investing heavily in mining. Moreover, Frangafiyrett underlines that the co-
ownership of the mines was typical among Greektahpiwners®> The Greeks
were also counted among the pioneers of minindnénBreli Basin as welf®® By
the foundation of the Egé Ottoman CompanyHregli Sirketi Osmaniyesi)n 1892,
there were 124 pits in the Basin, 45 of which weir¢he Turks and 79 of which

%83 Exertzoglou, “The Development of...”, pp. 89-90

%4 Emery was unknown in Anatolia before the Greekegoment nationalized emery mines in
Naxos to consolidate the monopoly position of Greecethie international market. Then the
untouched ore beds were discovered by the Britisheistern Anatolia and emery became one of the
most important minerals in Anatolia. In fact, thedb in Aydin became the world’s greatest emery
source.

35 Frangakis-Syrett, “The Economic Activities of...”,2F, Kurmy, Emperyalizmin Tirkiye'ye
Girisi, p.211

36 Quataert,0Osmanli Devleti’'nde.,.p.47 For the mining activity in the Ele Basin see Ahmet

Naim, Zonguldak Havzasi - Uzun Mehmetten Bugiine Kadatanbul: Husniitabiat Matbaasi,
1934), QuataerQsmanl Devletinde..pp. 44-66, E. A. AytekinTarlalardan Ocaklara, Sefaletten
Miicadeleye — Zonguldak-Efie Kémir Havzasiscileri, (istanbul: Yordam Kitap, 2007); Eldem,
Osmanl/mparatorlyu’'nun.., pp. 41-51 and 140-143, AhmegK@ten, “Ergli Kdmir Havzasinda

Bahriye Nezareti Doneminde Madenler ve Madencil@XU Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, v.3, no.5,

2007, pp.139-178.
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belonged to the non-Muslim Ottoman citiz&éis.Moreover, Greeks were also
laborers in the miné¥. The allocation of Greek capital decreased asultref the

increasing competition with these giant enterprises

There are new findings of Nyen Gurb@a concerning the effects of the Exchange
on the Ergli-Zonguldak Coal Basin which especially concerdrah the exodus of

indigenous Greek populatidf? According to Girbga, an immediate change took
place in the composition of coal operators in tA2dk which was essentially due to

the Exchange of Populations.

The fate of the coal operations was similar todhes of merchants. In the years of
the National Resistance, the expulsion of the naslivh population was used
extensively for defensive purposes as mentionedreab®he Zonguldak-Epg
basin was one of the places where this method fehde heavily practicefi® The
Indigenous Greek and the Armenian male populatgeddetween 15 and 50 were
deported to the inner parts of Anatolia, i.e. Kagtau and Bolu. Hence, it is logical
to maintain that some of the local mine operatorghinhave left the basin as a
result of this deportation (See lllustration-43%.

%7 Eldem,Osmanli/mparatorlyzu’nun.., p.48 It is worth to note that in the followingndis Eldem
talks about a company called as tharci Companyas an investor in the basin. Quataert warns
about the fact that this company belonged ¢togi (George), a Hellenic Greek, and the name of the
company varies in the sources such as Gincil, K@ourdji. (QuataertOsmanli Devleti'nde.,.
p.48) Therefore, we can conclude that Hellenic &esere also investing in mining in Turkey.
Kozlu Coal Mine (Italian-Greek joint company) andrgi-Rumbaki Company (Rumbaki, son of
Haci, was an Ottoman citizen) were other examples.

38 At this point, Augustinos points out to a pecul&rent taking place in the first half of the
nineteenth century. According to Augustinos, footaenturies the Greeks were engaged in the
silver and alum mining in Girghiane. By 1840, the government decided to close dbese mines.
And the mining workers and a few families holdirancession of the mines went into ruin. Most of
them left the region. Some of them emigrated tosRuand some migrated to internal parts or to the
western coasts of Anatolia. SEke Greeks of Asia Minppp. 30-31.

39 Nursen Gurbga, “Mine Workers, the State and War: The Eregli- ZodgklCoal Basin as The
Site of Contest,1920-194Unpublished Dissertationigtanbul: Bgazici Universitesi, 2005). See
especially ibid., pp.54-58.

%0 For an extensive survey and analysis of the “ettynengineering” see Fuat Diindadodern
Tarkiye'nin Sifresi...,and especially for the expulsion of the Greek papoih from coastal regions
see ibid., pp.230-240.

%91 |pid., p.55
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Illustration4.2:Non-Muslim men being deported to the interior ofaAslinor

Source http://www.acrobase.qr/1922/

According to Gurbga, this deported population included both the vgathiddle-
class people and the skilled labor of the basimpddation, emigration and finally
the Population Exchange deeply altered the capiatposition of the basin in
terms of nationality. There are some archival niaerconcerning the real estate
left by the Greek&® Table-4.4 shows the figures concerning the reatedeft by

local Greek population.

392 See BCA: 272..0.0.10/2.13..4. [20/10/1924], BC&220.0.11/20.102..13. [December 1924] and
BCA: 272..0.0.12/47.88..4. [06/02/1926] Especiathe last document here, a correspondence
between the governor of Zonguldak province and Nhmistry of Internal Affairs titled ashe
Submission of the report concerning the housealsleitfor settlement and immigrants in Zonguldak
was the latest document in the archival sourcesodsirating the numbers of real estate left by
indigenous Greek population in Zonguldak. This doent is also used by Gurgm in her
dissertation [Ibid., p. 56]. While interpreting Heefigures, Gurliga underlines that Greeks were 2.5
per cent of the total population in Zonguldak irl&dqthe latest data available for the pre-1923 era)
which reduced to 0.22 per cent in 1927 Census whidhded resident foreigners.
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TABLE-4.4: Real Estate Left by Local Greek Populaton in Zonguldak

Hired Per house
dwellings number of Garden By means of
. - Land .
District suitable for families of and Lot |  building houses Explanation
settlement four people
House Shop Family 1000 | Portion rl:arm Workshop
ouse
Blacksmith,
house carpenter,
Zonguldak 50 16 13 200 28 2 15 carpenter,
stonecultter,
mason
Blacksmith,
house carpenter,
ter,
Eregli 29 30 7 395 19 5 5 carpenter
stonecultter,
mason
Blacksmith,
house carpenter,
ter,
Bartin 40 14 10 174 22 1 5 carpenter
stonecultter,
mason
Out of the
Devrek 0 0 0 160 0 1 0 district
TOTAL 119 60 30 926 69 9 25

Source The Submission of the report concerning the hossiable for settlement and immigrants
in ZonguldakBCA: 272..0.0.12/47.88..4. [06/02/1926]

If we compare these figures with the ones concgrttie real estate distributed to
the refugees in the period of 1924-1933 given inpémix-C, A number of
conclusions beyond mining can be derived as wall tfee Ergli Basin. For
instance, although there were 69 portions of gardend lots, the incoming
population received nothing in terms of gardens latsl Similarly, the number of
the distributed shops was just 9, although thereev@® shops and 25 workshops
available. Since the figures given in Table-4.4avef 1926, there is no reason to
assume that most of these shops and workshopsruiess. Instead, it is known

that there were attempts of selling the excessstates to the local people and
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finally on October 1926 it was reported that thtesecess” estates were softf.In
another related document, the land of aforementidtiembaki (Roumbaki) family
in Zonguldak,Incirlisuyu (?) was reported to be confiscated by Teasury to
construct a “football field®** Since there were no petitions complaining aboet th
land distribution which were common in other didsithat were subject to the
Exchange, we can also suggest that the land watsv/edy abundant in Zonguldak.

The situation of the mines was similar to that lodss and workshops. The mines
left by Greeks passed to the state according t&dpailation Exchange Convention
and the regulations subsequenbitaver Pasa Nizamnamest” These mines were
managed provisionally by the Provincial Treasury &fnguldak Zonguldak
Defterdarlgi) in the name of the Ministry of Finant®.According to Giirbga, the
comparison between the capital composition of #eaos in 1922 and that of in
1925 exhibits strikingly different profiles. Sométbe mines that had been operated
by the local Christians in the pre-Republic eraspdsto the Turkish miners such as
Suleyman Sirri Bey, Mehmet Maksut Bey, Muftizddeahim Hakki, Cakalzade
Mehmet Efendi, Bekir Sitki BeY” After the establishment of the Republic, there
was a recovery in coal productidf) despite the fact that the portion of mining in
GNP reduced to 0,4 per cent from 0,9 per cent ikB8l#hd 0,5 per cent in 1914 and
it was only 0,7 per cent in 193% It is known that thé&regli Companyfounded by

393 BCA: 272..0.0.12/49.101..6. [4/10/1926].

$94BCA: 272..0.0.12/51.113..2. [09/01/1927]

%95 The Dilaver Pga Nizamnamesi which aimed to regulate the workétgns and conditions in the
mines was issued in 1865. One of the basic aintisi@®fegulation was to regulate working terms and
conditions in the mines in order to encourage #rallrelated population to work in the mines as
waged workers. The related term of this regulati@s about the confiscation of the pits which were
not operated for three months. The result of thgutation was the confiscation of the pits left by
native Greeks.

3% Giirbaza, “Mine Workers, the State and War,.pg.57

%7 |bid., p. 58

%% |pid.

39 Bzel, “The Economy of Turkey,.p.111 [Table 5.5]
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French capital, continued its dominance in coadpotion until the time when all
assets of Eggdi Company’s passed to Etibank in March 31, 1937.

4.4 Summary and Conclusion

Among the economic effects of the Population Exgearthe ones related with
commerce were the most apparent among the othar $&sors of the economy;
since in commerce the loss of commercial capitalpted with the loss of social
and human capital. Hence, especially commerce becane of the economic
activities transferred to the other side of the @@y Sea. The decline tfmir port
and the rise of Piraeus can be accepted as theequomisces of this transfer.
However it is also shown that, the economic gapbgfthe Greek merchants was
filled by the Turkish merchants. Turkification diet commercial life became an
important step in the foundation of national ecogofrhis Turkification movement
was so influential that on May 16, 1929 the Stook &oreign Exchanges Code
(Menkul Kiymetler ve Kambiyo Borsalari Kanymequired the ones intending to

establish commercial agencies of beihgk, not Turkish citizer{*

In this chapter we have also showed thatkification barely defines the entire
process which includes the Population Exchange. |aVkihe economy was

“Turkified” in one hand, on the other hand the “Wéerization” of the economy
was in progress with a greater rate. Hence, itlshioel underlined that the so-called
Turkification process was no more than the reommimn of the ethnic

composition of the capital in accordance with teeutar trends of the capitalism
that resulted in the formation of national econ@ni€hus, the construction of an
ethnically coherent economy was just a step irfuht@er development of capitalist
production relations which reinforced the integratiof the domestic market of
Turkey with the capitalist world market. Conseqlentwe claim that the

determinant of the process was not Turkificatiaut, the integration of the domestic

market with the international one. That is why tiiertwined nature of the

400 Akgondil, Tirkiye Rumlari.,.p.83
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“exceptionally liberal” and nationalist policiespesially in the 1920s was not a

contradiction.

The effect of the Population Exchange in #mnguldak-Ergli Basin has been also
discussed in this chapter. The demographic meassuet as deportation,
emigration and finally the Exchange which were gné parts of the nationalism
changed the national composition of the capitahabasin. Moreover, the data on
the abandoned properties of the Greeks provide smidigional information on the
seizure of these abandoned properties. In the lajhto these data, we have
concluded that most of the abandoned propertiesbieseh either seized or sold

owing to the “excessiveness” of these properties.
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CHAPTER 5:

CONCLUSION

The Greco-Turkish Population Exchange in 1923 whas first compulsory
population exchange which was organized under #teopage of an international
organization, namely, the League of Nations. leclly affected the lives of at least
1.5 million people. The Exchange process had aisliract and multiple effects
upon the millions of other people in Turkey and é&e Although the outcomes of
the Exchange on Greece have been widely studied,Ttirkish aspect of the
Exchange has been generally neglected or becomsutiject of the politically
equivocal studies. Yildirim identifies two main deaenic trends related with such
political distortions: The first one is the acaderiierature born in Europe and the
US during the inter-War period which sees the GiBaxkish Population Exchange
as a (successful) prototype for the resolutiorhefd@thnic and/or interstate conflicts
in this era and the second is the extremely ndisiitaGreek academic writing"
These two currents make up the mainstream viewpaonicerning the Greco-
Turkish Population Exchange. After the Second WoNar, this conventional
stance was reinforced by the increasing ethnic liotsmfand by the apparent
domination of nationalism in the Greek historiogrgfl®? Official Turkish
historiography, on the other hand, remained totsilgnt on the Exchange in both
of these periods which was also a reflection o&@onalistic standpoint. However,

the revisionist approaches in the 1990s resultguobsgitive developments in Turkish

0Ly ldirim, Diplomasi ve G6¢., pp.9-17

%2 |pid., pp. 313-321.
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and Greek historiographies. In Turkey, the revisibapproach has revealed itself
as an increasing interest in the Population Exchamith a view to elucidating the
formative period of the new state. In Greece, thgain, the conventional approach
to the Exchange has also been severely criticizethé revisionist scholars who
have underlined the political, economic and soatdtomes of the Exchange with a
special emphasis on the refugees’ lives and theggration with the existing
national frameworK®® Despite the visible progress, it should be noked Turkish
historiography is still poor on the Population Eanfge. This shortcoming on the
Turkish side prevents us from grasping the brodmorical significance of this
event. We believe that future research on the $harkide of the event concerning
particularly its background and results will commpknt the revisionist tendency in
Greek historiography and lead a more scientific and balanced understanding of

the Exchange.

In the present study, we tried to assess the caesegq and the effects of the
Population Exchange from an economic history petspge We have identified

some short-term and some long-term effects.

Where short-term effects are concerned, the firdtisg observation has to do with
depopulation and the disastrous effects of an éctffe resettlement policy on the
part of the new Turkish state. Depopulation mang@stself as the lack of labor-
force in agriculture and industry. Since we havealatailed statistics concerning the
occupational distribution of the refugees, we assuhat agricultural labor force
was affected by the general decline of the poputfatiue to the destructive
consequences of the war and the exodus of Greelandnian population®* In

this respect, when agriculture is taken into comsition, it has been argued all

%3 For the reflections of the Population Exchangdimkish and Greek historiographies see Onur
Yildinm, “The Population Exchange, Refugees andidwal Historiographies in Greece and
Turkey”, East European Quarter]yXL, No.1l, pp. 45-70, A. Aktar and D. Demir6zi, UNan
Tarihyaziminda Mibadele ve Go&ebikeg 22, pp.85-98, Evangelia Balta, “Mubadillerin Tanve
Yunan Tarih Yazimindaki Yeri". M. Pekinel (2005¢d() Yeniden Kurulan Ysamlar — 1923 Turk-
Yunan Zorunlu Nifus Milbadeleistanbul:istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yayinlari, pp.111-121

%4 According to Ozel's calculations, the Ottoman pafian in 1914 within the borders of Modern

Turkey was 16.018.000 which reduced to 13.093.aam23. Ozel;The Economy of Turkey..,’p.
100
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along that there was no land scarcity in Turkeyl la@nce the Population Exchange
did not bring about a serious problem. This claiamn de objected on various
grounds. First of all the statistical data on halwd not support this statement.
According to Barkan, the rural population density 1935 was 190 per hectare
which was above the same ratio of all “core” colestand Greec®? Then, even if
we accept that the land-labor ratio was high ink&yrby taking into consideration
the idle lands of Anatolia, we should admit tharéhwas a lack of settlements and
this was one of the major obstacles in front ohd$farming the newcoming
population into producers. This problem was disedsa the National Assembly in
19247°® Moreover, it is a fact that most of the estates dwellings, presumably
earmarked for the incoming refugees, had been phaddbefore the arrival of

refugees.

As for the industry, we can assume that the dedfiribe industrial labor-force was
more than that in agriculture. The Population Exgfearesulted in a sharper
decrease in the urban population than the rurakesithe newcomers were of
generally rural origin where the share of the urpapulation had been higher in the
transferred population. In addition, the high papttion rate of the Greeks in the
industrial labor-force should be taken into accowhile arguing the loss in the
industrial labor-force. At this point, we should demline that the plundering
problem of the properties by the locals was of cammccurrence in the urban
areas as well. Even the wealthy refugees, i.ectariaowner, could not manage to
compensate their loss —at least partially— and stabe a part of the production
in economy right away. This was because of thdatbd compensation or the type
of property they were granted, which was not relatéh their previous economic
experience$®’ With regard to agriculture, this situation causedoroblem for
refugees to start off the production upon arriidde most important reason behind

“% 0. L. Barkan, “Turkiyede Muhaciiskaniisleri ve bir i¢ Kolonizasyon Planina olaiftiyag”,
Istanbul Universitesiktisat Fakiltesi Mecmugsl951, vol. 10, no.1-4, pp. 218-219

4% Cited by Koraltiirk, “Ekonominin Tiirkigiriimesi...”, p. 621

7M. A. Gokagti,Niifus Miibadelesi — Kayip Bir Kagin Hikayesi(istanbul:iletisim Yayinlari,
2005), p. 252
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the gap between the refugees’ arrival and theirrsenting the production was the
absence of a well-designed and detailed resettienpdan of the Turkish
government. For us, the absence of such a plarduaso two major reasons: First,
the government had no funds to finance a comprélenssettlement plan for the
newcomers. In the related literature, the economadequacy of the Turkish
government is linked with the governmental obsessiith fiscal discipline, that is,
the reluctance for accepting foreign loans for enprehensive resettlement plan.
Ladas explains this feature this by saying, “thisuld be contrary to the
fundamental principle of the Turkish state, the ptete political and economic
independence of the natioff® Indeed, this obsession or reluctance was quite
understandable, since the Ottoman experience wespiated as the semi-
colonization of a world empire due to over-indeliess. In the end, the spending
for the resettlement of the refugees between 1928 B928 was less than
£1.000.000, whereas the load on the Greek buddktrespect to the colonization
plan between 1923 and 1926 was £6.285.740 apant thhe funds released by the
government. Besides, we should also add that there the funds used by the RSC
as well*®® The difference is so large that a justificatiorsdmh on the ratio of the
number of refugees is not enough to explain theasdn. In 1951 Barkan, the most
prominent historian on the land system in Turkeyticized the absence of an
internal-colonization plan of the governments sintee first years of the
Republic**® Another problem caused by the absence of a reswitit strategy was
the temporary settlement of the refugees which gase to a delay in the
adaptation/integration process of the refugeeslagid participation to the economy
as producers. The last problem which we considee heas the haphazard
distribution of the refugees without consideringithprevious occupations. The
problem’s short-term outcomes concerning the ecgnofor instance the

destruction of vineyards by the refugees engageatbickbreeding or the difficulties

408 | adas,The Exchange of Minorities, p. 715

409 According to report presented by the Governorhef National Bank of Greece, Mr. Alex. M.
Diomede, due to the budgetary pressure on the Greahomy “a period of stress” was started to be
felt in 1925.EconomistAugust 28, 1926, pp. 360-365, see especiallBpf-363.

419 Barkan, “Tiirkiyede Muhaciiskaniisleri ...”, pp. 204-223
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of the refugees’ adaptation are discussed in Ch&pté the present study. Hence,
we can claim that the depopulation impact of theeHaxnge could have been
compensated by a resettlement policy that wouldredpr the integration of the

incoming people with the existing social and ecoiostructure, something that

would create a serious budgetary difficulty.

As far as the short-term effects on the agricultpraduction are concerned, we
have not come across any information concerning nee types of products
introduced by the refugees to Anatolia contrarythe Asia Minor refugees in
Greece. However, in the literature Turkish refugees said to introduce new
production techniques. Together with their eagesnes work, once they were
settled, it can be claimed that the Turkish refsgeecame active elements of post-
war recovery. One should also refer to the modargirole of the Greek peasants
and the merchants when they were in Anatolia. Treelspeasants in Anatolia had
concentrated on producing cash-crops while the IGmegrchants were investing in
land. Therefore, the Population Exchange caused iszomtinuity in the
modernization of agriculture in Anatolia. Eventyalthe obvious effect of the
Population Exchange seems to be the lapse on thi@wement of the agricultural
methods when bethought with the number of the deddéreeks and their relative
superiority in terms of their openness to new mashoAs for production, since the
agricultural production profile of Turkey was nobnoculture, the impact of the
Population Exchange turned out to be limited. Tisampearance or the destruction
of the overwhelmingly dominant crop would have efféel the economy much more
seriously than the short-term fluctuations in tmedoiction of different crops. The
last but not the least important development inicatjure was the increasing
importance of tobacco in the economy of the Turlgtkte. This also engendered
further effects upon the Turkish economy. This ptiis brings us to next topic of

our discussion, namely the long term effects.

For us, the most important long-term effect of #@pulation Exchange was its
impact on the reinforcement of the capitalist propaelations by means of

primitive accumulation obtained by the plunder loé properties left by the native
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Greeks. The “clearing of estates” by the Exchangse &also an essential crucial step
in the Turkification of the agricultural structur® our analysis we have used the
Marxian term of “primitive accumulation”. By emphzisig the accumulation
process, we have tried to draw attention to théalegi nature of the process and its
role in strengthening capitalist property relatio@herwise, we consider that the
crucial aspects of the process will remain obscsueh as the plundering of the
abandoned lands, estates and dwellings. For irstawg in his various studies on
Turkish aspect of the Population Exchange, relatgsnsity of the plundering
movement to an authority gAp. Such an extensive initiative can hardly be
explained by an authority gap. The historical enmieon the plundering events also
shows that local notables, local administratorgusty officers and the some

people representing the central authority partieigén this movemenit:?

Speaking of the plundering movement, we would ttkepen a parenthesis here for
Keyder’s reflections on this issue which occupiespacial place in the literature
concerning the effects of the Population ExchangenuTurkey. According to
Keyder, the plundering movement caused a transtosmaf the relation between
the bourgeoisie and the state/bureaucracy and thus,way contributed to the
development of a lethargic bourgeois class dependerthe staté™® The basic
thesis underlying such an interpretation is $kete-society dichotomgetermining
the course of Turkish history. A reading of thetdrig of modern Turkey along
these lines is based on some problematic assursftitkeyder’s basic assumption
is based on the presence of an idealized westedelnud capitalist development
and correspondingly an idealized interclass ande-sfass relation. Then, the

history of a country, such as Turkey, which doessuit to this idealized model, is

“Ikemal Ari, “Yunanisgalinden Sonrdzmir'de Emval-i Metruke ve Fuzulisgal Sorunu” Atatiirk
Arastirmalari Dergisi 1989, vol.5, no.15 and also Kemal Aijyik Mibadele..Chapter II.

412 K oraltiirk, “Ekonominin Turklgtiriimesi...”, pp. 636-637, see also pp.58-60 irsthiudly.

13 Keyder, State and Class,.passim., and Keyder, “Niifus Miibadelesinin Tirkiy@sindan...”,
passim.

“4 For the criticism of Keyder's methodology and asptions see Demet Dinler, “Tiirkiye'de
Guclu Devlet Geleng Tezinin Elstirisi”, Praksis Winter 2003, no.9, pp. 17-54
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reduced to “a history of absencé$®.Second, Keyder's conceptualization of the
state has some problems. Keyder, by neglectingldagging character of the
capitalist mode of production in Turkey, defineatstand “bureaucratic class” as if
they had been independent from class relations ff&ame of mind is also based on
a presumption of the existence of a perfect su#ipo between bourgeois class
and the state which is ahistorical. The problenTunkish history is not the so-
called “strong state tradition”, but lacking-coidence between state and
bourgeoisie that emanates from the uneven develapofecapitalism. The state,
particularly the capitalist state, is notdaus ex machindut it is a historically
determined and socially constructed entity. Morept#ee bureaucracy was not a
gargantuan automatonvhich should have been restrained. On the contthey
ultimate target of the state with its bureaucratpparatus in all periods of the
modern Turkey has been structured in favor of thpitalist class and capital
accumulation processéS. The modernization from top which was led by
bureaucracy was not the result of the despotismof dine power obsession of this
“class”, but the ineffective level of capital accuiation, and accordingly, the
weakness of a capitalist cla85We would like to close the parenthesis by pointing
out that Keyder’s reflections on the Exchange ofeme significant theoretical
insights to situate the event within a politicabeomy framework but they also
present certain inconsistencies that stem fromsbmewhat Eurocentric view of

state-making and his shortage of concrete evidensepport his argumentation.

If we go back to the long-term effects of the Exul a major development is
observed in the tobacco sector. The formation afestnonopolies in “strategic”
areas was a vital step towards the state-led indlsation in the Republic of

Turkey. One of the earliest attempts in this couvas the abolition of the Ottoman

“13|pid. p. 23

1% Metin Culhaglu, Bin Yil Eiginde Marksizm ve Tiirkiye Sol(istanbul: Sarmal Yayinevi, 1997),
p. 211

“I7 Another version of this thesis or a supplementagument to this thesis is the one based on the
absenceor the termination of civil society flourishing ithe Ottoman Empire which could have
limit/control the state. Se&erif Mardin, “Civil Society and Culture in the Ottan Empire”,
Comparative Studies in Society and Histot969, vol.11, no. 3, pp. 258-281 ands&eKasaba,
“Economic Foundations of a civil society...
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Tobacco Régie (Monopoly) Companywiémalik-i Sahane Duhanlari Mgterekdl
Menfaa RejiSirketi) on February 26, 1925 and then on March 1 Raégiewas
retained from France by the State. We think that iticreasing importance of

tobacco with the arrival of the refugees is thesosabehind this initial action.

Another aspect of the state-led industrializatisraaconsequence of the Population
Exchange was the qualified and experienced labmeforo put it differently, the
exportation of human capital by the Population Exae generated complex
outcomes. The contemporary literature on the huoaital discusses that “brain
drain” may cause a “brain gain” at home if theré'‘hgyher returns to skill in a
foreign country"*'® This means that in order to stop brain drain oretmver from
its negative effects. Thus, the home country wdaddpushed to take measures in
order to make sure at least the same returnsltolakihe case of Turkish Republic,
after the Exchange, the motivation for the vocatieducation for the sectors such
as silk production, carpet-making etc. which becadteeafter the Exchange can be
explained by this effect. Furthermore, the wagessmis between qualified and
unqualified labor and between agricultural workansl industrial workers widened
in the early-Republic era especially due to theaasing tendency towards state-led

industrializatior{*'®

As for the effects upon trade, the most significampact on trade was the
Turkification of the commercial capital. Though ttepital was “nationalized”, the
setting of the commercial structure and hencertteggration of the domestic market
with the world market did not change. On the cawir¢his integration model was
reinforced from another point; since the rural gapan surpassed the urban
population, it can be said that the peripheral matof the Turkish economy
strengthened. Within the given setting, the Tudafion of the commercial structure
by the involuntary transfer of Greek merchantsmbdl indicate any lack of interest

towards the foreign capital which we have exemgtifthis in Chapter 4. Another

418 Jean-Pierre Vidal, “The Effect of Emigration on rhlan Capital Formation”Journal of
Population Economigsl998, n.11, p. 590

419 See W. D. Dines et. alTirkiye'nin /ktisadi Bakimdan Umumi Bir Tetkiki 1933-19341.2,
(Ankara: Mehmedhsan Matbaasi, 1936), pp. 239-240
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important outcome of the Population Exchange was lineakdown of the
commercial network which had been constructed dutiire Ottoman times thanks
to the Greek merchants’ entrepreneurial skills. ¢éethe exodus of the Greek
merchants meant the exportation of social capithk immediate impact of this
transfer was observed in some concrete developmei@seece. For instance, one
of Greece’s major outlets to foreign markets, ngnikdtaeus, experienced a great
rise in importance after the Exchange. Whereas, Wlis not true of Izmir, which
had been one of the most major trade outlets ofGtieman Empire to foreign

markets for many centuries.

This thesis studied the general effects of the Giaakish Exchange of
Populations upon Turkey’s economic developmentha itnmediate aftermath of
this event. On the basis of the available docuntiemtzand the findings of the
limited number of studies we were able to show thate effects were wide and
varied, each with a different significance upon trensformation of the imperial
economy to a national one. When the focus of teearch on the economic effects
of the Exchange is moved to local and sectorallseviewill be possible to obtain a
far more dynamic picture of this transformationisitto this goal that our future

studies will contribute.
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APPENDICIES

APPENDIX A

The commmentary from Ravndal's Report on the effed of “Nonmoslem
Exodus”

EFFECTS OF NONMOSLEM EXODUS

The significance of the defeat of the Greeks bel8ntyrna, accompanied by the
exodus, not only the Greek military and civil fascéut also of native Greeks and
Armenians and more recently of Jews, can best hepgd by referring to the

factory figures given previously. These show tihat Greeks, Armenians, and Jews
in 1915 were estimated to furnish 75 per cent efdapital and 85 per cent of the

labor involved in Turkish industries.

For example, prior to the Greek defeat there werhe Vilayet of Smyrna (which
included the present-day Vilayets of Smyrna, Aid®aruhan, Denizli, and
Mentesheh) 3,315 factories and work-shops of edescription, employing about
22,000 laborers. Of these shops, 2,425 were GB&E&k Turkish, and 32 Armenian,
Jewish and foreign. Of the laborers, 17,000 wereelgr 3,250 Turkish, and 1,750
Armenian, Jewish and foreign. Even after allowing the mechanical equipment
abandoned to the Turks by the departing non-Mosleting picture remains
somewhat dreary, for the emigration of labor leaave®id that will prove difficult
to fill.

186



Unfortunately, the Moslem elements being receivedmf Greece under the
exchange of populations convention are almost skadly agricultural and for

some time will be capable of assistance only tottiiacco and other agricultural
industries. Already the Greek emigrants from Turkaye established in their new
home in Greece a carpet-weaving enterprise thabfiased the Turkish industry

such rivalry that Turkey has forbidden the expastabf carpet wool.

Turkey is thus reaping industrially the whirlwirithe seeds of which were sown by
its former rulers. Social and political injusticeade the Greek and the Armenian
undependable as soldiers and statesman and didfsedhey should become
artisans and tradesmen, catering to the needewfMloslem superiors. The system
having developed Greek and Armenian separatismraoé consciousness to a
point where these races became a political mernhese remained no remedy but
their departure. But in departing they are takinthwhem material portions of the

country’s equipment for industry and commerce, Whitc the modern world are

highly important factors in national life.

Politically, the sacrifice is probably worth whilespecially from the point of view
of the Turk. It involves, however, a period of eithardship during which Turkey
will have create an economic organization out ohass of raw labor and almost
nonexistent capital. The Turks are setting bravelwork, and a prominent feature
of every concession granted or proposed has beenestablishment by the
concessionary company of industrial schools for Ielms workmen and their

children. There is also the stipulation that afiails and workmen shall be Turkish
subjects, except where technical skill requires cansider during the period

necessary for training a Turkish understudy toycam the work. To date, this
merely means a realization by the Government otcthentry’s shortcomings. The

accomplishment of definite results will require érand patience.
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APPENDIX B

TABLE-A/B: Total Value of Agricultural Production, 1909-1939

Total Agricgltural Ag I‘L?Jﬁ?l!l ral AF;]erircSES rlf';l1 .
Year Productu_)r) Production (in Production (in Sh_are of Agriculture
(Current, million . . in the GNP (%)
piastres) 19;3-14 prices, 1913_—14 prices,
miilion piastres) piastres)
1909 (*) 7805.3 6445.9 422.2

1913(**) 8506.2 9089.9 569.6 48.3
1913(20%)) 6805.0 7575.0 474.7 40.9
1914 9781.9 9130.0 570.0 53.3
1914(20%)) 7825.5 7608.3 475.0 47.6
1923 37930.0 3580.7 273.5 39.8
1924 57330.0 4557.7 344.5 47.6
1925 73300.0 4809.4 359.7 48.1
1926 82070.0 6352.6 470.1 49.7
1927 60850.0 4412 .4 323.3 41.4
1928 72400.0 5237.3 375.7 44.4
1929 107520.0 7451.1 523.4 50.9
1930 72320.0 7268.3 499.9 45.2
1931 63240.0 7475.2 503.4 45,5
1932 47090.0 6220.6 410.1 40.8
1933 42900.0 7333.3 473.4 38.8
1934 41740.0 6991.6 441.9 35.8
1935 48470.0 6754.4 418.0 36.9
1936 73350.0 9767.0 594.1 44.6
1937 73990.0 9787.0 585.2 425
1938 76270.0 10075.3 592.1 42.1
1939 80820.0 10401.5 593.8 41.6

(*) Kars is included by 1%, by considering its tala share in the total agricultural production tlie

following years.
(**) Estimated figure, reached bu increasing Gisatdta by 9% (total share in area sown in 1909) for
the shares of missing provincesgrA Erzurum, Erzincan, Hakkari, Mwand Siirt. Kars is also included

by 1%

(***) Estimated figure, reached through increasi@gran's data by 18.7% (total share in area sown in

1909) for the shares of missing province§riAErzurum, Erzincan, Hakkari, MuSiirt, Adana, Bingdl,
Icel, Urfa and Van.

Kars is also included by 1%. (2Q%Estimated values for 1913 and 1914, with 20% c&dn.

Source :Ozel,“The Economy of Turkey..,’p. 12
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APPENDIX C

TABLE-A/C: Refugees’ Ultimate Resettlement Figuresdy Geray

Number )
City of Population | House Shop Lot Land V|n"e y"ard G::irq_e :
Families (D6niim) | (DONUmM) | (DGNUM)

Adana 1,640 5,862 1,640 344 41 45,187 2,87( 84
Afyon K.H. | 109 358 74 3472 58
Aksaray 1,076 3,186 747 22 13,561 2,178 2,271
Amasya 475 2,087 448 43 5 14,887 1,549
Ankara 185 925 135 159 56 16,426 286 290
Antalya 1,087 4,015 1,033 228 106,780 939
Aydin 2,264 8,312 1,893 201 144 97,256 12,46
Balikesir 7,541 25,515 7,018 1,583 958 131,541 606 | 906
Bilecik 771 2,665 11,308 2,696 3,393
Bolu 14 122 5 9 3,131
Burdur 102 380 98 8 2,403 330 57
Bursa 7,082 31,058 5,317 719 1,844 150,221 4,445 8883
Canakkale | 2,143 9,646 2,709 152 8 87,894 1,091 23,49
Cankir 2 5 2 6
Corum 428 1,680 181 83 42 18,697 297 150
C. bereket 502 2,396 486 48 16 13,482 960
Denizli 490 1,740 193 141 14,511
D.bakir 3 8 2 4 296
Edirne 10,354 24,705 10,354 128 243 400,334 11,998,485
Elazg 174 651 174 11,484
Erzincan 272 945 272 11,805
Eskisehir 855 1,214 186 29 214 4,633 1
G.antep 119 438 117 8,082
Giresun 216 832 214 39 938 6,118
Gumishane| 17 130 839 11,191
Icel 143 543 143 16 5,674 32
Izmir 13,234 62,947 5,000 3,000 1,000,000 5,000 0,0
Isparta 264 984 254 39 6,281 830 193
Istanbul 8,610 33,328 2,553 2,000 937,441 12,158
Kastamonu| 97 333 94 27 771 13
Kayseri 1,644 6,150 1,640 119 65,244 3,721 3,00
Kirklareli 4,729 19,739 4,437 192 151,069 3,005
Kocaeli 5,017 17,074 1,688 295 27 111,218
Konya 1,021 4,023 1,021 156 33,858 32 492
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TABLE-A/C (CONT'D): Refugees’ Ultimate ResettlementFigures by Geray

Kitahya 176 669 139 64 3 4,145

Malatya 1 4 1

Manisa 3,662 15,468 2,349 155 423 45,572 22,893 798
Maras 103 842 103 5,000 1,711 274
Mersin 803 3,091 680 115 11 23,264 1,075 942
Mugla 647 2,401 641 99 27,040 89
Nigde 3,969 15,750 120 134,709

Ordu 332 1,438 389 178 148 21,174 24
Samsun 6,288 23,454 4,209 511 544 112,997

Sinop 225 920 204 41 8,202 24
Sivas 486 1,918 288 15 25,636

S.karahisar | 425 5,617 1,515 58,450

Tekirdag 6,430 23,221 3,179| 361 266 290,571 18,878 1,72
Tokat 1,630 6,209 1,325 25 75,868

Trabzon 77 393 77 65 590

Urfa 1 3 1

Yozgat 1,113 3,911 598 67 3 56,731 4 80,10
Zonguldak | 207 938 207 9 1,542 3
TOTAL 99,709 | 380,243 66,872 11,609 4,996 4,482,568,606 160,300

Source Geray, CevafTurkiye'den ve Turkiye'ye GocleEK TABLO V
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APPENDIX D

The petitions directly written to Mustafa Kemal by Naciye Oney, a refugee
from Crete having relatives in the bureaucracy
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exodus of Greeks

APPENDIX E

The report of Alaiyelizade Mahmud Bey on the econom impacts of the
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APPENDIX F

Izmir Vilayeti 1926 Senedistatistgi (Statistical Data of Vilayet of izmir for the
Year 1926)
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APPENDIX G

A note on Primitive Accumulation as a Continuous Pocess: Conceptual

Framework

Conceptual approaches to the economic aspect ofPiulation Exchange
generally assess this practice as a part of etmonigogenization of the economic
structures of Greece and Turkey. Surely this wasadrthe main motivations of the
Turkish and Greek nationalists for the Exchang@apulations. We think that it is
also possible to construct a new conceptual framlewased on new arguments
other than “ethnic purification”. Here it is ofte that we can analyze the
Population Exchange as a special step of “primitacgeumulation” process in
Turkey. The Population Exchange is special forléigye-scale character. Even
though documentation of this argument is still lagk the logic and the successive

events are in consistent with the conceptual fraonk\given below.

Here we use “primitive accumulation” in accordamgth the Marxist interpretation
of this concepf?® In the last eight chapters @apitals first volume, Marx
discusses the role of primitive accumulation in éngergence of capitalism and the
effects of this “original” accumulation on the foation of modern classes in
agriculture and industry. He also refers this cphae the third volume o€Capital
and in theTheories of Surplus ValwndGrundrisse

For Marx, classical political economists, in orderlegitimize private property of
the means of production, draw a such vicious cifolecapital accumulation: In
order to satisfy capital accumulation, we need Issrpalue, and surplus value can

only be the result of capitalistic production. Sincapitalist mode of production

420 Marx, Capital vol.1, p. 713
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requires the pre-existence of huge amounts ofaaguitd labor-force in the hands of
individual capitalists, we end up with a processwhich capital accumulation
requires pre-existence of accumulated capital. S@ak political economy tries to
solve this problem by defining an accumulation pssc which predates the
formation of capitalist production. Adam Smith eathis process as “previous
accumulation” or “the accumulation of stock”. Macxiticizes this approach of
classical political economy for its creating a ogpicrole of which is similar to the
original sin in theology?* However, Marx's basic criticism focuses on their
explanation of this process by spending/saving thabi people. Therefore, for
Marx, in actual history it was not the habits ofdinduals to cause this
accumulation: “In actual history it is notoriousatlconquest, enslavement, robbery,

murder, brieflyforce play the great part??

For Marx, the formation of capital and hence thdless accumulation of capital
within the capitalist mode of production necesssgathe private property of the
means of production and as a result the commotldicaf labor force. Here, the
key element of the process is “the compls¢parationof the laborers from all
property in the means by which they can releasdr thabor.”?®* So the
dispossession of the masdss (extra-economic) forcevas the main cause of this
primitive accumulation. Probably, Marx might hawaled the process gwimitive
for multiple purposes.

It suggests a brutality, lacking the subtletiegshef more modern forms

of exploitation with which we are familiar. It impk that primitive

accumulation was prior to the form of accumulatitrat people

generally associate with capitalism. Finally implisomething that we

might associate with the ‘primitive’ parts of theosd, where capital
accumulation has not advanced as far as elsef{ere.

421 bid.
22 |bid, p. 714 [Our Emphasis]
‘3 bid., p.714

424 Michael Perelman, “The Secret History of Primitivecumulation and Classical Political
Economy”. Retrieved June 12, 2005, frothe Commonehttp://www.thecommoner.orgp.1-2
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Perelman does not say anything about whether hes cam order or not in his
explanation of multiple connotations of the termnptive. For us, his order
represents an order of likelihood as well. Marx'aimpurpose here was to explain
the role offorcein the explanation of the formation of capitahisbde of production

and capital accumulation.

The results of primitive accumulation are not lieditto the accumulated capital.
Primitive accumulation is strictly related with th@mation of labor class. In fact,
separation gave the main stimulus for the creatioinee laborers and this process
was reinforced by some juridical measures to maaple sell their labor-force in
the market. Once the separation completed, theepsowould reach its ultimate

stage, namelthe clearing of estates

The last process of wholesale expropriation of thgricultural
population from the soil is, finally, the so-callekkaring of estates, i.e.,
the sweeping men off theff’

The clearing of estates movement was so powerhitl ¢len the old inhabitants’
cottages were cleared. As a result of this sitnatlmusing for the agricultural
laborers became impossible on the land they ctéizarhe separation and clearing
meant also some sort of input allocation in différsectors. As far as the labor-
force allocation is considered —it is crucial farrgurpose— that Marx, several
times, refers toforced population policieof the governments as methods of
separation and clearing. While he talks about tkgrapriated the Gaels in the
eighteenth century, he underlines that the Gaele Wabidden to emigrate from
the country in order to push them to Glasgow ahémmanufacturing towns. In the
footnote at the end of this discussion, Marx margioanother population

management practice implemented by the state:

In 1860 the people expropriated by force were ebgobto Canada under
false pretenses. Some fled to the mountainous aeighlmoring islands.

425 Marx, Capital vol.l, p.728
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They were followed by the police, came to blowshwthem and
escaped®

These are clear examples of the fact that popula@anagement methods were
used for primitive accumulation at the dawn of taEm. There is no doubt that
the separation and clearing movement in England weag distinguished by its

scale, as well as its organized nature.

Yet, there is one more question to be answeredprisiitive accumulation
continuous or special to the transition to catal? Marx left his readers a blurred
picture concerning this issue. Although the hist@ri character of primitive
accumulation is obvious in Marx’s scheme, the canty of this process is still an
open discussioff.” We think that for capitalism it is inevitable tdspossess the
masses from the means of production, that is, agpar continuously. If we accept
this interpretation of primitive accumulation, whosild underline the difference
betweenprimitive accumulatiorandaccumulation In Capital vol.lll, Marx defines
the accumulation of capital as a continuation efgive accumulation in a form

raised to aHigher powef:

This is simply the divorce of the conditions of dalirom the producers
raised to a higher power [...] It is in fact thiévorce between the
conditions of labor on the one hand and the produca the other that
forms the concept of capital, as this arises withipive accumulation.

2% |pid., p.729

42" The Commoner—a web-based Marxist journal published in Britainin 2001 opened this
discussion under the title of “new enclosures” biplishing two articles of Massimo De Angelis and
Werner Bonefeld suggesting a new interpretatiofpammitive accumulation” in the Marxist sense
of the term with a special emphasis on its contiusueharacter. (Michael Perelman’s article
mentioned above was also published in this isddewever, Paul Zarembka criticized these two
authors’ “trans-historical” approach and insistesh ¢he historical character of primitive
accumulation. Then Bonefeld responded and defehiednd De Angelis’ view on the permanence
of primitive accumulation. For a detailed discussan the nature of primitive accumulation, see
Werner Bonefeld, “The Permanence of Primitive Acatation: Commodity Fetishism and Social
Constitution”, The Commoner 2001, no.2, Massimo De Angelis, “Marx and Privati
Accumulation: The Continuous Character of CapitdEaclosures™, The Commoner2001, no.2,
Paul Zarembka, “Primitive Accumulation in Marxishiistorical or Trans-historical Separation from
Means of Production?The Commoner2001, Werner Bonefeld, “History and Social Canusitbn:
Primitive Accumulation is not Primitive'The Commoneg2001
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There are some other examples of Marx’s “higher ggdwor “greater scale”
emphases while he relates the accumulation ofalapith primitive accumulation.
Starting from this point, de Angelis gives a cehiraportance to the concept
“separation” and he distinguishes the accumulatdod primitive accumulation
processes by evaluating these two concegtmditions of existenteAccording to
him, primitive accumulation refers t@X novo production of separatibmvhilst
accumulation of capital implies the€production of the same separation—on a
greater scale—= The distinctive difference between these twosides for Marx
not so much in the timing of occurrence of thisaapon [...] rather in the
conditions and circumstances in which this sepamas enforced”. Extra-economic
prerequisites for the accumulation process distgigthese two processes. Hence
we can reach to a “new” definition of primitive acgulation. De Angelis claims
that “primitive accumulation for Marx is a socialopess instigated by some social
actor (the state, particular social classes, aeimged at the people who have some
form of direct access to the means of productidms Social process often takibe
form of a strategy that aims to separabem from the means of production” [Our
Emphasis]. However, there are still question madkgcerning the reason of Marx’s
limited stress or even distress on primitive acclatmn and extra-economic
coercion within the capitalist mode of productiardehis equivocal approaches to
primitive accumulation in his writings. In fact, Més reducing the emphasis on
primitive accumulation can be understood by considehis emphasis on the “the
dull compulsion of economic relation&® While explaining this “dull compulsion
of economic relations”, he claims that for thisldtdmpulsion over laborers, the
rising bourgeoisie needs the state power to regulages and working hours. For
Marx, this compulsion via state-power ian‘ essential element of the so-called
primitive accumulatioh Hence we conclude that behind the de-emphasithef
“pompous compulsion of extra-economic relationséréhis Marx’s intention of

illuminating the role of market or “dull compulsiaf economic relation§®°.

428 Marx, Capital vol.| p.737
4% For a comprehensive analysis of these argumemtsMiehael PerelmanThe Invention of

Capitalism: Classical Political Economy and the @&cHistory of Primitive Accumulatign
(Durhamé&London: Duke University Press, 2000). Esplgcsee Chapters 1,2, 4 and 5.
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Hence we can conclude that the permanent cham@igbeimitive accumulation is so
handier that even new trends in world economy canassessed by using the
argument based on the continuity of the separalipnextra-economic forces.
Perelman masterly summarizes the importance ofithespretation of primitive

accumulation:

Specifically, by relegating primitive accumulatitmthe pre-capitalistic
past, we lose sight of the two-fold time dimensioh primitive
accumulation. Firstly, as we shall emphasize latiee, separation of
people from their traditional means of productiatuwred over time as
capital gradually required additional workers tanjahe labor force.
Secondly, the process of primitive accumulatiom imatter of degree.
As we shall see, all out primitive accumulation Veboot be in the best
interest of capital. Instead, capital would margpelthe extent to which
workers relied on self-provisioning in order to rmae its
advantagé

To complete the summary of Marx’s theory of pringtiaccumulation, we should

discuss certain forms of primitive accumulatiorhis writings.

For Marx, there were certain forms of primitive agwlation. First and most
famous form of this process is tlemclosuremovement in Englan®* In this
analysis, primitive accumulation becomes the kegmeint of transition from a
feudal mode of production to a capitalist one, Whioves rise to unilinear historical
model of Marxism. However, in the same pag€sp(talvol.l-part.VIIl) Marx
refers to the slave trade as a method of primgigeumulation and he emphasizes
its role in the capital accumulation process in Iend. Hence, as de Angelis
mentions, primitive accumulation can be the regtibternational division of labor.

Moreover, according to de Angelis, by recalling doacept of “world economy” in

439 Michael Perelman, “The Theory of Primitive Accuribn”, Retrieved April, 15 2006, froffihe
Theory of Primitive Accumulation
http://www.csuchico.edu/~mperelman/primitive_accuation.htm

31 Marx, in his analysis, professes that this movenheu the classical form in England alone and
according to Marx, “the expropriation, in differeabuntries assumes different aspects, and runs
through its various phases in different ordersuaicession, and at different periods” (Ma@apital
vol.l, p. 716)

199



Braudelian sense, capital accumulation in onegfate world market may be or be

the result of a primitive accumulation processnotaer part.

Another primitive accumulation form of which Marx akes mention is “the

é32 By this term, in the concrete, Marx refers to fhblic

alienation of the stat
debt system. The relation between primitive accatmuh and national debts was
obvious: “The public debt becomes one of the mastgrful levers of primitive
accumulation”. The setting prepared by the pub&btdsystem was completed by
the international credit systerand pventaxationwhich also work along with the
alienation of the state. In this part of his primgtaccumulation analysis, he gets

closer to the conceptualization of “imperialism”.

Above we have also mentioned that the the populatianagement practices of the

emerging nation-states were also a form of priraiagcumulation process.

As a concluding remark, it should be noted that iDd¥arvey, another Marxist
scholar, prefers the term “accumulation by dispssis@” instead of primitive
accumulation in the context of contemporary cajsital®*> However, Harvey's
conceptualization of “accumulation by dispossessisrexactly what we mean by
stressing the continuity of primitive accumulatiwhich is theseparationby extra-

economic methods.

432 |bid., p.754

“33David Harvey,The New Imperialisi(New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), ppriB82
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